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PREFACE 


Vol. I of the English Translation of TaUvasangraha is being seat out. 
The talented editor of th© Gaekwad Series has supplied all the information 
available rogarding the Authors of the Original and the Commentary,—in 
the oxtensivo and lucid Introduction to the original Sanskrit Text. 

Tho texts translated are difficult—linguistically as well as philosopliically. 
Iu th© latter aspect, my past work on Rumania's Shlokav&rtika and 
Uddyotekara’s Nydyavartiia has enabled me to follow tho trend of th© 
arguments; as these two writers form tho principal targets for attack in the 
work; and the work is entirely polemical.—In the linguistic aspect of the 
work, I have not always felt quite sure, specially in regard to the technical 
tenns in which Buddhistic literature abounds and my knowledge of these 
liad all been derived from ‘ Brahmanical * Sources. But as the work 
progressed, I felt surer of my ground, and I hope that in the final result, 
I have not gone far wrong in my interpretations. For the slips that there 
are bound to be there, I apologiso to Buddhist Scholars and hope that 
they will correct me wherever I may be found to liavo gone astray. 

In that hope, I send forth this work of mine with thankfulness for 
having been given the strength of mind and body to do it. 

My thanks are duo to tho Editors of the Sanskrit Text, whose introduc¬ 
tion lias been helpful in the understanding of the text. 


Allahabad. 
July 23, 1937 


GANGANATHA JHA 
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manent ? Merc Being is said to be their sole function as well as Cause — 
This points to the section on the Permanence of Things (Chapter 8, below). 

Objection: —“ If this is so, then the Intervolved Wheel of Causation cannot 
be regarded as the basis of any adjustments regarding Act, its Fruit and the 
Connection between them, and such other things; as ex hypothesi, the said 
Wheel is mobile (momentary).” 

The answer is supplied by the second line of the first verse of t he Text— 
‘ Karma, etc.’, ‘ It is the basis of such notions as Actions, etc.’—What the 
Text means is that this shall bo explained later on. In this connection 
‘ Actions' are good and bad, their 1 fruits ’ are desirable and undesirable, and the 
4 connection ’ betweon them is that of the product and the produced (cause and 
effect); the ‘notion’ of this is its adjustment, usage, arrangement.—The 
term 4 adi ’ (‘ and tli© rest ’) in the Text includes all such notions as those 
of Remembrance, Recognition, Uncertainty, Certainty, the Following up of a 
self-appointed Task, Eagerness for perceptible things. Cessation of such 
eagerness, the Relation of Cause and Effect, the Cogniser of these, the Means 
of Cognition, Bondage, Emancipation and so forth. The said 4 Wheel' 
is the 4 basis ’ of all these ;—such is the analysis of the compound.—To this 
effect there is the following declaration of the Blessed Lord—“ O Bhiksus 
the Action is there, the Fruit is there, but the Actor is not found,—apart 
from the ‘indication’ (Sahklta) of the ‘Principles and Practices’ (Dharmas), 
—who renounces these * Sensorial Phases ’ ( Skarulhas) and takes up 
others. So that it is duo to the indication of the 4 Principles and Practices ’ 
that a certain thing comes about when another thing is there (os its cause).” 
—This points to tko Chapter on Actions, their Fruits and the Connec¬ 
tion between these (Chapter 9, below).—This Intervolved Wheel of Causation 
should be understood as appertaining to the Sensorial Phases ( S'kandhas), 
4 Phenomena ’ ( D/tdtus ) and the 4 Receptacles ’ ( Ayalanas); as it is these that 
ore produced by the Intervolved Wheel of Causation. —(I) 


[Text 2.] Question —“ Thcro are many such things as Substance, 
Quality, Movement and the rest ; why does not the Wheel of Causation apply 
to these ? ” 

The answer is given by lines 1 and 2 of Text 2, beginning with the 
term 'guna, etc.', 4 It is devoid of all sucli concepts as Quality, etc.' —The 
torm 4 guna — ... samavaya' is a Copulative Compound ;—the term ' juti ’, 
4 universal ’, includes both kinds of Universal, the Higher (Wider) as well 
as the Lower (Narrower);—the terra 4 adi ’, 4 and so on ’, includes the 
(1) 4 Specific Individuality ’ subsisting in ultimate substances (as postulated 
by the VaiMfOea), (2) also those characteristics which some people describe 
as distinct from the things possessing those characteristics,—e.g. the character 
of 4 Being ’ as subsisting in all the Six Categories (of the Vaishlfika), the 
character of being apprehended by all such Means of Cognition as bring about 
the apprehension of existing tilings, and so forth. The compound between 
the term 4 guiia ... samavaya ’ and 4 upddhi' is Karmadhdraya, one between 
the qualification and the qualified [the 4 upadhi ’ being the qualified, and the 
preceding term the qualification];—of these upudhis, concepts, (in the 
2 
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shape of Substance, etc.] the wheel is devoid ; i.e. it is free from all this. In 
regard to this, the Blessed Lord has declared ns follows :—“ 0 Brdhmana f 
All is All; i.e. the fivo ‘ Skandhas' (Five Sensory Phases), the twelve 
‘ Ayatanas' [Twelve Sensory Receptacles—consisting of Mind, fivo Sense- 
organs and the external objects appreliendod by these six], and the oighteen 
1 Dhulus' [Elements or Ingredients, consisting of the aforesaid twelve, along with 
the six elements of Visual Sensation, Auditory Sensation, Olfactory Sensation, 
Gestatory Sensation, Tactile Sensation, Mental Sensation].”-—-This points 
to the Section on the Examination of the Si# Categories (Ohapters 10 to 15). 

Question —“ In the absence of the said concepts, how does the Jntervolved 
Wheel of Causation become the object of Verbal Expression and Concep¬ 
tion ? And when it does not become the object of these two, it cannot 
bo spoken of ; as a matter of fact Verbal Expression and Conception cannot 
operate apart from the concepts in question. How then is it that the 
Blessed Lord lias propounded it ? ” 

[Page 12.] The answer to this is contained in the second line of Text 2, 
beginning with tho word ‘ aropita ', 4 It is amenable, etc.'. —The compound 
4 aropita, etc.' is to be explained as follows— 4 aropita akara ' is the imposed 
or assumed form; and this ‘ assumed form’ is the character of the Wheel of 
Causation, as forming the object of Verbal Expression and Conception; i.e. that 
which forms the subject of the Wheel of Causation is that which is amenable 
to Verbal Expression and Conception in an assumed (superimposed) form.— 
The term 4 pratyaya ’ (Cognition) hero should bo understood in the sense of the 
particular form of Cognition which appears in the form of a verbal concept,— 
ns is indicated by the proximity of tho torm 4 verbal expression *; specially as 
these two are invariably associated in regard to any single objoct. Thus the 
sense of the Text comes to tliis—Though tho said concepts are not there (in 
the Wheel), yot through the fact that things are always perceived as distin- 
guislied from each other, the Conception is understood to appertain to 
something external; so that tho amenability to Verbal Expression, in the 
form of invariable association, is present (in the said Wheel). In reality, 
however, it is not amenable to Verbal Expression, because all sorts of 
Conceptual Content have disappeared from it. But, just as the denotation 
of words Is admitted in common parlance ns something nice, though not 
justified by reason,—in the same manner, with a view to introducing 
the True Teaching, the Blessed Teacher, closing his eyes, in the manner 
of the elephant, to the true character of tilings, sought to express the 
true idea, through a sort of illusion; and this simply because there is 
no other way of doing it.—Even though the form of the denotation of 
words is really superimposed upon it (as an illusion), yet, by reason of 
invariable association, it becomes indirectly related to the tiling to be 
spoken of, and thus becomes the means of expressing it; and tho tiling, 
thus expressed, does become manifested, by virtue of the powers of the 
Teachers; hence there is no chance of being deceived (regarding the true 
nature of the thing spoken of).—This is what lias been thus declared by 
Tdyin —" By whichsoever name is a Phenomenon (or Entity or Manifestation) 
spoken of,—this Phenomenon does not really exist there; such is the 
phenomenal cliaracter of all phenomena ”.—(2) 
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[Text 3.] Question—“ Is this (Wheel of Causation) a mere verbal 
jugglery indulged in on account of the paucity of valid reasons in support, 
—just as has been done by other philosophers assuming (without sufficient 
proof) their Categories ? Or is there any valid reason for accepting it ? ” 
The answer that there is such valid reason is given in Text 3.—‘ Spasta, 
otc.\ 'It is definitely cognised, etc .'—Tho compound 1 SpatfalaJc$ana' 
is Karmadharaya, meaning ‘ whoso definition, character, is dear, i.e. well- 
defined ’; tho ‘ clearness ’ of tho ‘ definition ’ is due to tho fact that it is free 
from tho throe defects of being impossible (inapplicable), or too narrow or 
too wide ; the definition of tho Means of Right Coguition provided by other 
philosophers, on the other hand, is not 4 dear ’; tho Text therefore lias 
characterised its own Means of Cognition as 4 clear Endowed with this 
character of being 4 dearly defined ’ are tins 4 two Means of Cognit ion ’,—Sense- 
perception and Inferenceby these is the Wheel of Causation 4 definitdy 
cognised'; this will be explained under all the sections (as occasion presents 
itself). This also is approved by the Blessed Lord, who lias declared thus—‘ O 
Bhikfus, my word should be accepted after duo investigation, not merely 
through regard for me; just as gold is accepted as real only after heating, cut¬ 
ting and rubbing on the touch-stone’.—As regards Sense-percept ions, its defini¬ 
tion is that it should be free from 4 mistake ’ and ‘conceptual con tout’ or 4 deter¬ 
mination ’; this is oxactly as declared by the Blessed Lord—who has said 
that 4 ono who has the visual cognition cognises the Blue all right, but not ns 
blue ’; tho phrase 4 cognises tho Blue ’ implies that tho cognition does not 
apprehend an object other than its own, which indicates the fact of its being 
not mistaken (or wrong); and the other phrase 4 not as blue' denies the presence 
in the Cognition of any connection with the definite name 4 blue ’; wliich 
indicates the fact of its being non-conceplual or yu>t-detcrm inale (free from nil 
association with words). As regards Inference, tho definition of that also luis 
been set forth by pointing out the naturo of tho Lihga (Inferential Indicative, 
4 Middle Term’, Probans); which lias been thus set forth—‘The Lihga, 
Probans, is that which is (a) nover non-concomitant with tlie Probanduin, and 
(6) which is definitely known,—only then does it become tho means of in¬ 
ferential cognition; this Probans, O Bhiksus, is sometimes Constructive, in all 
cases it is Destructive ’. Hero the invariable concomitance of tho Probans 
with the Probandum is clearly asserted. Tlus same condition has been stated 
in the dictum that 4 Tho Probans Is the basis of Inference, when it is cliarac- 
terised by invariable concomitance ’; in this statement the Probandum has 
not been mentioned, because it is clearly indicated by the mention of tho 
4 invariable concomitance of the Probans ’ (wliicli con only be with the 
Probandum).—This Probans is divided into throe kinds, distinguished accord¬ 
ing to such peculiarities as those of (1) nature, (2) effect and (3) non¬ 
apprehension-, the Probans called ‘nature’ has been indicated by the term 
4 Constructive ’ in the pliraso 4 O Bh Jesus, that wliich is Constructive ’;— 
as for the Probans styled 4 Effect ’ it has been illustrated in the following 
statement— 4 Tho presence of Fire is known through Smoke, the presence of 
Water is known through the line of White Cranes flying above; and tho Race 
( Ootra ) of the Wise BodhisaUva is known through certain signs ’.—Lastly, 
the Probans styled as 4 a particular form of non-apprehension ’ has also 
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been explained in course of the denial of mere Non-apprehension by itself 
being a Moans of Cognition; this has beon declared in the following words 
—*0 Dhik*us, a Living Being cannot validly cogniso a Living Being, or 
find a means of knowing it; if a Living Being validly cognises a Living Being, 
ho becomes destroyed; I alone would cognise a Living Boing, or someone 
elso if ho were liko me’. Heroin wo have the denial of the validity of 
mere Non-apprehension in general in regard to things beyond the ken (of 
ordinary men); the sentence ‘ I nlono, etc.’ clearly shows the validity of 
particular cases of Non-apprehension.—All this points to thoso sections of 
the Toxt that deal with Seme-perception (Chap. 17), Inference (drop. 18) 
and other Means of Cognition (Chap. 20). 

Question —“ This Intervelvcd Wheel of Causation, —is it concomitant 
with any such goneric character ns ‘being an entity 1 , as declared by the 
Syddmdins (Juinas)? Or is it entirely unmixed (pure) in its ossence t—‘ What 
if it is the one or the other ? 1 —If it is conoomitnnt with anytliing, then 
thoro would bo a cross-division botweon the definition of the Wheel and that 
of Senso-percoption and the rest;—thoro would also be tho incongruity that 
the causo would coaso to bring about the offoct, ns there would bo no difforonco 
between tho Causo and Effect; and in that coso tho Wheel would not bo 4 defi¬ 
nitely cognised by means of the two Means of Cognition 1 (as stated in Text 3). 
Nor again, is it right to posit any such entity us tho Intervolved Wheel of 
Causation; because evon if it is ontiroly umnixod in its essence,—inasmuch 
as there would bo no particular diversity among tho auxiliary causes, thoro 
would bo no possibility of its having any efficient activity (which is tho charac¬ 
teristic of every entity)-, oxaotly as thoro is nono in things admittedly non¬ 
productive.' 1 

In answer to this objoction, wo linvo tho socond lino of Text 3— 

4 Aniyasiipi, etc .'—‘ It is not mixed up with the nature of anything else even in 
the slightest degree \ What is moant is as follows—It is tho luttor of tho two 
alternatives that wo accept; and yet thoro is no room for tho objections 
that have lx*on twgod against it; this wo shall explain lalor on. Tho compound 
* misUnbhOUijKiralmakah 1 (in tho Text) is to bo analysed as— 4 wheroiu tho 
nature of anything elso is not mixed up 1 ; that is, wherein thoro is not tho 
slightest t rnco of tho charactor of anything else, —for instance, that of tho Causo 
in tho Effect and so forth.— ‘In the slightest degree ',—ovon in tho most subtle 
form,—and not only in tho form of many such oxtonsivo ontitios ns 4 Being ’, 

*Knowablo* and so forth,—this is what is implied by tho particlo 'api', 

‘ evenWhat is meant is that, if tho form of a single entity woro present in 
it, tho entire world would outer into its ossence. Tins tho Author will explain 
later on. This is what lias boon thus doclarod by the Blessed Lord— 4 How can 
tho Sprout be eternal ?—Sinco tho Sprout is ono thing and tho Seed an en¬ 
tirely differont thing. Verily tho Sprout is not exactly tho same thing as the 
Seed. So also is tho Sprout unlike the Sood. Hence ono tiling (Seed) does 
not pass on into the essence of another thing 1 .—This points to the Chapter 
dealing with the Examination of Syddvdda (Chap. 20).—(3) 

Question —“ The Skandha (Sonsorial Phase) and the rest, are pure 
and unmixed in nature; even so, do they always remain unchanged in their 1 
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character?—as has been declared by some persons who hold all things to 
be real entities, passing from one phase into another ? ” 

Tho answer that it is not so is provided by the word ' Asat\krdntim ', ‘ it 
admits of no translocation' ( Text 4). What is meant is that, if there were 
translocation (passing from one phase into anothor), then, inasmuch as 
everything (every cause) would always exist in its entirety, there would 
bo no Effect or Product, and hence no possibility of any ‘ Intorvolved Wheel 
of Causation \—The word ‘ Asaiikrunti' (in the Text) signifies ‘that wherein 
there is no translocation ’—i.e. passing from pliasc to phase,—* of the Skandha 
and other factors’.—[ Page 14].—This lias been declared by the Blessed 
Lord in tho following words—‘ When tho Eye is produced, it does not come 
out from anything else;—when it is destroyed, it does not return to any¬ 
thing else; what happens, O Bhikfus, is that tho Eye, not lrnving boon in 
existence, comes into existence,—and having been in existence, it censes to 
exist —This points to the Chapter dealing with the Examination of the Three 
Points of Time (Cliapter 21 of the Text). 

Question —“ Thon does it exist only at tho time that it is actually seen ? 
As doclarod by tho Chdrvdka (Materialist)—“ Whenco can there bo any coining 
again for tliat which has been burnt and ceased to oxist ? ’ " 

The answer is supplied by the Toxt in the word 4 anuthjantum ’, 4 it is 
without beginning, without ‘end *; the compound being analysed ns 4 that 
whoso boginning and end are not This also lias Imm-ii pointed out by the 
Blessed Lord—‘O Bhikxus, tho cycle of Birtlis lias no end and no begin¬ 
ning, etc. etc.’;—in this quotation tho term 4 a tar a ’ stands for end, and * agra ' 
for beginning ; hence tho negation of these two is what is spoken of as * anava- 
rdgra '. This lias boon so asserted with rofcrenc© to pooplo who have not 
taken to tho Noblo Path; for thoso who have taken to tho Noble Path, tho 
Cycle of Birth has actually ceased. It is in view of this that it lias been 
declared tliat— 4 For the childish person who knows not the true Dhnrmn. 
tho path of Birth and Rebirth is a long ono *.—This |X>ints to the Suction 
dealing with tho Examination of the Philosophy of tho I^okdyatas (Cliapter 
22 of tho Text). 

Question —“ Is this Intervolved W/xcl of Causation of tho nntnro of an 
external object ? Or has it a purely subjective existence ? ” 

Answer—It is like the reflected image and other things (Text). Tills 
shows that it has a purely subjoctivo existence. The sense therefore is tliat 
this lias a purely subjective existence,—-just like the Reflected Imago, Whirling 
Fire-Circle, the Fanciful City in the Sky and such other fanciful things. This 
lias been thus declared by the Blessed Lord— 4 Tho external t iling, ns fancied 
by cliildish people, does not exist, it is only the Mind which, tossed about 
by Impressions, bears the semblance of the object and thus becomes oper¬ 
ative ’.—This points to the Cliapter on the Examination of the External World 
(Chap. 23, Text). 

Having thus shown that the Intervolved Wheel of Causation is entirely 
free from the webs of the fanciful assumption of things tliat have no existence, 
the Author sums up the whole idea in the words 4 Sarvaprapahcha, etc.', ' It 
is absolutely free from the whole lot of fantasies that is, it is free from the whole 
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lot of fantastic notions, liko the idea of Primordial Matter being the cause 
of things and so forth. 

Question —“ Has this doctrine been realised by othor teachers also, 
—liko Visnu, Shiva, Hiranyagarbha and the rest ? ” 

Ansiccr —Not so ; it has not been apprehended by others ; ns a matter 
of fact, all other philosophical systems lay stress upon wrong notions of the 
Soul, and it is the Blessed Lord alone on whom this enlightenmont lias dawned. 
This is what the Text means. This the Author will explain in the course 
of all the sections of his work.—(4) 

Question —“ Was this doctrine of the Intervolved Wheel of Causation appre¬ 
hended by the Blessed Lord by Himself and then promulgated ? Or did he 
promulgate it on the basis of tho Veda which is regarded by others as revealed 
(not the work of any Person) ?—As declared by tho followers of Taimini— 
‘Thus ns rogards things that nro beyond the roach of tho Senses, there is 
no Person who has scon them directly; honco that man alone knows them 
rightly who knows them through tho Eternal Word 

Tho answer to this is—Not so; ' Smtnntrashrulinihsatigahindepen¬ 
dently of any self-sufficient revelation' ( Text r»). Tho term ‘Self-sufficient 
revelation' stands for tho Voda whose authority is said to bo self-sufficient,— 
that is tho Eternal Word; — 'nilmaiiga' is ono who is not dopondent upon, not 
dopending upon it, i.o. sooing things directly by himsolf ;—tho Lord Himsolf 
promulgated tho Doctrine of tho Intervolved Wheel of Causation. As a matter 
of fact, thcro is no sentonco or assertion that has not omanatod from a Porson ; 
as has boon declared by tho Bloaned Lord—‘ These Groat. Sagos, tho Anatula- 
paurdrtas (Denizens of tho Blissful Rogions ?) aro tho authors of tho Vedas 
and tho promulgators of tho Mantras Wliat tho Author moons is that 
ho is going to explain this lator on.—This points to the Section dooling with 
tho Examination of tho Self-sufficient Authority of tho Revelations 
(contained under Chapter 10 of tho Text). 

Question —“ For tho Blessed Lord who had at tained all his own ends, 
what was tho nood for promulgating this Doctrine of tho Intervolved Wheel 
of Causation ? ” 

Answer—With a view to bringing about the Welfare of the World (Text 5). 
‘ Welfare of the World ' is what is good for tho world; this ‘ Good ’ consists in 
tho destruction of all Afflictions and Illusion, brought about by tho duo 
comprehension of tho Right Doctrine of tho Intervolved Wheel of Causation ;— 
tho desire to bring this about is what is meant by tho ‘ view to bring 
about' ;—this is the cause that led to the promulgation of tho said Doctrine. 

Question —“ How is it known that tho Lord had tho desiro to bring about 
the welfare of tho world ? ” 

Answer —‘ Supreme mercy having enteretl into His very sold through long 
innumerable cycles' (Text 5). Tho compound is to bo analysed thus:— 
‘He whose supreme mercy ’—' Mahadayu ’—entered into His very osscnce, 
— {satmibhuUi)— through long (analpaih) innumerable cycles (kalpdsah- 
khyayaih). This ‘ supremo mercy ’ of the Blessed Lord is inferred from tho 
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fact that Ho did not renounce the work of doing good to other people, even 
though He had attained all His own ends.—(5) 

[Page 15.] Question —“ What did this Person do— who had this supreme 
mercy entered into His eery soul ? " 

Answer — 1 Who propounded, etc.'. —The term ‘who’, though a common 
pronoun, stands here for the Blessed Lord Buddha ; as no one olso jjoshossos 
the qualities described.— The Doctrine oj the Inlervolved Wheel of Causation ;— 
this term * pratityasamutpada ' stands for the doctrine that the 4 utpGda', 

4 causation * or 4 origination ’ of tlio Skandhas (Sensory Aggregates or Phases) 
and other things takes place —‘pratitya ’, i.e. on the basis of, Causal Ideations ; 
that is to my, who declared the Sensory Aggregates and oilier tilings to luvvo 
been produced on the strength of Causal Ideations. Though the term 4 Samut- 
p&da' (Origination or Causation) seems to have a negative (or exclusive) con¬ 
notation, yot what is really moant to be expressed by tlio term is the positive 
entity produced (by tho Ideation), but viewed ns excluding other aspects of it. 
—Or, the term 4 Samulpdda' may be construed as 4 Samulpadyati ', that whiclt 
is produced, tho Product,—the term being formed with tho 4 Ohaii' aflix 
in tho active souse, according to Pthiini’s SQtra 4 Krtyalyuf# buhulam 
(3.3.113) and this tonn 4 Satnuljtdda' thus oxplaincd is compounded with 
tho term 4 pratitya', oocording to Pacini’s SQtra 4 Sup sup/i (2.1.4)', or 
according tot ho rulo governing such compounds na ' Mayuraryamsaka (2.1.72)'. 
—Or the term 4 Samutpwln' may Is* taken by itself, not cuni]»oundcd with nny 
other term.—What is oxprossed by all tliis is t lu- fact t lint t he Blessed Lord has 
the fully equipped power of bringing about the welfare of othorx. So that 
what tlio pliroso 4 who propounded tlio said Doctrine of tho Wheol of Causa¬ 
tion ’ means is that tho Lord lias acted towards tlio bringing about of tho wel¬ 
fare of others. And what constitutes his action towards bringing about tho 
wolfaro of others is this samo teaching to others regarding tho right path 
towards Heaven and Final Emancipation.—Tliis has boon thus doolarod— 
‘Tho act has to bo done by yourselves, tho Blessed Ones are only 
expounders *. 

Tho equipment of tliis capacity to bring about tho wolfaro of othors 
consists of tho capacity for tho direct vision of Dharma and Supremo Morey. 
Even a raorciful Porson, if ho is dovoid of tho knowledge of Truth, would 
be unablo to teach the Truth ; and, on tho other liand, even though ono may 
possess the true knowlodgo of things, if he happen to be devoid of mercy, lie 
would either give no teacliiug at all, or, even when teaching, might give such 
teacliing as is harmful. Hence in tho Blessed Lord, are present both those 
—Knowledge and Mercy—as equipment of His capacity to bring about 
tlio welfare of others. That He is possessed of the capacity for direot vision 
of Dharma lias been indicated by the tonn (in the Text) 4 independently 
of any self-sufficient revelation' ; and the presence of Supremo Mercy has boon 
indicated by the term 4 Supreme mercy having entered into His very Soul 

Question —“ As a matter of fact, tliis Right Doctrine of the Intervolved 
Wheel of Causation has been taught also by other Persons—such as Bodhi- 
sattvas and Saints; what peculiar excellence then does this constitute in the 
Blessed Lord Himself ? ” 
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Answer —Ho is the Greatest of Expounders. Though it is true tlint 
the said Saints and others also have expounded the Doctrine of Inlervolvcd 
Wheel of Causation, yet the Supreme Lord is the ‘ Greatest ’ among them. 
The other persons could liavo no capacity to expound the said doctrine, except 
by reason of the fact that the essence of Dharma had been taught by tire 
Supreme Lord.—Or the Supreme Lord—and none others—can bo the 
‘Greatest’, because Ho represents the highest stage in the ascending scale of 
the presence of Excellences and the absence of Defects; the othors not being 
so.—By thus pointing out the fact of the Blessed Lord being superior to 
tire Saints and others, it is mado clear that the Lord was equipped with u 
specially efficient intellect,—tlris efficiency consisting in the destruction of all 
Dispositions, Afflictions and Ignorance regarding all cogirisablo things. If 
it wore not for tlris, in what way would Ho bo superior to othor Saints ? 
It is with a view to tlris that the Author luis addod tire opithot ‘ That Omni¬ 
scient Person ’ (Text 6). Tlris points to the Chapter dealing with the proof 
for the existence of tho Omniscient Boing (under Chapter 2 on ‘ God * and 
Chap. 24). 

Question—•• What is it that is going to bo done aftor bowing to tho Omni¬ 
scient Person ? ” 

Answer—The ' Compendium of True Doctrines ’ is going to be composed. 
Tho ‘ True Doctrine' meant are all those that have boon mentioned as tho 
accompaniments of tho Doctrine of the Intervolved Wheel of Causation ; as these 
alone aro not wrong tho bringing togother of tlreeo doctrines, which lie 
scattered, within a small compass is what is spoken of ns ‘ Safigraha \ ' Com¬ 
pendium ’; and os this brief risumt is dealt with in a book, tho book itself 
is spoken of as tho Compendium ; just ns tho poem dealing with tho Abduction 
of Sita is colled the Sildduirana (Site’s Abduction).—Or, tho torm ‘ Tattva- 
eat’tyraha ’ may bo explained as the book itsolf, in the sense that ' it deals, 
rightly and completely, with tho True Doctrines'.— Is being composed ;— 
tho Present Tense has been used in roforcnco to tiro time taken by tho act 
of composing, from boginning to it* completion.—(0) 


End of Introductory Section. 


CHAPTER I. 


Dealing vrith the Examination of the Doctrine of Primordial 

Matter. 

(A) 

The Statement of the SdAkhya Doctrine of 1 Pralyti ’ (Primordial Matter). 

TEXT (7). 

“ It is out of Prakrti (Primordial Matter) itself alone, as 

EQUIPPED WITH ALL POTENCIES, THAT THE VARIOUS PRODUCTS EVOLVE, 
REALLY HAVING THEIR ESSENCE IN THAT SAME MATTER.”—(7) 

COMMENTARY. 

In order to show thAt there is no functioning of Primordial Matter, tho 
Author proceeds to set forth tho S&Akhya theory regarding it, in Text (7). 
—That which is equipped —endowed with all such potencies —productive 
of tho host of products such os tlx© Mahat (Cosmic Intelligence) and the rest, 
—such is Vradhuna. Primordial Matter, which consists of tho Attributes 
of ‘Harmony’, 'Energy* and ‘Inertia*, in the stato of equilibrium j 
and it is from out of this that the Cosmic Intelligence and other Evolutes 

gvolve; _such is the viow of tho Followers of Kapila. —Tho emphasising of 

' Primordial Matter alone * is for the purpose of excluding such agencies ns 
those of Time. A Personality and tho liketlxo addition of tho twin ‘ Kivaldt *. 
‘itself*, is meant to exclude the ‘God* postulated by the Theistic SMkhya 
(Yoga).—Evolve. —arc produced, directly or indirectly. The process of this 
Evolution is ns followsOut of Pradhdna (Primordial Matter) first of all 
evolves Buddhi (Cosmic Intelligence)out of Cosmic Intelligence, evolves 
AhaMcdra (tho I-principle)out of the I-principle evolve tho five Tanmdtras 
(Rudimentary Substances), consisting of Sound, Touch. Taste, Colour, and 

Odour_and also tho eleven Sense-organs: —the five Organs of Sensation. 

in the shape of tho Organ of Hearing, of Touch, of Vision, of Taste and of 
Smell,—tho five Organs of Action, in the shape of Organs of Speech. Hands. 
Feet. Excretory Organ and the Generative Organand Mind is the 
eleventh.—Out of tho five Rudimentary Substances evolve the five Gross 
Substances—A kasha out of Sound-rudiment. Air out of Touch-rudiment. 
Fire out of Colour-rudiment. Water out of Taste-rudiment and Earth out of 
Odour-rudiment. 

This is os declared by Ishvarakrgna (in the Sdnkhyakdrikd, 22)—' From 
Primordial Matter issues 'the Great Principle (Cosmic Intelligence); thence 
the I-principle ; thence the Group of Sixteen ; from among this Group of 
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Sixteen, out of five, issue the five Gross Substances \ Here the terra 
‘ Mahan ’, ‘ Great Principle', stands for Buddhi, the Cosmic Intelligence ; this 
Cosmic Intelligence functions in the form of such conception or determination 
of things as ‘ this is a jar \ ‘ this a piece of cloth ’.—The I-principlo functions in 
the form of such notions as * I am handsome * I am presentable —The Mind 
functions in the form of Reflection ; for instance, a boy happens to hear that food 
is to bo had in another village, and this gives rise to his reflection in the form 
‘ I shall go there, I wonder if there would bo curds and molasses or curds 
only’; that which functions thus as Reflection is the Mind.—Such is to bo 
understood the distinction among Cosmic Intelligence, I-principle and Mind. 
The rest (of Ishvaraktfna'a K&riM) is oasily intelligible. 

Those entities, Cosmic Intelligence and tho rest, along with Primordial 
Matter and the Spirit make up the twenty-five Principles (or Realities, Real 
Entities) of those philosophers. To this end, it has boon doclarod that— 
' One who knows tho twenty-five Principles,—bo he addicted to any life-stago, 
being oither a Hormit (wearing knotted locks), or a Wandering Mendicant 
(with shaven head), or a Householder (wearing tho top-knot),—becomes libor- 
atod; thero is no doubt on this point’. 

All those various Products evolving out of Primordial Matter arc not 
ontiroly distinct from thoir Cause,—as are tho Products postulated by tho 
Baud(lhas ;—they are, in fact, of tho same essence ; i.o. thoy have thoir essence 
in lluil same, —Primordial Matter; such is tho analysis of tho compound 
* taihU/Ofy' (in tho Text). Tho products are of the Haino essonco as Primordial 
Matter, in tho sense that thoy are all mndo up of tho Three Attributes. For 
instance, in tho ordinary world, it is found that tho Product is of tho samo 
essonco ns tho Cause; o.g. tho cloth wovon out of black yarns is black, 
and tlmt wovon out of white yarns is white. And Primordial Matter is 
mndo up of tho Three Attributes;—and all that is manifestal, in tho form 
of Cosmio Intelligence, 1-prinoiple, Rudimentary Substancos, Sonso-organs 
and Gross Substanco, is also found to be made up of tho Three Attributes, 
honco it is that all this latter is of tho samo essonco as Primordial Matter.— 
Similarly, Primordial Matter is not-dislinguishable ; that is to say, it cannot 
bo distinguished that ‘ thoso nro tho Throo Attributes, Harmony and the 
rest (constituting the Unmanifesl Primordial Matter), and theso are tho 
Cosmic Intolligonco and tho rest constituting tho Manifest in fact, tho 
notion always is Hint 1 tho Attributes aro tho Manifest, and tho Manifest 
is tho Attributes ’.—Further, both thoso,—tho Manifest and tho Unmanifest 
—nro Objective, because thoy have the character of objects of onjoyment 
(oxporienco, for tho Spirit).—Both again aro common, —to all Spirits; just 
as tho Malla-dusi (tho Slavo-girl who is tho common property of several 
men).—It is also insentient, os it cannot feel pleasure or pain or delusion. 
—It is productive ; that is. Primordial Matter is productive of Cosmio Intelli¬ 
gence, Cosmic Intelligence producos tho I-principlo, tho I-principlo produces 
the Rudimentary Substances and the Eleven Sense-organs ; and tho Rudi¬ 
mentary Substances produce the Gross Substoncos.—Thus all theso various 
Products ovolve, all having the same essence as Primordial Matter,— 
inosmuch as thoy also aro constituted by tho Three Attributes (are non- 
distinguishablo, objective, common, insentient and productive). Tliis has 
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been thus declared (by Tshvarnkj-sna, in Karibi 11)—‘The Manifest is with 
the Three Attributes, undistinguishablc. objective, common, insentient and 
productive ; so also is Primordial Matter; the Spirit is the reverse and yet 
also similar 

The following question has been raised—“ If the Products are of the 
same essence as Primordial Matter, then how is it tliat in this Philosophy 
a distinction has been made between the Manifest (Product) and the Un- 
manifest (Cause) ? For instance, it lias been declared by Tshvamkcftyi (in 
his Kfirika 10)—‘The Manifest is with cause, not eternal, not-pervasive, mobile, 
multiform, dependent, soluble, composite, subordinate ; the Unman feet is tho 
reverse of this’. Tho meaning of this is as followsIt is the Manifest 
alone that has a cause ; e.g. Cosmio Intelligence is 4 with cause i.e. has its 
cause in Primordial Matter; the I-principle has it* cause in Cosmio Intelli¬ 
gence; tho Five Rudimentary Substance* and the Eleven Sense-organs 
have their cause in the I-principle ; and tho Gross Substances have their 
cause in the Rudimentary Substances. The Unman if est, however, is not 
so (having no cause), because it is nover produced, having no lwginnmg.— 
Primordial Matter and Spirit subsist everywhere, in heaven, in sky and on 
Earth, pervading all things;—not so the Manifest, which, in fact, is non-pena- 
sive in cliaracter.—Then again, in the course of Birth and Rebirth, the Manifest, 
equipped, in the form of the Subtle Body, with tho tliirtoon-fold body con¬ 
sisting of Cosmic Intelligence. I-principle. the Sense-organs, actively moves 
along (from birth to birth): not so the Unmanifeet ; because, lming all-por- 
vading, it cannot bo «.o6i/e.—Further, tho Manifest is actually found to 
be multiform, through such diversity as is involved in the notions of the Cosmio 
Intelligence, I-principle and tlie rest-.-not so the Unmanifest, winch in 
one and tho same form, is tlio cause productive of all the tliroo Region*. 
Then tho Manifest is 4 dopondent that winch is produced out of another 
thing is dependent upon this latter not so the Unmanifest ; as it is not a 
product.—The Manifest again is •soluble’, in the sense that it goes 
into dissolution ; for instance, at tlio time of tho Universal Dissolution, 
tho Gross Substances become dissolved into Rudimentary Substances, 
the Rudimentary Substances and Sense-organs into the I-principlo, the I- 
principle into Cosmic Intelligence, and tho Cosmic Intelligence into Primor¬ 
dial Matter; tho Unmanifest however nover goes into Dissolution ; ns it 
has no caus© into which it could become merged.—Furthor, the Manifest 
is ‘composite’, being made up of such components os Sound, Touch, 
Colour, Taste and Odour; not so the Unmanifest, as Sound and tho 
rest aro not found to be present in tho constitution of Primordial Matter. 
—Lastly, just as, while the father is alive, tho son is not his own master, 
so also the Manifest is always ‘subordinate’, resting always on it* Cause; 
not so the Unmanifest, becauso it is eternal and hence not subservient 
to any Cause ”. 

The answer to this is supplied in the Text, by the word Bhavatah ; 
—* bhdvatah ’ means that 4 in reality ’ there is sameness of essence, and yet 
there is no tiling incongruous in the idea that there is distinction into ‘Cause 
and Effect’, based upon the diversity of modifications.—Or, the term 'bhui'atah 
may mean ‘by their nature’.-the sense being that by their very nature. 
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consisting of the Three Attributes, the things operate only in that form, 
which is the same as that of Primordial Matter. What is meant is that, 
the diversity found in the World in the shape of the * Great Principle’ (Cosmic 
Intelligence) and other products is due to the predominance or otherwise of 
one or the other of the Three Attributes of Harmony, Energy and Inertia. 
Tluw it becomes finally established that the Product always oxists in tho form 
of tho Cause.—(7) 


Question —" How is it known that the Effect (Product) exists even before 
it is producod ? ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (8). 

“ If the Effect were non-existent, potentially, in the form of 

the Cause,—then it could not be produced ; because it 

WOULD HAVE NO FORM AT ALL, BEING LIKE THE 

Sky-Lotus."— <8) 

COMMENTARY. 

For proving tho existence of tho Effect (ovon prior to its production), 
tho othor Philosophers (SMkhyae) liavo put forward the following Hvo reasons 
(os stated in SOAhltyaJOrikd, 0)—“(1) Because what is non-oxistont cannot 
bo producod,—(2) because there is always rocourso to tho Cause,—(3) because 
all things aro not possiblo,—(4) bccauso tho efficient can produce only tluvt 
for wliioh it is ofHoiont,—and (6) beoause tho Effect is of tho ossonoo of tho 
Cause,—thoreforo tho Effect must bo existent (ovon boforo it is produced)." 

(1) In support of tho first reason, tho following explanation has been 
provided (by tho Toxt) in tho words—“ If the Effect were non-existent, etc. — 
That is to say, if tho Effoct did not already exist in tho form of tho Cause, 
ovon prior to its production, then it could not bo produced ; ns it would bo 
like tho Sky-lotus (a non-entity). This reasoning is formulated as follows :— 
What is non-oxistont cannot bo producod,—as for instance, tho Sky-lotus, 
—prior to its production, tho Effoot is non-oxistont, according to the other 
party,—honoe tho acceptance of the othor party’s view would lead to a 
contingency contrary to tho universal proposition (set forth above as tho 
Major Premiss);—as a matter of fact, no such contingency does arise;—honco 
it becomes established that whatever effect is produced in tho shape of such 
Effects as Oil and tho like, by such causos as Scsamum and tho like, did exist 
even before tho said production." 

Potentially —i.o. in tho form of tho latent potenoy; as regards 
actual oppearance (manifestation), even tho followers of Kapila do not regard 
tho Effect to have existed prior (to tho actual production). 

Because it would have no form at all, —which means that, if the Effect 
had no oxistonce, then it could not have any form at all.—(8) 
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In support of the second reason set forth [ns above, in Sunkhyakdrikd, 
9, “ Because there is always recourse to the Cause”], the following argument 
has been put forward (by the Sdi'tkhya ): — 

TEXT (9). 

“HOW IS IT THAT PEOPLE HAVE RECOURSE TO ONLY SPECIFIC 0AU8B8, 

IN THE SHAPE OF SUCH DIVERSE THINGS AS THE PADDY-SEED AND 
THE LIKE, AND NOT ANY OTHER,—EVEN THOUGH THE NON¬ 
EXISTENCE (OF THE DESIRED EFFECT OR PRODUCT) 

IS EQUAL (EVERYWHERE) ? ” 

COMMENTARY. 

” If the Effect wero non-existent, then pcoplo would not have had recourse 
to only specific causes (productive of particular Products). For instance, 
when a man wants paddy-grains, he takes up jtaddy- seeds, not Kodrava- 
seeds; when a man, thinking of feeding BrAhmaoas the next day, wishes to 
have curds ready for tho purpose, ho secure* a supply of milk, not t cuter. As 
regards tho ‘ non-existence ’ of tho Paddy-grain or tho Curd, this ‘ non-exist¬ 
ence • (according to tho Opponent) is there as much in tho Paddy-seed as 
in the /vw/mm-seed (and ns much in milk as in water); then how is it that 
though tho 1 non-existenco’ of the Piuldy-grain and other products is equal 
everywhere (in tho Paddy-seed as woll ns in other seeds), yet it is only tho 
spocilic soods tlrnt are secured ; tho persons wanting the paddy-grain could 
socuro tho Krxlrava and othor seeds also,—inasmuch ns tlio Paddy-grain 
would bo as ‘ non-existent ’ in tlicse latter os in tho Paddy-seeds.—If it bo 
urged that thoso other seeds are not scoirod by people because the desired 
grain is not there in tliem,—then, in that case, tho person wanting paddy- 
grain also should not socuro the Paddy-seed, as tho desired grain is not there 
also (according to tho Opponent).—exactly as in the /vcw/raiYi-seed. But 
this is wliut never happens. Hence it follows that tho particular Effect 
(Paddy-grain) is actually present in tho particular Cause (Paddy-seed).”— (9) 

In support of the third reason (set forth in Sunkhyakarikti, 9, 'because 
all things are i\ot possible’), tho following explanation is provided 

TEXT (10). 

“ Everything likely to be produced would be produced from 

EVERYTHING J BECAUSE THE NEGATION OF CO-ESSENTIALITY IS 
EQUALLY PRESENT IN EVERYTHING.”—(10) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ If it is your view that the Effect that is produced lias been non-existent 
(before production), then, under that view, every product, in tho shape 
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of gold, silver and the rest, would bo produced from all things, such as grass, 
dust, clods and the restwhy ?—because the negation of co-essentiality 
is equally present in everything ; that is, the negation or absence of the charac¬ 
ter of being co-essential with,—of the same essence os—the Grass and the 
rest is equally present in everything that is likely to be produced.—In the 
preceding text, the incongruity was indicated through the Cause, and 
in tho present text, it is indicated tluougli the Effect; such is the difference 
between tho two.—And yet, as a matter of fact, everything Is not produced 
from everything. Hence it follows that the natural law is that one effect 
is produced from ono cause because it is only in that cause that that effect 
already exists (in a latent form)."—( 10 ) 


The: following might bo urged (against the SfiAkhya view):—‘The 
potency of Causes is such ns is restricted to spociflo Effect*; honco, even though 
tho Effect has boon non-oxistent, yet it is only some ono offoot, an actual 
Product, that is produced,—and not an absolute non-entity, like tho Sky- 
lotus ; this is tho reason why only a H[x>oiHc cause is socured (for tho production 
of a particular effect), that one which is efficient for tho purpoxo, nut anything 
at random ; so that particular effects are produced from particular causes, 
and not every offoot from ovory cause 

Having this objection in view, tho SMAkhya, under the pretext of answer¬ 
ing it, puts forward the following arguments in support of tho fourth reason 
set forth [in tho Sdhkhyakdrikd, » : * Because the efficient can do that only for 
which it is efficient'). 


TEXT (11). 

“ Because tue potencies of these things are restricted in their 

SCOPE, THEREFORE IT IS NOT AS HAS BEEN URGED J HENCE IT 
DOES NOT ANSWER OUR ARGUMENT. BECAUSE POTENT 
CAUSES PRODUCE ONLY SUCH EFFECT AS IS 
AMENABLE TO THEIR POTENCY.”—(11) 

COMMENTARY. 

Of these things, —i.o. of things that aro hold to bo causes .—It is not as 
has been urged ;—i.o. tho objection urgod does not affect tho S&Akhya position ; 
honco it is not a suitable answer to our argument made by tho Bauddha and 
others.—Why ?—Because ovon potent Causes, when producing their effects, 
produco only such effects as aro amenablo to their action, and not what 
is not so amenable.—(11) 

[Says the Opponent to the SaAkhya ]—“ Who has said that causes produce 
effects which they are not efficient to produce,—that you are denying it here ? 
All that is said is tliat they also produce such effects as havo been non- 
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existent; and tliat such previously non-existent effect is quite amenable to 
the potency of the cause 

To tliis the SaiUchya makes the following reply:— 


TEXT (12). 


“That to which no peculiarity can be attributed, which is 

FORMLESS AND UNMODIFIABLE,—HOW COULD SUCH A THING BE 
PRODUCED BY CAUSES,—WHEN ANY MODIFICATION 
WOULD INVOLVE THE LOSS OF ITS VERY 
ESSENCE ? ”—(12) 

COMMENTARY. 

The S&iikJtya reasons ns follows" The acceptance of tlio view that 
the Kffoot produced has boen uon-oxistont implies that causes produce an 
effect which is ineupoblc of being producod by tlioin. For instance, tlmt 
which is non-existent is for ml cm —i.e. clwraeterless; — tlmt which is formless 
is, like the //are’s Horn, sometliing to id,ich no iteeuliarily '-an U attributed. 
—i.c. which cannot bo regarded as having any oliametcristicsand that 
to which no jicculiarity can be attributed must lx* unmodflable. immutable,— 
like A kasha ;—how can such a thing, which lias not acquired n a|x*eifie form, 
bo produced by any cause?—It might bo argued that ’from tho fact of its 
being porcoivcd in its oxisting state (after being produced) it follows tlmt 
it does bocorao modified'.— Tlie answer to tlmt is that any modification would 
involve the lose of its very essence. If mollification is admitted, then its very 
essence,—essential character, which is descril>od as consisting oi formlessness, 
—would bccomo lost. As a matter of fact, unlws tho non-existent tiling 
has relinquished its essential character (of formlessness), it cannot bccomo 
existent •, and if it does relinquish the essential diameter, thou it would not 
lx, truo tlmt tho non-existent (formless) tiling has beoomo existent (with form); 
the form of tho Existent is entirely different from the form of tho non-existent. 
—tlio two being mutual contradictories. Hence what is non-existent cannot 
bo produced. If it be admitted that a Cause can produco such a tiling—t hen 
it would be admitted that Causes actually produco only such things as Hro 
incapable of being produced ! Certainly what is incapable of being produced 
can never be produced ; as we find in the case of tho Sky-lotus. From all 
this it follows that the SShkhya argument (tlio fourth in tho Kdrikd) is un¬ 
answerable.”—(12) 

In support of the fifth reason [stated in the Sunkhyakdrikd. 9— Because 
l/,e effect is of the essence of the Cause]— we liave the following— 
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TEXT (13). 

“Thus the Effect being impossible, what would that be by pro¬ 
ducing WHICH ANYTHING WOULD BE A CAUSE ? AS A CONSEQUENCE, 

IT CANNOT BE POSSIBLE TO ADMIT THE CAUSAL CHARACTER OF 
EVEN SUCH THINGS AS THE SEED AND THE 
LIKE.”—(13) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thus, —i.o. in accordance with the reason explained in tho preceding 
text; or on account of tho four Reasons stated above (by tho Stihkhya ),— 
the Effect being absolutely impossible, under the theory that ‘ the Effect is 
non-existent (prior to its production) ',—what would lluit be by producing which, 
tho Seed and othor things would be a Cause! Honco it would bo possiblo to 
assort that tho Seed and othor such things cannot bo ‘Causes \ because their 
effect is non-oxistont, like tho Shj-lotus. And yot such an assertion is impos- 
sible. Honco it bocomos established that tho contrary viow is tho right ono, 
that tho Effoct oxists ovon prior to its actual production.—(13) 

Tho following argument might bo urgod (against tho Sdnkhya) —"It 
may bo taken as established that tho Effect is existent ; but how is it provod 
that all the diverso Products omanato from Primordial Matter itsolf T " 

Tho answer to this is provided in tho following— 


TEXT (14). 

“All that is Manifest is clearly known to be homogeneous 
with Pleasure and the rest, from the fact of the Effect 

BEING FOUND TO BE THE PRODUCT OF SATISFACTION, 

Irritation and Dejection, etc.”—(14) 

COMMENTARY. 

As proofs of tho existence of Primordial Matter, tho following five 
affirmative arguments have boon sot forth by tho othor philosophers (Saft- 
Ichyas), dotailod as bolow (in SGhlchyakarikd, 16-10)—* (1) Because tho various 
Products nro finite,—(2) bocauso they aro homogenoous,—(3) bocauso activity 
is duo to offioiency (potency),—(4) bocauso there is distinction botwoon 
Causo and Effect,—and (5) becauso there is merging of tho entire world 
(of effects),—therefore tho Unmanifest (Primordial Matter) exists’.—Tho 
meaning of this is os follows:— 

(1) Primordial Matter exists,— because the various Products are finite. 
In this world it has been seen that a thing that has a producor is always 
finite; for instanco, tho Potter takes up earth-clods which are finite and 
produces tho Jar, which again is finite containing a seer or two seers and a 
half (of water); the ‘ Manifest ’ consisting of Cosmic Intelligence and the rest, 
is found to bo finite,—Cosmio Intelligence being only one, tho I-principle being 
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only one, the Rudimentary- Substances being only five, tho Sense-organs being 
only eleven, the Gross Substances being only five. Hence, through Inference, 
we prove it tliat Primordial Matter does exist, and it produces the Manifest> 
which is finite. If Primordial Matter were not there, then all this Manifest 
would not be finite (would be without any definite size). 

(2) For the following reason also. Primordial Matter must bo there— 
Because the various Products are found to be homogeneous. As n matter of 
fact, whenover something is found to belong to a certain genus, it is bound 
to have emanated from a Cause consisting of that Genus; for instance, when 
tilings like the Jar and the Saucer are found to belong to the Genus ‘ Clay \ 
they are the products of the Cause consisting of Clay. The Manifest in 
question is found to be homogeneous with—permeated by—such Genuses 
(Generic entities) as * Pleasure ’, 'Pain' and ‘Delusion’,—how?—because 
of its being found to be the product of Composure. Distress and Defection. 
Thus Composure, Buoyancy, Attaclunent, Delight and Affection are the 
products of the Saliva-Attribute (Harmony); as a matter of fact, Composure 
(Happiness) is actually spoken of as Saliva (Harmony); similarly Irritation, 
Emaciation, Piercing Pain, Numbness. Anxioty, Calamity, and Impotuoaity oi*o 
products of tho Bajas- Attribute (Energy-); and Pain is spoken of ns ‘ Energy *; 
—Depression, Concealment, Despondency, Disgust and Lethargy aro tho 
products of the Tamas-Attribule (Inertia); and Inertia is spoken as 
* Delusion All this—Composure, Irritation and Dejection —is found to 
be tho Product of C'osmio Intelligence and tho rest (constituting tho ' Mani¬ 
fest’); and from this it is inform! tlmt tliese are only particular phases of 
‘ IMonsuro ', * Pain ’ and * Delusion ’ (as representing the throe Attribute 
of Saliva, ltajas and Tanias, reflectively). And from the fact of their Ixiing 
products of ’ Plonsure ’, etc. it follows tlwt they are * homogoneous ’ with 
‘ Pleasure\ etc.; and from tliis ‘homogeneity'’, it also follows tliat they 
have emanated from a Source (Cause) which is constituted of these (Pleasure, 
etc.); this luwing been establislied, it also follows by implication that tliis 
Source or Cause must be Primordial Mattes. Thus it is established that. Pri¬ 
mordial Matter exists—by the fact tluit the diverse, produrts are found to be 
homogeneous. 

(3) For the following reason also. Primordial Matter must oxist:— 
Because activity is due to efficiency ;—in the ordinary world, whan a man 
takes up an activity, it is only when ho Juts tho efficiency (or capacity) for 
it; for instance, tho Weaver taking up the work of cloth-weaving. By this 
we infer that Primordial Matter has the efficiency (or Capacity) by virtue 
of which it produces tho ‘ Manifest *;—this efficiency (or Capacity) cannot 
bo there without a substratum; hence wc conclude that there is Primordial 
Matter wherein the said efficiency subsists. 

(4) For the following reason also Primordial Matter must exist :— 
Because there is distinction beltrecn Cause and Effect. In tliis world, it is found 
that there is distinction lietweeu Cause and Effect ; e.g. tho Clay is the Cause, 
the Jar is the Effect; and this Effect lias a character entirely different from 
that of the Cause ; e.g. the Jar lias the capacity to contain Honey. Water 
and Milk, while C'/ay lias no such capacity. Similarly seeing tho Effect, 
in the shape of tho * Manifest ’ in question, we infer that there is 
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Primordial Matter out of which is produced the Product in the shape of 
Cosmic Intelligence and the rest. 

(IS) For the following reason also, Primordial Matter must exist:— 
Because there is merging of the entire xoorld ; the term ‘ Vaishoarupya ', 4 Entire 
World', stands for tho three Regions (Heaven, Earth and Nether World); 
all these, at the time of Dissolution, merge into something ; for instance, 
the five Gross Substances merge into tho Rudimentary Substances,—the five 
Rudimentary Substances and tho Sense-organs merge into tho I-principle, 
—tho I-principle merges into Cosmic Intelligence ; thus the whole of tho 
Three Worlds bocomo merged; ‘merging’ moans non-differentia lion, ns 
for instance, in tho state of Milk, tho differentiation is not possible, that 
Milk is different from Curd; similarly at tho timo of Universal Dissolution, 
no such discrimination is possible as that ‘ this is Manifest (Product) and that 
is Unimnifest (Cause) From this wo conclude that there is such an entity 
ns Primordial Matter wherein Cosmic Intelligence and tho rest (making 
up tho Manifest) become merged, incapublo of being distinguished. 

Our Teacher ( Shtlntarakyita ), however, has mentioned (in the Toxt) 
only one reason—that of Homogeneity, which is monnt to imply tho others 
also. 

In the Toxt, in the phrase ‘Pleasure and the rest', the term ‘the rest* 
includes Pain and Delusion ;—tho term ' Manifest' stands for all tho entities, 
from Cosmic I ntelligence down to the Gross Substances.—Tho phrase ‘ is 
clearly known' means is distinctly perceived; —how?— 4 from the fact of the 
Effect, etc. etc.'; tho term ' etcetera' is connected with each member of tho 
compound (Composure, otc., Irritation, etc. and Dojoction, oto.). This 
is ns wo lmvo already explained abovo.—(14) 

Having established tho validity of tho reason ' On account of homogeneity \ 
tho Text sets forth (on bohulf of tho HJhkhya) tho full argument, in support 
of their doctrino.— 


TEXT (16). 

“ Thus, the whole (Manifest) must be taken as having emanated 

FROM SOMETHING MADE UP OF THE SAID (PLEASURE, ETC.),— 
BECAUSE THE SAID GENERIC CHARACTER IS FOUND PRESENT 
IN IT,—JUST AS IN THE CASE OF THE JAR AND OTHER 
THINGS; AND this SOMETHING is Primordial 
Mailer ”,—so say the followers of 
Kapila. — (15) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 The whole must, etc.’; —i.e. emanated from a Cause which is mndo 
up of Pleasure and the rest;—tins sentence states tho Conclusion to bo proved. 
—The Probnns (Reason) in support of tho conclusion is stated in the words— 
'Because the said generic character is found present in it; —that is, it is all 
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permeated by the generic cliaracter of being made up of the Three Attributes ; 
—just as in the case of the Jar and other things i.e. such diverse products os 
the Jar and the rest.—And tlus Cause made up of the Three Attributes is Pri¬ 
mordial Matter;— so say the followers of Kapila, —i.e. the S&fikhyas offer 
the said explanation.—(15) 




(B) 

Refutation of the SMkhya Doctrine. 


COMMENTARY. 

With tho words ‘ Tadalra the Author begins the Refutation (of the 
SdAkhya Philosophy).— 

TEXT (16). 

In answer to this, the wise ones declare that the argument 
T nAT has been urged (by the SdAkhija AGAINST the doctrine 
THAT THE EFFECT IS NON-EXISTENT PRIOR TO ITS PRODUCTION) 

IS EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO THE DOCTRINE OF THE Existence 

of the Effect. And the answer that you would 

HAVE TO THAT ARGUMENT WOULD EQUALLY APTLY 
BE THE ANSWER OF THE WISE ONES ALSO.—(16) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has boon assorted (by tho Safikhya) that “ Tho various product* eman¬ 
ating from Primordial Matter and other Causes, aro of tho some essence 
a* those Causes —In regard to this, wo proceed to consider the following 
points :—If those divorso Effect* are of t he same essence ns Primordial Matter, 
then how is it that they emanate from it a* it* effects ? When ono thing 
is non-difforont from (of tho samo essence as) another, it cannot bo its cause 
or effect; because tho Cause and its Effect must bo totally different in charac¬ 
ter from ono anothor. If it wero not so, how could thoro be any clear concep¬ 
tion u* to ono thing being tho ‘ Oauso' and another tho ‘ Effect ’ ? In that case, 
how could thoro bo any such deduction ns that made by you—(a) that Pri¬ 
mordial Mnttor must always be the Cause, (6) that the group of sixteen, 
consisting of the fivo Gross Substance* and eleven Sense-organs must always 
bo tho Effect, and (c) that among Cosmic Intelligence, I-principle and Rudi¬ 
mentary Substances, one is the Effect of what precedes, and tho Cause of 
what follows it ? Tins deduction has been thus formulated (in the StlAkJiya- 
kdrikd, 3)—“ Primordial Matter is never a Product—the group of seven 
consisting of tho Gosmic Intelligence and tho rest are both Product 
and Productive—the group of sixteen is always Product;—tho Spirit 
is neither Product nor Productive ”.—In fact (under tho SMIchya Doctrine) 
everything would bo equally liablo to be the Cause or Effect of every¬ 
thing else. Or, tho character of Cause and Effect being always relative, 
—and (under the S&nkhya doctrine of all things being of tho same essence) 
thoro being no entirely different thing to he conceived of os in rolation to 
anothor,—all things would, like tho Spirit, be * neither Product nor Pro¬ 
ductive ’; otherwise tho Spirit also might be spoken of as ‘ Product ’ and 



DOCTRINE OP PRIMORDIAL MATTER. 


37 


‘ Productive It has been said that—* When Rudrila asserted tliat what is 
Curd is Milk and what is Milk is Curd, he pave evidence of his being 
Vindhyavasin, an inhabitant of the wilds of the Vindhya Hills *.* 

[Under SaftkhyakdrikS, 10) it lias l>een declared tliat tho Manifest 
has the character of being ‘ caused ’ and the rest, and tho Unmanifest is tho 
reverse of all tins;—this also is mere childish prattle. As a matter of fact, 
when one thing is not different in nature from another thing, it cannot be 
contrary to this latter; because * contrariness' consists in difference of nature; 
otherwise, there would be an end to all notions of ‘ difference ’; and ns a conse¬ 
quence, tlierc would 1m* no grounds for accepting any difference among t ho 
Attributed of Harmony. Energy and Inertia (which are insentient) on tho one 
hand and the sentient Spirits on the other ; and tlto whole universe would ho 
uniform; this would involve the contingency of the whole being produced 
and also destroyed at one and tho same time. Tliat all these contingencies 
would follow would be duo to tlu* fact tliat the notion of all kinds of * Non- 
difference ’ must sliare the same fate (of being accepted or rejected). From 
this it follows tliat the * Unmanifest' also, like the * Manifest’, should possess 
the qualities of being * with cause ’ and tin- rest (which have been attributed 
to the ‘Manifest * only), for tlie simple reason tliat the form (essence) of tho 
UmnAnifcst is not different from tliat of the ‘Manifest’;—or (conversely) 
tho ' Manifost ’ should, like the * Unmanifest ', possess the qunlitios of being 
‘ without cause ’ and the rest, on the ground of its form being not different 
from tho Unmnnifest; both these universal affirmative propositions would 
have to be accepted; otherwise tuulcmrahlr contingencies would arise. -Then 
again, in ordinary worldly experience, tlu* relation of Cause and Effect is 
always apprehended on tho liasis of well-ascertained positive and nogativocon- 
comitnnao; while us regards the subject under discussion. Cosmic Intelligence) 
and otlier things uro not ordinarily known to be produced from such causes 
ns Primordial Matter and the rest. Xor again is any eternal tiling found 
to havo tho nature of a Cause, on the basis of whicli the fact of the diverse 
Products being produced out of Primordial Matter (which is eternal) could 
bo admitted. And the reason for this lies in the fact that, if an eternal thing 
is capable of any offectivo action, any id««o of its o|>erations being gradual or 
noil-gradual (simultaneous), would involve self-contradictions. 

The following argument might be urged—" Tho relation of Cause and 
Effect that wo postulate is not based upon the idea that tho Cause produces 
something that did not exist before at all; and it is only such causal relation 
tluit would l»o incompatible with the non-difference in essence form );— 
what wo do assert Is that Primordial Matter undergoes modification into 
the form of Cosmic Intelligence and other Products.—just as the Coiled 
Serpent uncoils itself and becomes modified into the Elongated Ser/>ent, —and 
it is in this sense that it is called the ‘ Cause * of Cosmic Intelligence and other 


• Thoro appears to be a pun here upon the name * Vindhyavasin ’; Vindhya 
is the name given to tho Vindhya Hills, so the direct meaning of the tomi ‘ Vindhya¬ 
rn sit& ’ would be the character of being a denizen of the trilds of the Vindhya Range : 
tho indirect inuondo is to the Sdhkhya author who gave expression to the opinion 
referred to here : his name was Vindhyavasin. Sec Fore icon!, page LXI. 
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Products; and these, Cosmic Intelligence nnd the rest, being of the nature 
of modifications, are called its ' Effect ’ (or Product);—and there is notliing 
self-contradictory (or incongruous) in such modification, even though there 
l>o non-difference (between the original nnd its modification).” 

This cannot bo right; as under such circumstances, there can \yo no ‘ modi¬ 
fication \ Because if there were Modification, it could come about either 
on the abandoning of the original form, or on the non-abandonment of it. 
If it were to come without the abandoning of the original form, then there 
would be a commixture of the two forms (original and modified); and it would 
bo possible to perceive youth at the time of old aye. If, on the other hand. 
Modification wore to come after the abandoning of the original form, then 
tills would involvo the loss of form (of the original); so that it would moan 
that the previous form has been destroyed and a now and different form has 
come about; so that it could not bo proved that any ono thing is tho 1 modi¬ 
fication ’ of another.—Then again, you explain 4 modification ’ to consist 
in a change in the original itself into something else ;—now would this change 
be in pari or in whole 1 It could not bo in part, because there are no parts 
(in Primordial Matter); nor could it be in whole, because that would mean 
tho production of an entirely new thing nnd the consequent destruction 
of the original. Hence it cannot be right that there is change of the same 
thing; as it involves the notion of the coming into existence of an entirely 
different character (nnd thing). 

It might be argued that —“ What is meant is that while tho thing itself 
remains constant, ono property of it disappears nnd another property 
appears, nnd this (variation of the Property) is what is culled Modification ; and 
it does not mean that the very ossonco of the thing itself becomes different 

This also cannot ho right. Because when tho Property appears nnd dis¬ 
appears, would that Property bo smoothing different, or non-different, from 
tho thing itself (in which it appears nnd disappears) ?—If it. were something 
different, then tho thing itself remaining exactly tho same, how can it bo said 
to bo modified 1 When two such things ns Cloth nnd Horse, winch ore 
entirely different from tho Jar nnd other things, are produced or destroyed, 
it is not regarded as a modification of tho .Tar nnd other things. If it wore 
so regarded, it. would lend to an absurdity. It might bo argued that— 44 if 
this lino of argument, were adopted, then the Spirit also would bo 4 modi¬ 
fiable ’; inasmuch ns tho properties related to tho Spirit actually appear and 
disappear, which would moan 4 modification ’ of the Spirit itself, not of anything 
else **.—Not so, we reply. As no relationship can subsist either in an entity 
or a non-entity, there can bo nothing that, could lmvo any relationship at 
all. For instance, if a Relationship oxistod, it could subsist either in an entity 
or in a non-ontity;—as a matter of fact however, it cannot subsist in 
an entity; because the full majesty of its entire nature being already Unown 
ns independent, it would not bo possible for it to be dependent, upon 
anything else (in the shape of a Relationship). Nor could the Relationship 
subsist in a non-entity, because by its very nature, it is devoid of all charac¬ 
terisation and ns such cannot be dependent upon anything ; c.g. the 4 Hare’s 
Horn ’ and such non-entities cannot bo rightly held to be dependent upon 
anything.—Further, you do not advocate that there is modification on 
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tho appearance and disappearance of entirely different properties ;—wliat 
then ?—what you advocate is that, in the cose of an entity, its own essential 
character remaining constant, there is variation in its conditions (states), and 
this is what is meant by ‘ Modification ’. When, however, the Properties 
are distinct from the Entity having tlie properties, there is no possibility 
of any essential character remaining constant; as the entity itself is the one 
•essence’ of the Properties; and that, ex hypathesi, is entirely different 
from them ; so tlrnt there is no possibility of any essential character remaining 
constant. Nor again does any person over become cognisant of any such Pro¬ 
perty coming within his rouge of cognisance as is different from the api>onring 
and disappearing Properties; hence all wise men regard such a property us 
non-oxistont.—If, liowover, it l>c lidd that it is not a different entity ot all, 
as both the properties, the appearing ns well as the disappearing, would bo 
non difforont from the Entity to which they belong,—they should, like tho 
Entity itself, bo one only ; and under tho circumstances, on what basis would 
either the Entity or tho Property be * modified ’? Tlx* two varying Properties 
being non different from the Entity which remains constant,—there can 
lx» no appearance (production) or disappearance (destruction) of these,—just 
os there is none of the constant Entity. As regards tho Entity also, inns- 
much as it is non-differont from tlu> Prepertiea, all that might lx- possible 
would bo the production (appearance) of some-tiling now that did not exist 
Imforo and tho destruction (disappeara n ce) of that which has boon in exist¬ 
ence ; so that in no case would there Iw * Modification ’ of any xinglo'tiling. 
From all this it follows tlrnt, even on the lmsis of •Modification’, your 
thoory of * Cause and Effect * is not tenable. 

All this defect in tlio Sdnkhya theory i" too manifest to need assertion; 
—with this idea, the Author has omitted to act it forth, and with the idea 
that * we shall answer later on the objection tlrnt the SMl'hja 1ms urged 
against tlio theory of tho Effect being non-existent (before the causal oper¬ 
ation) \—he proceods, at tliis stage, to criticise tho theory ot tho Effect 
being existent, by showing tlrnt it is open to tho somo objections (that have 
been urged against the theory of the Effect lx*ing non-existent). Tliis is 
what is done in tho text—‘ In ansicer to this, etc.’ 

Tho term ‘ sxuihiyah ’, *i dec ones', stands for tho Hauddhae ; they 
declare that tho fivefold argument tlrnt the SSiJchya lias sot forth in the words 
' Because what is non-existent cannot bo produced, etc.’ {Sdnkhyakdrikd, 
y),—is equally applicable against the theory of the Effect being existent. 
For instance, it can bo asserted (with equal reason) that ‘ Becouso what is 
existent cannot bo produced,—because there is recourse to the Cause,— 
because all things are not possible—because the efficient thing can produce 
only that for which it is efficient, and—because tho Effect is of tlio same 
essence as the Cause,—therefore the Effect is not-existent' the reading 
‘ Asadaknranut ’ of the Sdnk/iyakdrika being altered into ‘ Xa sadakarandt ’] 
tho negative ‘not’ (in the beginning) being construed with the pliroso ‘ the 
Effect is existent ’ (at the end of tho sentence). “ Why should the Effect 
be regarded as not-existent ? ’’—Because- of all the very same reasons that 
have been set forth in tho Sdfikhyakariku—Because xchat is non-existent 
cannot be produced, etc. etc.— And when an objection is equally applicable to 
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both parties (to ft discussion), then it should not ho urged by one against 
the other; such is tho sense of the Text. 

Objection—' 1 In wliat way is there this equality (between the two theories), 
—when tho objection as urged by one party is that 4 the Non-existent cannot 
bo producod ’, while as urged by tho other, it is that 4 the Existent cannot 
be produced ? ” 

There is no forco in this objection ; ns it arises from non-comprehension of 
tho sonso of what is asserted. All that is meant by tho assertion of' equality * 
in the Text is only with roforence to tho five statements (in tho KdriMl) regard¬ 
ing 4 non-production ’, 4 presence of connection between Effects and Specific 
Causes’ and so forth [and not with roforonce to tho conclusion deduced 
from those statements by tho two partios, which are certainly contradictory); 
bocause tho reasons of the 4 non-producibility * and tho rest aro equally 
applicable as against, tho theory of tho Effect being existent. The answer 
that you, upholders of tho dootrine of tho Effect being existent, would mnko 
against those arguments (as against your doctrine) would also bo tho answer 
of tho wiso Bauddhas who uphold tho Doctrine of the Effect being non¬ 
existent. —( 10 ) 

Question —“ In wliat way aro tho two 4 equal'T" 

The answer in provided in the following— 


TEXT (17). 

Ip the Curd and other Effects are already wholly existent in 

THE ESSENCE OF (THEIR CAUSES) MlLK AND THE REST,—THEN, 
INASMUCH AS THEY WOULD BE EXACTLY LIKE TIIE CAUSE, 

ETC. IN THEIR ESSENCE, WHAT OF THEIRS WOULD BE 
THERE THAT WOULD HAVE TO BE PRODUCED ?—(17) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho argument hero set forth is for the purpose of supporting the view 
tlrnt ‘ what is already existent cannot bo produced ’ (an argument aimed against 
the SdMehya). If the Effects (Products) in tho shape of Curd and tho rest 
exist wholly- —in their entirety—i.o. in their mature and properly differentiated 
character, regarding their specific taste, potency and consequences,—in the 
essence of their Causes, Milk awl the rest,— then, ns they would be already 
existent, wliat of their form would be there that would have to be produced, 
—i.o. for tho purpose whereof they would have to be produced by such causes 
ns Milk and tho rest ?—Tho compound 4 hStvddisadrshStmanGm' is to bo 
analysed as 4 those whose essence is exactly like tho Cause, etc.’; tho 4 Cause ’ 
hero stands for tho Primordial Matter; the * etc.' stands for the Sentience ; 
—and cortainly the fully matured Effects being thus circumstanced, what 
is meant is tho fully developed form of the Effects, which, thus, cannot 
be produced again.—'This indicates the two Reasonings that go to demolish 
any such permanent relation as that between Cause and Effect.—(17) 
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The Author now formulates the argument in the clear and proj>er form— 

TEXT (18). 

(A) The said Effect cannot be produced by the Cause,—because 
IT ALREADY EXISTS,—LIKE THE CAUSE AND THE SPIRIT.— (B) THUS 

ALSO WHAT IS POSTULATED CANNOT BE THE CAUSE,—BECAUSE 
THERE IS NOTHING THAT CAN BE BROUGHT ABOUT BY 
IT,—JUST LIKE THE OTHER THING.—(18) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Hilu\ ‘ Cause', stands for Primordial Matter, and also the common 
tilings. Milk and the like ;—'Tat Uryam', * the said effect’, stands for 
the Cosmic Intelligence, etc. (products, according to the Sdiikhya, of Primor¬ 
dial Matter), as also the common tilings. Curd and tlu- like;—‘ SatUUah \ 
means ‘because it already exist*';—' hltu-ritti-vat ', ‘like tlu* Cause and the 
Spirit’,— 1 Cauxo ’ stands for Primordial Matter and also for the common 
things. Milk and the like ; ‘ nitti ’, * Spirit \ stands for the Sentient Faculty ; 
and what is like these two is 4 like the Cause and the .Spirit ’.—The argument 
may Ik* thus formulated—That wliicli is existent in its entirety cannot he 
produced by anything.—as, for instance. Primordial Matter and Spirit;— 
and the Effect in its mature state is already existent (ex hypoihesi ),—according 
to the opinion of our Op|>oiieiit tlu- Curd and tlu* Products are already existent; 
—henco (if these were held a- to be produced) it would involve the contingency 
of going against a universal law.—Nor can the reason (pmbniis) here put 
forward bo regarded ns not true, inadmissible: because, if what cannot l>e 
producod in any form were regarded a* producible, then all things would have 
to be regarded as producible, and tliis would lead to a regress us ad infinitum, 
which would nullify the Opponent's proposition ; and it would also involve 
the further absurdity of the |>rodncibi)ity of wlint lias already been produced. 

So far the Author lias shown tluit what are regarded (by the StiAkhya) 
as 'Effects’ cannot really be ‘Effects’ or ‘Products'; now ho proceeds to 
show that what aro regarded as ‘ Causes ’ cannot really bo * Cause*'—* Thus 
also what is postulated, etc.'— Postulated i.c. the Entity posited. Wliot is 
meant is as follows:—Primordial Matter, and also the Seed, Milk and other 
common things,—which have been postulated as the * Cause ’ of such intended 
effects ns Cosmic Intelligence and tho rest, ns also Curd and other common 
products,—cannot be the cause of these latter,—that is, it is not capable 
of being treated as the producer ;—why 1 —because there is nothing that can 
be brought about by such a cause ; as a matter of fact, there is nothing t hat 
can be brought about by tho said entity ; and as the said entity has 
tliis character, it cannot bo regarded as the ‘Cause’. Tliat this is so follows 
from what lias been said (in the first luilf of the Text), regarding the effects in 
question being not effects at all; it is for this reason tliat the Text has used 
the term ‘ atah ’, ‘ thus \ 

‘ Pardtmavat', ‘ Just like the other things ’, Lc. like the thing with a different 
character,—i.e. like tlie entity which lias not been posited ns a Cause; the 
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entity that has not been posited as the Cause is tho Spirit, —as declared (in 
the Sdnkhyakdrikd, 3) —‘ Tho Spirit is neither productive nor product 

This argument may be formulated ns follows:—That for which there 
is nothing to l»e brought about cannot bo a Cause, —e.g. tho Spirit;—the 
entity postulated (as Cause) is one for which there is nothing to bo brought 
about;—hence the entity concerned is not found to fulfil the conditions winch 
are invariably concomitant (with tho nature of the Cause). 

Both these arguments put forward in the Text are only meant to expose 
tho anomalies (involved in the SdAkhya doctrine); lienee there is no need 
for putting forward only such corroborative examples as are aecopted 
by both parties. 

There is a party among Sahkhyaa who hold the view that—“Tho Spirit 
also is also a doer (a Cause) in regard to his own experiences,—on the analogy 
of the Reflection [which, though not of the Reflecting Substonco, is yet attribut¬ 
ed to it; similarly though Experience does not subsist in tho Spirit, yet it 
is attributed to him] 

As against this party, the explanation of the Text would bo as follows :— 
The term ‘ jxir/tlnui' stands for tho * Vara-fUmH', tho Liberated Spirit ; as 
such u Spirit would bo liberated, ho could not bo tho doer (Cause) in regard 
to Experience. Hence (even so) there is nothing wrong with tho corroborativo 
instance cited in tho Text.—(18) 

The Aut hor, in the following text, indicates (on behalf of tho StiAkhya) 
tho fallacy of 4 Inadmissibility’ in tho argument just put up by himself— 

TEXT (10). 

It might be urged that “ THERE is some peculiar feature, some¬ 
thing in THE shape of manifestation and the like,—by 

PRODUCING WHICH, CAUSES MIGHT CEASE TO BE 
DEFAMED (AS FUTILE) ”.—(10) 

COMMENTARY. 

(Tho Sdukhya may argue ns follows:—]—‘‘Tf, in your first argument, 
you mean your premiss to be in tho fully qualified form ‘because it already 
exists in its entirety, even atony with such features as being manifest and the 
rest \—then the premiss is ‘ Untrue ‘ Inadmissible ’; boenuso wo do not 
regard tho Effect ns existing along with all such features ns being manifested and 
the lilce; we regard it os existing only in the form of a potency (in the Cause). 
—If, on the other hand, you mean your premiss to bo in gonoral form, with¬ 
out the said qualification,—Mien it is ‘Inconclusive’; because such peculiar 
features as manifestation and the like are actually produced (even under our 
theory).—Nor does our theory involve the absurdity of all things being Effects 
(produced).—For the some reason, tho second reason put forward by you is also 
‘not true’, ‘Inadmissible’, ns there is sometliing to bo brought about, 
produced. 

Tliisiswlmt is meant by the phrase ' Something in the shape of Manifesta¬ 
tion and the like '; tho expression ' and the like ’ is meant to include such 
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peculiar conditions as Growth, etc.—* Which ’ (in the Text) stands for the 
‘ peculiar feature —* To be defamed ’,—blamed. What is meant is that 
our theory is not open to the fallacies that have been urged against our Reason 
as being ‘ Inadmissible‘Untrue’ and the like.—(19) 

The Author answers tlie above arguments in the following— 


TEXT (20). 

If this (Peculiar Feature) existed previously, then the 

OBJECTION IS NOT ANSWERED ; IF, HOWEVER, IT DID NOT EXIST 
PREVIOUSLY, THEN, BEING NON-EXISTENT, HOW COULD IT 
BE PRODUCED OUT OF THE CAUSES T—(20) 

COMMENTARY. 

There can be only two alternative*: (1) This * peculiar feature’ that 
lias been spoken of, existed already, in its pristine state of Primordiul Matter, 
prior to tho condition of * manifestation ’ and tlie rest,—or (2) it did not 
so exist. If it did exist, then you have not succoodod in allowing the 
invalidity (inadmissibility) of the two Reasons put forward by us, and thus 
answering them. If. on tho otlier hand, it did not exist previously,—then, 
oven so, how could that. ‘ peculiar feature* secure its production from tho 
said ’ Causes' ? As your argument is tluit wlmt is non-existent cannot bo 
produced,—such production cannot l>c right;—such is tlu« sense of tho 
Text.—(20) 

Tho argument * because wlmt is already existent cannot l»o produced' 
os stated by the Author himself (against the SdAkhya theory on p. 24.1. 20, 
parodying Suhkhyakdrikd, 0) 1ms been duly supported; now he proceeds to 
Argue in support of the other four arguments, —•because there is recourse 
to the Cause ’ and the rest,—in tlie following— 

TEXT (21). 

For the same reason, if there is nothino to be produced, there 

WOULD BE NO 4 RECOURSE TO THE CAUSE ’,—NOR WOULD THERE 
BE ANY PRODUCTION OUT OF EVEN A SPECIFIC CAUSE,— 

NOR WOULD THERE BE ANY ‘ EFFICIENCY ’, NOR ANY 
* OPERATION * (OF THE CAUSE).—(21) 

COMMENTARY. 

As in accordance with the said reasoning, the Effect to Ik* brought about 
would (according to the SahL/nja) be already in existence [read 4 S&dhya- 
sya bhuvat'). ‘recourse to Cause’ would not be possible; ns intelligent j>ersons 
have recourse to a cause only for the pur|w>sc of something tliat. could be 
brought about by that Cause. Nor would it be necessary that particular 
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Effects, like Curd and the rest, must proceed only from particular causes ; 
simply because there would be nothing to be produced out of any cause. This 
supports the (parodied) argument 4 Because all things are not possible 
Whftt is meant is that when the SdrUchya asserts that ‘ an Effect cannot 
l>e produced from all causes wliat ho means is that 4 a particular Effect 
can bo produced only from a particular CauseThis is not possible under 
tho Sdhkhya theory of the Effect being already existent; as, under this theory, 
there would be nothing to be produced. —Similarly as regards the argument 
that 4 an oflicient Cause can produce only that for which it is eifiicent \ 
neither 4 efficiency ’ nor 4 tho production of that for which it is elficiont * 
is possiblo under the Sdilkhya theory ; for the very same reason that there 
is nothing to be produced (under tho theory). If anything were produced 
by another thing, then alone could one admit tho 4 ollicionoy ’ of tho lattor 
tiling, whioh could then be accepted ns the 4 Cause' of that whioh would 
bo producednot otherwise.—This is what is meant by the words —Nor 
would there be 4 efficiency \ nor any * operation of the Cause '.—(21) 

Tho following Text procoods to show that it is not right that tilings 
should bo regarded as 4 Cause \ for the simple reason that what is regarded 
us to bo produced already oxists (according to the Sdhkhya)— 

TEXT (22). 

Inasmuch as every effect is already there in its entirety, there 

CAN RE NOTHING ' TO BE PRODUCED ' (AN Effect) \ CON¬ 
SEQUENTLY, THE VERY NAME ‘CAUSE* CANNOT BE 
LOGICAL.—(22) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is said in support of the argument (tho last one in tho parodied 
Sdhkhyakdrikd )—' Because the Effect is of the same essence as the Cause \— 
But it is not (i.o. tho namo 4 Cause ’ is not illogical). Hence the Effect cannot 
bo regarded as existent this conclusion has to bo construed with nil the 
(five) arguments sot forth above.—(22) 

With the following text the Author procoods to criticise the theory of 
tho Effect being existent, from another point of view— 

TEXT (23). 

All Means (of Cognition), when operative, serve to set aside 

Wrong Cognition and to produce Definitely Certain 
Cognition ; this would not be compatible with 
reason (under the S&Akhya theory).—(23) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Operative ’—active.—* Wrong Cognition * includes also Doubtful Cogni¬ 
tion, as it partakes of both the contraries (affirmation and denial), and hence 
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is as much an ‘ imposition * (as Wrong Cognition).—As a matter of fact, 
©very Means (of Cognition), when operating on its objective, does two things: 
it sets aside Misconception and Doubt relating to the object of Cognition, 
and produces a definitely Certain Cognition relating to it. This fact cannot 
be compatible with reason, under the SSnkhya theory of the ‘Existent 
Effect ’.—(23) 

In the following text, the Author proceeds to explain why the said fact is 
not compatible with reason, under the Sdhkhya theory :— 


TEXT (24). 

The Doubt and the Misconception cannot be set aside, as they 
WOULD BE ALWAYS THERE. NOR IS THE PRODUCING OF 
DEFINITELY CERTAIN COGNITION POSSIBLE, FOR THE VERY 
SAME REASON. HENCE ALL THAT HAS BEEN 
SAID IS FUTILE.—(24) 

COMMENTARY. 

(It is not compatible) because, as regards Misconception and Doubt, 
both of these, under your theory, would be of the naturo of either Sentience 
(Consciousness, Spirit) or Cosmic Intelligence and Mind ; in oither case any 
setting aside of these would 1 m* impossible, because Spirit, Cosmic Intelligence 
and Mind,—all theso being eternal (constant),—Misconception and Doubt uIso 
would be constant. Nor would the production of Definitely Certain Cognition 
bo pomible through any Means ; for the same reaeon, —i.o. because it is always 
there (ex hypothesi ).—From all this it follows that all that you liavo said 
In support of your doctrine is entirely futile.—What tliis liints at- is tlint the 
.S'diU-Aya-doctrino involve© self-contradiction ; for instance, whan the Surdity a 
speaks of tho means of producing a definitely Certain Cognition, it iinplios the 
producing of tho Dofinito Cognition which has not been there ; and this is con¬ 
trary to tlie assertion that * the Effect is existent’: so there is clear self-contra¬ 
diction.—(24) 

TEXT (25). 

If, ON THE OTHER HAND, (IT BE HELD THAT) THE DEFINITE COGNITION 
THAT WOULD BE PRODUCED WOULD BE ONE THAT HAS NOT BEEN 
THERE,—THEN, THIS ONE INSTANCE (OF THE EFFECT 
BEING NON-EXISTENT) WOULD INVALIDATE ALL 
THOSE REASONS (THAT HAVE BEEN SET FORTH 

BY the SdnLhya ).—(25) 

COMMENTARY. 

If. in order to avoid the futility of the reasons, it bo admitted that 
the Definite Cognition that is produced from the Means is one that did 
not exist- before,—then, in tliat ease, the entire set of reasonings—* Because 
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what is non-existent cannot be produced, etc. etc.' (Sdiikhyakdrika , 0),—becomes 
invalidated ; ljccaxi.se ns there is nothing incongruous in the production 
of tho Definite Cognition (which has not been existent), so there would bo 
no incongruity in the production of any other non-existent thing similarly, 
just ns there is production of tho ti on-existent Definite Cognition,—and the 
securing of tho particular Menus for the said production,—and ns there is 
no possibility of tho said Definite Cognition being produced from nil sorts 
of Moons (Wrong, Doubtful and tho like),—nnd ns oven though non-existent, 
the Dofinito Cognition is brought about by only such means ns are efficient for 
that purpose,—and just ns those Menus have the nature of the ‘ Cause 1 ,— 
so exactly could it bo also in every other case [nnd the Premiss of the SMikhya 
would thus become annulled].—(25) 


TEXT (26). 

Tf IT HE HRI.D THAT-" T1IK EFFECT, WHICH HAS BEEN unmanifcSted 
(LATENT, IN THE CAUSE), ACQUIRES manifestation THROUGH THE 

Causes then (the question is) what is this manifestation 
OF THE Effect ?—It cannot consist in the appear¬ 
ance (production) of a peculiarity in its 

NATURE ; BECAUSE OF NON-DIFFERENTIATION 
AND NON-CONNECTION.—(26) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho SSAkhya may orguo thus—" Though, even prior to tho operation 
of its Moans, tho Dofinito Cognition is already in existence, yet tho Moans 
(Cause) is not futile ; because prior to tho operation of tho Cause, tho Cogni¬ 
tion was unmanifentc.it (lying latent in tho Cause), nnd subsequently (to the 
operation), it acquires manifestation through that cause; hence wlwt the 
Cause operates for is the manifestation (of tho latent Effect); nnd so there 
is no futility.” 

This however cannot bo right; bocauso thero can be no such ‘ manifesta¬ 
tion’. This 'manifestation 1 consists either (a) in the appenrnneo of some 
peculiarity in tho nature of the Effect, or (6) in the apprehension of the 
peculiarity, or (c) in tho disappearance of what has been obstructing the 
apprehension of tho peculiarity. 

It cannot consist in tho appearance of some peculiarity in its nature ; 
because would this ‘ peculiarity in its nature 1 bo turn-distinct from the Effect 
[Dofinito Cognition in tho case in question], or distinct from it ? If it were non- 
distinct, then, inasmuch as there would be non-differentiation from the Definite 
Cognition (Effect), it would bo ns constant os tho form of tho Definite Cognition 
itself; and hence there could bo no ' production 1 of it. If, on the other hand, 
the ‘ peculiarity 1 is something distinct from the Effect (Definite Cognition) 
itself,—oven so, there could bo no such connection (or relationship) us 1 this is 
a peculiarity of thatBecause any such connection (between the Effect 
and its Peculiarity) could only bo either one of ‘container and contained 1 
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or of * Cause and Effect ’ (Producer and Product).—The former is not possible 
in the case in question ; because the two factors concerned not rendering 
any help to one another, the said relation of ‘Container and Contained’ is 
not possible ; even if there were any help rendered, if that Help were something 
distinct from the two factors, then the Connection itself could not bo there ; 
so that there would be an infinite regress. If, on the other hand, the Help 
were not so distinct, then the operation of the Cause would be futile ; ns 
the Definite Cognition (Effect) itself would have brought about the ‘Pecu¬ 
liarity ’, which, ex hypothesi, is not-distinct from the said Help.—Then ognin, 
the ‘Peculiarity’ being something incorporeal, it would not be possible for 
it to fall downwards, and os such, it would not need a' container' (or receptacle, 
support), because a * receptacle ’ can only servo the purpose of preventing 
this downward fall (due to gravity).—Nor is tlio relation of * Couse and Effect ’ 
possible (between the Effect and its ‘Peculiarity’); because the Cause in 
tho shape of tho Definite Coguition being aheays there, it would be possible 
for the peculiarity to be produced aheays ,—which is absurd. Nor would 
it be right to hold that the production of tho Peculiarity by tho Definite 
Cognition would be dependent u|>on the actual operation of the Cause. 
Because there can be no dependence upon what renders no help; and if 
there is help rendered, then tho theory becomes op*n to tho objection and 
infinite regress urged above.—Further, this Peculiarity that is held to l>o 
produced as something distinct,—is it existent or tion existent (prior to tho 
operation of tlio Cause) T These two horns of tho dilemma present them- 
selves here also.—If the Peculiarity is something non-existent, then, ns urged 
above, all the reasons (put forward by the SuAkhya) become invalidated. 
If, on the otlxor hand, it lias l»ecn existent, then thero is no use for the Cause. 
—If in regard to the Manifestation also, a further ‘ manifestation ’ were 
postulated,—thero would be nothing to |>reveut tlio infinite regress ns to 
what this further ‘ manifestation ’ is and so fortli.—Thus, oven on tho alter- 
native of tho two being distinct, tliere would bo * von-connect ion ’;—and ns 
thero would bo no connection (relationsliip), any production of * ]>oculinrit.v ’ 
in tho nature of tho Effect would not l>e (Hwaible.—(20) 


TEXT (27). 

The ‘ Manifestation ’ of the Effect cannot consist in its Appre¬ 
hension ; NOR in the removal of u-hat teas obstructing its Apprehension ; 
because the Apprehension is a constant factor, and 

ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS NO POSSIBILITY OF A SECOND 

(Apprehension).—(27) 

COMMENTARY. 

It cannot be right to regard the ‘ manifestation' (of the Effect) as con¬ 
sisting in the appearance of the cognition of the Effect ; because the Cognition 
of the Effect is « cot,slant factor. For instance, tliis cognition of the Effect 
must, under the tlieory of the upholder of the theory of the Effect being 
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existent, bo something eternal; under tho circumstance what of it would 
bo there which would be produced ? Also because no second apprehension 
is possible, tho Manifestation of the Effeot cannot consist in the appearance 
of the Cognition of that Effect. Tho particle ‘ also ’ has the cumulative force ; 
and it has to bo construed apart from its place in the toxt; it should bo taken 
as after the word ‘ asambhavtU ’,—(i.e. at tho end of the sentence). So that the 
sense comes to bo as follows According to your view, Cognition (Conscious¬ 
ness) is one only,—your doctrine being that from Creation down to Dissolution, 
there is only one Consciousness ; and it is this same Consciousness that 
constitutes Definite Cognition; apart from tliis then, what other ‘appre¬ 
hension ’ is there which would be styled ' manifestation \ and which would 
be produced by Causes ? 

The following might bo urged hero (by the Sdilkhga)—' “Tho Apprehension 
of an objoct is not of the nature of * Budtlhi ’ (Consciousness), it is of the 
nnturo of * Manas ’, 4 Mind ’ ”, 

But that cannot bo right; because all these terms—* Budtlhi ' (Intelli- 
genoe), 4 Upalabdhi 4 (Apprehension ),' Adhyavasdya 4 (Determinate Cognition), 
4 Manas 4 (Mind), 4 Samvltli 4 (Knowledge) and so forth,—are synonymous. 
This is going to l>e explained Inter on. 

Nor can 4 Manifestation ' of the Effeot consist in the 4 removal of what 
has been obstructing its apprehension 4 ; for the same t wo reasons. For instance. 

4 that which has been obstructing its apprehension 4 being something otemnl 
(r-B hgpothesi), no ‘removal’ of it is possihlo. It is not possible for this 
4 removal ’ to ho in tho nnturo of 4 disappearance 4 ; booauso until tho tiling 
has renounced its previous form, it cannot 4 disappear \ 

Further, 4 because there is no possibility of a second apprehension \ there 
oan ho no obstacle to apprehension; as thero can he no obstruction (conceal- 
mont) of what is non-oxistent, booauso what is 4 obstructed ' is always 
something that is existent. From all this it follows that thoro can ho no 
4 removal' of the Obstruction (of Apprehension). 

Or tho term 4 nityatvul ’, 4 because of its being constant ’ (in tho Toxt), 
may l>o taken to mean that, because the Cognition of the Effect is constant 
(eternal), thero can bo no 4 obstruction * of it; and becauso such obstruction iH 
impossible, there can bo no 4 obstruction ’ of it.—Nor again can the 4 romoval 
of the obstruction ’ bo brought about by anything, Ijecauso it is characterless 
(being a negativo entity, it lias no positive character). 

Undor tho doctrine of the 4 Existent EfTect \ the futility of tho causal 
o|(oration is not the only incongruity; tho impossibility of Bondage and 
Liberation is another incongruity; in fact, the most undesirable contingency 
of the cessation of all worldly activity cannot 1 m* avoided. For instance, 
you hold the doctrine that 4 Liberation ’ follows on tho appenmneo of True 
Knowledge, in tho shapo of real discrimination between Matter and Spirit; 
now as this True Knowledge is always constantly present, all embodied 
beings would be always 4 liberated ’; hence there could bo no 4 Bondage *. 
Conversely, 4 Bondage 4 also has been hold to bo duo to Wrong Notion (Mis¬ 
conception, Illusion); and as this Illusion also would be a constant factor, 
all beings would bo always ‘under bondage*; and under the circumstances, 
how could there be any 4 Liberation 4 ? 
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Then again, whenever people have recourse to any activity, it is either 
for securing what is beneficial or for getting rid of what is harmful. Under 
the theory of the ‘ Existent Effect ’ however, there can be notliing tlxat cannot 
be secured, nor anything that cannot be got rid of; hence the whole world would 
be without desire for anything; so that ultimately there would be total 
cessation of all worldly activities.—(27) 

Having thus refuted the doctrine of the ‘Effect being oxistent (oven 
prior to the operation of its Cause),’ tlie Author proceeds to refute the 
objections likely to be urged against tho doctrine that ‘the Effect is non¬ 
existent (prior to the operation of its Cause)’:— 

TEXT (28). 

Just as (under the Sdfikhya theory),—even though, on the ground 
of ALL things being constituted by the Three Attributes, 

there is no differentiation among them, and yet 
everything (Cause) does not produce everything 
(Effect),—in the same manner, even though the 
Effect is non-existent (before the Causal 
Operation), everything cannot produce 
everything .—( 28 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

The vory denial of the theory of tlie * Existent Effect ’ lias, by implication, 
proved that the Effect is * non-existent ’; as ‘ existent 1 * and non-oxistont * 
aro contradictory terms ; and lienco no third alternative is possible. Even so, 
tho Author now proceeds to show the futility of the objections that tho 
Opponent lias urged (against the Buddhist theory of tho * non existent Effect ’). 

The objection lias been urged (by the Surikhya, under Text 8, above) that 
“ if the Effect were non-existent, it could not bo produoed, because it would 
have no form at all ". 

Now this Reason is fallacious, beset with tho fallacy of being ' Unknown * 
(not admitted); because the theory is that it is tho nature or character itself 
(of the Effect) that is produced (by tlie Cause), and this nature or character 
of tho thing is not ‘ known ’ (admitted) to be ‘ formless ’.—It might bo urged 
that " beforo its production, it is certainly cliaracterless ".—Not so. we reply; 
as it is not possible for it to be ‘ characterless ’; it cannot bo right to regard 
the character itself as characterless ; because whon something is said to be 
‘characterless’ what is meant is that it has no character ; and this certainly is 
not thorc, even before the production of the thing; in fact, (under the argument 
of the Opponent) tliat itself would come to be characterless by which tho 
Effect is produced.—If the Reason ‘ because it would have no form ’ be held 
to have been put forward with reference to the ‘ formless entity ’ in the 
shape of the ’negation of the thing ’,—then the reasoning would be futilo 
(proving what is already proved or admitted); as the ‘ negation of the thing ’ 
lias not been regarded by any one as ’something produced’.—Further, 

4 



50 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER I. 


tho Reason is invalid also as being ‘ Inconclusive ’: as no reason 1ms been put 
forward for sublating the contrary; inasmuch as the potency of tho Cause 
is always restricted, it is only some non-existent tiling that is produced,— 
only that for the production of which the Cause is there; that tiling, for pro¬ 
ducing which thcro is no Cause—such for instance os the ‘Sky-lotus’,—is 
never, produced. Hence the Reason put forward (by the Sahkhya) is ‘ too 
wide, Inconclusive’. Everything cannot be regarded as tho Cause of every¬ 
thing ; nor is any such universal proposition accepted as that ‘ whatever is 
non-existont must bo produced ’; what is accepted is the proposition that 
‘ whatever is produced was non-oxistent before its production ’. 

The following might be urged (by the Sahkhya) —“All Causes being 
equally productive of what has been non-existent, why is it that all Causes 
are not productive of all non-oxistent effects ? ” 

This criticism can be urged with equal force against you also: All Causes 
boing equally productive of what has been existent, how is it that all Causes 
aro not productive of all effects ? According to your view, there is nothing 
that is non-existent, which, on account of its non-existence, could not bo 
produced. 

“ It is because the potency of Causes is restricted that, though tilings 
like tho Hare's Horn are oxistent, they arc not produced.” 

The same is equally true for the other theory also. 

Then again, just as for you, oven though all things are equally 
constituted by the Three Attributes, yet everything is not productive of 
everything, because tho potency (of things) is restricted;—the compound 
‘ Sarvak&raka ' may bo explained as ‘ productive of everything 1 or as 1 that 
which has everything for its producer ’;—in the same manner (under our 
view also), even though all tilings (Effocts) are equally non-existent, yet every - 
tliing will not be productive of everything. 

In fact, what has been asserted in tho Text—‘ As in your case, so in mine 
also ’—has been said after having admitted the Opponent’s contention, for 
the sake of argument; in reality, there is no ‘equality’ between the two 
theories. Because (under our view) even though there is diversity among 
things, yet, somo ono effect is produced by some one Cause only; there being 
no incongruity in the idea that the efficiency of the Cause is always restricted 
by the diversity of character involved in tho ‘ series of causes ’ (Wheel of 
Causation) boaring upon a certain Effect. If, on tho other hand, there is 
‘ non-differentiation ’ (between Cause and Effect),—how could it be possible 
to conceive of such on incongruity as that involved in one and the same tiling 
boing both ‘ cause ’ and 4 non-cause ’ at the same time ? Specially as 
distinction (differentiation) among tilings is always based upon contrary 
properties being attributed to them. This has been thus declared—‘ For all 
differentiation there must be some ground or basis in the nature of the 
tilings concerned; if there were non-differentiation, then, all being ono and 
the same, its activity as well as inactivity would both be rendered 
impossible ’.—( 28 ) 

In the following Text, tho Opponent raises an objection on the basis of 
the Restriction of Potencies (of Causes):— 
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TEXT (29). 

“ Inasmuch as the presence of limits would be impossible for 

YOU, THE POTENCIES CANNOT BE RESTRICTED. On THE VIEW OF 
THEIR BEING EXISTENT, ON THE OTHER HAND, THEIR 
RESTRICTION WOULD BE RIGHT AND PROPER AS PERTAIN¬ 
ING TO THE LIMITS.”-(29) 

COMMENTARY. 

For you —i.e. for the Buddhist who holds the Effect to be non-existent — 
it is not possiblo for the (causal) Potencies to be restricted.—Why '—Because 
the presence of limits — in the shape of Effects—would he impossible ; [as the 
Effects would bo non-existent, there would be notliing with reference to which 
there could be restriction];—for the simple reason, that when the limit 
is non-existent, that ichich is limited cannot bo there. This argument may 
be formulated as follows:—Thing3 devoid of limits in the shape of existent 
Effects cannot have their potencies restricted,—e.g. such tilings as Hare's 
Horns,—and (according to you) things like the Paddy-seed aro devoid 
of limits in tho shape of existent Effects; hence they do not fall within 
range of the Major term [i.e. they cannot have their Potencies restricted] ’. 
—With a view to show the soundness of his own view, the Sankhya adds— 
On the view of their beiny existent, etc. —i.e. if Effects are held to be existent; 
— 4 their ’—i.e. of the Potencies.—(29) 


In the following Text, the Author points out tho invalidity of the reason 
(set forth by the Sankhya, in the preceding Text) :— 


TEXT (30). 

It is not so ; it may be that, on account of the absence of ‘ Limits ’, 

THERE CAN BE NO SUCH SUBSEQUENT ASSERTION AS HELD BY US. 

But THERE IS NO HARM DONE TO THE NATURE OF THE 

Thing itself which is entirely free from all 
RESTRICTIVE ADJUNCTS.—(30) 

COMMENTARY. 

[It cannot bo as urged by the Opponent]—because, on account of the 
absence of 1 Limits it may be that there can be no such subsequent assertion 
as that 1 the potency to produce Curd is present in the Milk ’; that may 
bo so; but there is that Entity which is entirely free from all restrictive 
adjuncts —which is not a mere imposition (or assumption), subsequent to 
which there appears another Entity, which has not been previously perceived ; 
and there can be no denial of such an Entity (as of the former one).—(30) 
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The Sahkhya may urge the following—“ Whore, with regard to any¬ 
thing, there is absolute cessation of all verbal and conceptual content—there 
the very nature of the thing must ceaso 
The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXT (31). 

The Name of Things is not their ‘Essence’ (Nature, Form); because 

ALL KINDS OF ‘ CONCEPTION ’ AND ‘ VERBAL EXPRESSION ’ 
PROCEED THROUGH HABIT, WITH REFERENCE TO THE 
UNDIFFERENTIATED (IMMACULATE) ENTITY.—(31) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ Nature ’ of a thing is what has the widest extension (range); 
it is only when that is oxcluded that it sets aside its loss extensive concomi¬ 
tants,—be it Cause or Effect,—because there is invariable concomitance 
between the two (the more extensive ‘ Nature ’ and the less extensive Cause 
or Effect); nothing else sets aside this; for if it did, it would lead to absurdity. 
Such ‘verbal expression’ as that ‘Milk has the potency to produce Curd’, 
—does not constitute the ‘Essence’—Nature—of tilings; if it were so, then 
alone could ‘ the verbal expression ’, on being excluded, excludo the relevant 
thing also. 

* Verbal Expression’ is mentioned only by way of illustration; ‘Concep¬ 
tion ’ (Fanciful Assumption) also as relatod to the Thing in question is meant 
to be included. 

‘ Essence ’ also is mentioned only by way of illustration; it includos the 
‘ Cause ’ also; so that the ‘ Namo ’ of a thing is not its ‘ Cause ’; because the 
thing can be produced without the Namo. 

The Author states the reason for the assertion just made— Because all 
kinds of ‘ Conception ’, etc. etc. because,—inasmuch as,—all ‘ Conceptions 
which are connected with Names, —as also all ‘ Verbal Expressions ’—express¬ 
ive words,—both of which arc of all kinds —of various kinds,— proceed, become 
applicable,— through habit, — with reference to the undifferentiated (Immaculate) 
Entity —i.e. the Entity which has no component parts and wliich is of ono 
constant uniform nature. That is to say, there is a single Entity, in the 
shape of ‘ Word-Sound ’ for instance, which, boing constant, is ‘ conceived ’ 
and ‘spoken of’ by sjieakers existing at varying times. It is only when 
these ‘ Word-conceptions ’ become identified with, and have for their objective, 
the said constant Entity, that this latter becomes diversified; or (conversely), 
like the Essence of the Entity itself, the Conceptions themselves bocomo 
unified in essence; in no case can it be right that any single thing should be 
diverse in its essence ; any such idea would lead to absurdity.—Hence what 
happens is that the potency of the Caxise being restricted, it is only some 
non-existent thing that is produced, not all. 

Thus the Reason (put forward by the Sarlkhya, under Text 8, above)— 

‘ because it would have no form at all ’ is Inconclusive. 

For the same reasons, the other reasons also (propounded by the Sdhkhya 
in support of the * Existence of the Effect ’ under Sahkhyak&rikd, 9)—such 
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as ‘ because the particular Cause is secured ’, and the rest,—become invalid. 
Because, what is said regarding the ' Securing of the particular Cause ’ would 
be true if the said ‘ Securing of the particular Cause ’ were found anywhere 
to have been due to the presence (therein) of the Effect; specially as it is 
quite possible for the said securing of the particular Cause to be due to the 
restricted cliaracter of the Potency of the Cause itself. 

That * everything cannot be produced from everything ’ is also duo to 
the restricted character of the Causal Potency itself; as it is impossible for 
everything to be, by its very nature, capable of producing all things. 

As for the argument set forth (by the Sdiikhya) above, under Text 12— 
“ that to which no peculiarity can be attributed, which is formless and 
unmodifiable,—how could such a thing be produced by Causes ? ”,—tliat also 
has been urged without understanding the real sense oi our theory. We do 
not say that a Non-entity is produced; if we had said that then alone could 
it be urged against us that any modification of it would involve loss of its 
very essence. We have however already explained that what is produced is 
a Thing itself (not a mere non-entity); all that we say is that the thing 
was non-existent before its production,—a conclusion deduced from the 
fact that (prior to production) it is not found to fulfil the conditions of Cogni- 
sability and that which is already a full-fledged entity cannot bo an Effect, 
something to be produced; and that it is spoken of as ‘ produced ’ by that 
Cause on whose mere proximity it springs into existence. Nothing is produced 
by the entering into it of any operations (of the Cause), because all things 
are, by their very nature, devoid of operative activity. Then again, there is 
nothing that can be called a ‘ non-entity ’, which could be modified (as urged 
by the Sdhkhya); nor can ‘ non-existence ’ constitute the 4 Essence ’ of 
anything; becauso * non-existence' is a mere negation.—Then again, if 
it be asserted that “ What is non-existent cannot be produced, because no 
peculiarities of the product could be attributed to it",—then how could the 
Existent also be produced, since its essential features are already accom¬ 
plished, and no further peculiarities could be attributed to it?—For those 
reasons, the reasoning that “ Because what is efficient can produce only 
that which can bo produced by it ” is invalid. 

Further, inasmuch as under the theory of the ‘Non-existent Effect’, 
it is possible for things to be 4 Causes ’, the final (Sdhkhya) argument also— 
*« Because the Effect is of the essence of the Cause ”—is invalid, ‘ too wide and 
Inconclusive’.—Or, inasmuch as the fact of the Existent thing being on 

• Effect ’ has been already shown to be impossible,—and as all the facts that 
have been urged, in the shape of the arguments (in Sdhkhyakdriku, 9)— 
“ becauso the particular Cause is secured" and so forth,—are explicable only 
under the theory of the Effect being non-existent,— all these fo»ir arguments 
are * contradictory ’ (as urged in support of the Sdhkhya doctrine of the 

* Existent Effect’), becauso they actually prove what is contrary to the 
conclusion desired (by the Sdiikhya) —(31) 

[Says the Sdiikhya] —“ If it is your view that what is produced has been 
non-existent, then how is it that in tho Sutra (of the Buddhists), the pro¬ 
duction of both, the Existent as well as the Non-existent, has been denied ? 
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This is the declaration—‘ 0 high-minded one, al! Things are un-produced, as 
neither the Existent nor the Non-existent is ever produced 
The answer to this is provided by the following:— 


TEXT (32). 

In reality, the ‘ production ’ (of a Thing) consists in its becoming a 
thing ; this * Production ’ cannot be related to what is existetU, 
or with what ls non-existent ; it is related only to 

A CONCEPTUAL IDEA WHICH IS PURELY NON¬ 
EXISTENT—(32) 

COMMENTARY. 

The particle l tu' (in reality) serves to emphasise what is going to bo 
said.—When we come to examine in what manner a particular tiling may bo 
distinguished from other tilings, we find that what is called the 4 production ’ 
(appearance, coming into existence, of a Tiling) is only its own Essence, 
becoming itself, which exists merely for a moment, free from all connection 
with all elements of the Past and the Future. It is not a 4 Universal ’ with 
particular features, as assumed by the Vaibha$ika ; such a 4 Universal ’ is 
going to be refuted (undor Chapter 13). Nor does it consist in 4 inherence 
in Being ’ or 4 inherence in its own Cause \ as postulated by the Vaishefika ; 
as both these also are going to be rofuted (under Chapter 13); and because, 
under tho theory of the other party (the Vaishesika), both these (In¬ 
herences) aro constant, and what is already constant cannot be produced. 
To this offect there is tho following declaration :— 4 Being (Existence) consists 
in being in contact with the Cause ; the Cause Ls a cause by virtue of 
producing tho Effect; the Being and the Contact both being constant, 
what is there that could bo produced ? * 

This —the said Production— cannot be related to whot is non-existent, — 
by tho relation of 4 co-essentiality ’ (being of the same essence); as 
4 existent ’ and 4 non-existent ’ are mutually contradictory, what is non¬ 
existent cannot come about. Nor can tho 4 production * be related to what 
is existent already from before; because before Production, the existent cannot 
bo there. 

Question — 44 Then how is it that you (Buddhists) are upholders of the 
doctrine that 4 the Effect is non-existent ’ ? ” 

Answer — Only to a conceptual idea, etc. ;—it is only to a conceptual idea, — 
which is of tho nature of either the Active Agent or the Instrument,— 
(Cause)—it is led into relationship. As a matter of fact, there is nothing 
called 4 non-existont ’ winch could enter into 4 production ’; the idea therefore 
that 4 the non-existent is producod * is purely conceptual.—(32) 


Question — 44 What is the basis of tins 4 conception ’ on which the said 
Idea is supposed to rest ? ” 

The answer is supplied by the following:— 
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TEXT (33). 

The basis (of the said conception) lies in the fact that the form 

OF A THING PERCEIVED IN IMMEDIATE SEQUENCE TO ANOTHER 
THING DID NOT EXIST BEFORE. If THE SAID THING 
HAD EXISTED PREVIOUSLY, THEN THIS BASIS 
WOULD NOT BE THERE (FOR THE SAID 
ASSUMPTION).—(33) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the previously unperceived form of a particular thing is perceived 
in immediate sequence to another thing,—the said form is one that did 
not exist before —i.e. prior to its own ‘ middlemost state * *—for the simple 
reason that it is not apprehended as fulfilling the conditions of being per¬ 
ceived. Hence this forms the basis for the conception tliat the tiling that 
is produced is one that did not exist before.—" How so ? "—If the said thing, 
etc. ;—i.e. prior to its 1 middlemost state ’, if the form of the thing, this 
middlemost state, had existed, there could be no room for the said ‘ basis ’ 
of the Conception that ‘what was non-existent has become produced’. 
Because the term ‘ becomes produced ’ connotes that particular state 
of the thing which appears in its 4 middlemost state ’ ; and if this were 
present even previously (to that state), then this would sot aside the 
notion that the ' form ’ of the thing consists in that particular form of it 
which appears during the ‘ middlemost state * only. As (ex hypothesi), 
it would be as all-pervading as A kasha, and as such it could not have any 
‘previous’ or ‘middlemost’ or ‘subsequent’ states at all. Under the 
circumstances, it would be possible to assert that ‘ all things ore produced 
at all times ’, as there would be no grounds for differentiation.—(33) 

With the following Text, the Author proceeds to point out further 
defects in the doctrine of the ‘ Existent Effect ’:— 

TEXT (34). 

It HAS BEEN HELD THAT THE CURD AND OTHER EfftdS SUBSIST IN THE 

Milk and other Causes , in the form of Latent Potency , 

NOW WHAT IS THIS ‘ POTENCY ’ ? If IT IS THE SAME 

AS THE Curd AND OTHER EFFECTS,-THEN THIS 

ALSO WOULD BE PERCEIVED LIKE THE 

Milk itself.—(34) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is asserted (by the Suhkhya) tliat the Effect subsists in the Cause; 
what do you really mean by this ? Do you mean that the Effect exists 

* Each object has three momentary ‘States*: (1) moment of non-existence, 
prior to coming into existence, (2) moment of. existence, and (3) moment of non - 
existence, cessation, destruction. 
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there in the actually manifested form ? If so, then that cannot bo; for if 
it were so, then while the Milk is still in the form of Milk, the Curd would 
be perceived, just as it is after the production of the Curd.—Or, is it meant 
that it subsists there in the form of Latent Potency ?—Is this ‘ Potency ’ 
something different from the Curd and other Effects os manifested in the 
perceptible form? Or is it the same as those ?—If it is the same, then, 
as before, it should be perceptible (which it is not).—(34) 

[The other alternative that it is something different is taken up in the 
following Text ] 

TEXT (35). 

If it is something different (from the Effect), then the existence 

OF ONE THING CANNOT BE SPOKEN OF AS THAT OF ANOTHER, 
EXCEPT FIGURATIVELY. (FOR EXAMPLE) THE EXISTENCE 

of the (Attribute of) ‘ Harmony ’ is not 

SPOKEN OF AS THE EXISTENCE OF ‘ PAIN ’ 
and ‘ Delusion ’.—(35) 


COMMENTARY. 

If the other alternative is accepted—viz. that the ‘ Potency ’ is some¬ 
thing different from the * Effect ’,—then the view that ‘ the Effect subsists 
in the form of the Cause * becomes abandoned ; because you admit the 
existence of an entity different from the Effect, in the shape of 1 Potency ’. 
For instance, when something becomes manifested in a form endowed with 
particular qualities resulting from the development of the particular taste 
and potency,—then it is called an ‘Effect’, like the Curd for instance ; and 
this Curd-offoct is spoken of as ‘ non-existent ’ in the state of Milk, because 
it is not capable of being perceived. As regards ‘ Potency ’, which (you say) 
is something different from this ‘ Effect',—it cannot thus be an ‘ Effect ’; 
for the simple reason that the existence of one thing (Potency) cannot mean 
the existence of another ( Effect ); for if it did, then it would be all confusion. 

“ But we have such expressions as Butter is longevity, where Butter is 
found to bo spoken of as longevity, which is a totally different thing, and 
Damp Reed is fool-disease, where Damp Reed is spoken of as foot-<Usease, 
a totally different tiling." 

In answer to this, the Text has added the phrase 4 except figuratively ’; 
—i.e. there con be no such expressions except in figurative language. 
Longevity is spoken of as Butter only figuratively, through attributing the 
character of the Effect (Longevity) to its Cause (Butter); and such expressions 
are not possible in their literal sense. If, when you say that ‘ the Effect is 
existent in the Cause ’, you aro using only figurative language, then there is 
no difference between our views; thero is difference however if you intend 
the assertion to be taken in its literal sonso.—This is what the Text shows 
by means of on example— The existence of Harmony, etc. —Even you ( Sdhkhya) 
do not hold that the form of 4 Pain ’ (Eojas-Attribute) and 4 Delusion ’ 
(Tamos- Attribute) is the same a<* that of ‘Harmony’ (Sotf ^-Attribute); 
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as each one of these has been held to have a distinct character of its 
own.—(35) 

The Text now proceeds to show the Inadmissibility of the Premiss put 
forward (by the Sdnkhya under Kurika 15) in the form “ Because of 
homogeneity ”:— 


TEXT (36). 

The 4 Manifest ’ is not admitted by os in any way whatsoever 

AS HOMOGENEOUS WIT H (MADE UP OF) PLEASURE AND THE 
REST ; BECAUSE PLEASURE AND THE REST ARE ‘ INTERNAL 
‘ SUBJECTIVE ’; AND THAT THESE ARE SO LS MANIFEST 
FROM THEIR OWN CLEAR COGNITION.—(36) 

COMM EXT ARY. 

That the 1 Manifest \ in the shape of Sound and other things, is ‘ homo¬ 
geneous ’ with—of the same form as,—Pleasure (Pain and Delusion), is not 
admitted by us in any way ;—why '.—because Pleasure and ihe rest are 1 in¬ 
ternal i.e. subjective, of the nature of consciousness (feeling); and Sound and 
other things being insentient,—how could they be homogeneous with Pleasure, 
etc. ?—The argument may be formulated as follows:—Things that aro 
not of tho nature of Consciousness cannot consist of Pleasuro and the rest; 
—e.g. the Spirit postulated by the other party;—and Sound and other things 
are devoid of the nature of Consciousness ; hence the more extensive character 
is found absent in them (which excludes tho presence of the less extensive 
character, that of consisting of Pleasure, etc.). 

The following argument might be urged:—“ It is only after the 
invariable concomitance of the character of being of the nature of Conscious¬ 
ness with the character of consisting of Pleasure, etc. has been established that 
tho absence of the former might exclude the character of causing Pleasure 
from Sound and the rest; as a matter of fact however, the said invariable 
concomitance itself has not been established,—inasmuch as we do admit the 
Spirit to be of the nature of Consciousness (and yet not consisting of 
Pleasure, etc.)". 

In answer to this, the Text adds— That these are so is manifest from their 
oum cognition. That is, the fact of Pleasure, etc. being of the nature of 
Consciousness is well established,—how '.—from the cognition of Pleasure, 
etc. themselves ; i.e. the cognition of Pleasure, etc. is itself quite clear on this 
point.—As a matter of fact, it is too clear (to need emphasis) that the Cogni¬ 
tion itself of Pleasure, etc.—in the form of the Feelings of Satisfaction and the 
rest, following upon the presence or absence of Sound and other things, is 
self-luminous by its very nature and does not depend upon anything else 
to illumine (manifest) it;—and whatever is independent of other things 
to manifest it. and Is self-illumined in the form of Satisfaction, etc.,—is 
spoken of by such terms as * Consciousness ‘ Pleasure ’, ' heeling 4 Cogni- 
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tion —all which are synonymous. If the experiencing of Ploasure, etc. 
wore due to some other feeling,—then the feeling of Pleasure, elc. would be 
of the nature of something other than Satisfaction and the rest ; because it 
itself would not be of the nature of that; as is the case with the Yogin, or 
the Person making inferences, cognising the Pleasure, etc. as felt by other 
persons. If tins were not so, then these persons— Yogin, elc. —also would lie 
themselves actually feeling the Pleasure, etc. as present in others, and (hence) 
being distressed and so forth (on account of those feelings). Or (conversely), 
as in the case of the Yogin, so in all cases, the feelings of being kindly or 
unkindly treated would be absent, as the circumstances would be the same 
in both cases.—If then, the Feeling is admitted to be of the nature of Satis¬ 
faction and the rest, it becomes established that Pleasure, etc. are of the 
nature of Consciousness. Because our Pleasure is nothing more than the 
feeling of Satisfaction, and Pain is nothing more than the feeling of Dissatis¬ 
faction. —From all tins it follows that the Reason put forward in the Text is 
not Inconclusive nor Inadmissible. Specially among people who (like the 
Sdnkhya) believe in the Reality of the External World, it is an admitted fact 
that Sound and other things (which are external, objective) are devoid of the 
naturo of Consciousness. If it were not so, then they would havo accepted the 
doctrine of tho Idealist; and this would be what we most desire.—Nor can 
our Reason be regarded as 1 Contradictory ’, as it is found present in every 
caso where tho Probandum is known to be present.—(36) 

Tho following argument might be urgod (by the Sdnkhya) “ As a 
matter of fact, though Consciousness (or Cognition) by itself is devoid of 
the Blue or any other colour, yet it appears to be of that colo»>r, by reason 
of the proximity of the Blue Objoct outside; and in the same manner, the 
Consciousness, which by itself is devoid of the form of Happiness and the 
rest, appears in these forms by reason of the imposition of the external 
Happiness, etc. upon it; so that, even though the Feeling is of the nature of 
Happiness, etc., these latter cannot be regarded as constituting Consciousness; 
and thus our principal Reason is not ' too wide ’ or Inconclusive.” 

The answer to this is provided by the following:— 


TEXT (37). 

On account of the diversity of Habit and Nature, all possible 
Attachment and the rest are clearly found to be 

RESTRICTED TO EACH SINGLE OBJECT, LIKE SOUND 
AND THE REST.—(37) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Jihuvan&jdtibhedatah ’;—‘ Bhdvand ’ stands for Habit; — 'jdti ’, ‘ nature \ 
for one’s own character ;—on account of the diversity—peculiarity—of 
these two ;— attachment and the rest ;—‘ attachment ’ stands fpr Longing ; 
the phrase ‘ and the rest ’ includes such feelings as Love and tho like, due to 
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the Harmony-Attribute, Hate, Agitation, etc. due to the Hncryy-Attribute, 
and Dejection, Illusion, etc. due to the Inertia Attribute; thus the effects of 
all the Three Attributes become included;—all these are found to be 
restricted, —i.o. of one form;—for instance, on account of their peculiar 
habits, the Lover and other persons have one or the other of the said feelings 
in regard to Wine, Woman and other things, according os they have been 
found to be conducive to good or evil;—similarly on account of the peculiar 
nature, one or the other of the said feelings appear in some of the animals, 
like the Deer (who are attracted by Sound), the Elephant (who are attracted 
by Odour) and the like.—AH these feelings (of Love, Hate and the rest) 
are always restricted (to the Lover, or the Deer, etc.),—and do not appear 
in all persons or animals- This would not be right if Sound and other 
objects were of the nature of (consisted of) Pleasure and the rest.—(37) 


Question —“ Why ! ” 

The answer is given in the following:— 


TEXT (38). 

Being in keeping with one and the same Object, the Consciousness 

WOULD BE VARIEGATED IN CHARACTER.—If IT BE URGED THAT 
“ IT IS NOT SO BECAUSE OF DESTINY AND SUCH OTHER 
FORCES ”,—THEN THE CONSCIOUSNESS WOULD 
NOT BE IN KEEPING WITH THE OBJECT 
AT ALL.—(38) 

COMMENTARY. 

All the said Feelings being in keeping with one and the same object, 
the Consciousness of each person t could be variegated in character, —just like 
the cognition of such objects as the Blue and the like. 

It might be urged that—“Even though every Object is tripartite in 
character (as made up of the Three Attributes), yet under the influence of 
such auxiliary unseen forces as those of Destiny and the like, in the form of 
Merit and Demerit, it is only some aspect of it that figures in the con¬ 
sciousness of any one person,—and not all its aspects to all persons. The 
term ‘ ddi \ ‘ such other forces \ includes Habit, Nature. Desire to hold and 
the like.” 

If that wero so, then the Consciousness would not be in keeping with the 
object ; i.e. such Consciousness would not rest upon the object; as it would 
be devoid of the form of the Object itself.—(38) 

The following text proceeds to show how the Consciousness would lx» 
‘ devoid of the form of the Object * :— 
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TEXT (39). 

The form of the Object itself is three-formed, and the Cognitions 
{of men) are one-formed ;—how can these latter be really 

POSSIBLE WITH REFERENCE TO 'THE OBJECT,—BEING ENTIRELY 
DIFFERENT FROM IT IN CHARACTER ?—(39) 

COMMENTARY. 

The form of the Object consists of the Three Attributes of Saliva 
(Harmony), Rajas (Energy) and Tamos (Inertia).— The Cognitions of men 
arc one formed the term ‘ tat ’ stands for Men, Spirits ; what is meant is 
that the Cognitions that men have are all found to be of one form, having 
the.r form determined solely by each one of the numerous circumstances 
of Attachment ’ and the like. How can these letter,— i.e. the Cognitions —in 
reference to the Object— Sound and the rest,— really— truly,— be possible ?— 
“ Why cannot these bo possible ? "—Because they are different from it in 
character ; i.e. quite different in character from the object on which they are 
based.—The argument is to bo formulated in the following form When a 
Cognition does not apprehend the form of a particular object, it cannot 
have tins object for its objective basis;—e.g. Visual Cognition cannot have 
Sound for its objective basis;—the Cognitions in question are devoid of 
the form of the three-formed object;—hence the conclusion of the Opponent 
would be opposed to the wider Premiss, and there is reason for denying it also, 
in tho shape of likely incongruities. 

The following might bo >.rged (by the Sahkhya) “ Even though what is 
actually apprehended by Perception is the Object, Sound and the rest, in 
its entire aspect,—yet, on account of predisposition and other circumstances, 
the definite cognition that actually appears (according to the Buddhist) is 
only in reference to certain aspects of it,—such as its momentary character— 
and not in roferenco to all its aspects;—in the same manner (according to 
us) tho Cognition would appear in a single form under the unseen influence- 
of Destiny and such other circumstances.” 

Tins cannot be right. According to us, such conceptions as thoso of 
‘ momentary character ’ and the like do not in reality have any Entity for 
thoir objective; because (according to us) the ‘ Entity * is beyond all con¬ 
ception. It is only indirectly that conceptions (and Cognitions) are con¬ 
nected with the Entity, and thereby becoming the means of apprehending 
that Entity, they come to bo recognised as the PramAna (Proof, Evidence, 
Moans of Cognition) for that Entity. As for Love and the rest on tho other 
hand, they are actually admitted by tho other party to have objects as 
their real objective ; if that were not so, then the said Love, etc. would have 
no basis (or substratum), and it would (thus) be not true to say that ‘ the 
Cognition of the feelings of Pleasure, etc. follows from tho Cognition of Sound 
and other objects which aro of the nature of Pleasure, etc.’—Further, in¬ 
asmuch as the feelings of Love, etc. aro definitely determinate in their 
character, there is no uncertainty or indofiniteness attaching to their character, 
and as a result of tliis, the Cognition of the feeling of these would be always 
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in their entire form. In fact it is this cognition of the object of all definite 
Cognitions that constitutes their definiteness. —(39) 

It has been asserted above (by the Sdnkhya, under Text 14) that— 
“ From the apprehension of such effects as Satisfaction, Irritation and Dejec¬ 
tion, it follows that Sound and other objects are made up of Pleasure (Pain 
and Delusion) ”,—The following text proceeds to show that the premiss 
herein set forth is Inconclusive :— 


TEXT (40). 

For the Followers of Yoga, ‘ Satisfaction \ ‘ Dissatisfaction ’ 
and * Delusion’ are produced nr the same Spirit; and 
yet the other Party do not hold the Spirit to 

BE OF THE ESSENCE OF THOSE.-(40) 


COMMENTARY. 

Those followers of Yoga who accept the teachings of Kapila, when medita¬ 
ting upon the Spirit as distinguished from Primordial Matter, derive Satisfaction 
and Happiness, after having practised meditation of the Spirit in the right 
manner ; but those who do not succeed in the practice of Meditation, and 
hence do not perceive the Spirit quickly enough, become beset with Dissatis¬ 
faction ; while those who are, by their very nature, of dull intelligence, become 
beset with Delusion ;—and yet the other Party do not regard the Spirit 
to be of the essence of these—i.e. to consist of the Throe Attributes. From 
this it follows that the premiss stated in the form ‘Because of the appre¬ 
hension cf such Effects as Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Dejection’—is 
Inconclusive, ‘ too wide ’. 

“As a matter of fact, however. Pleasure, etc. proceed from Volition 
(Determination, the function of Cosmic Intelligence), not from the Spirit.” 

The same might be said of Sound and the rest also; and in that case, 
os all these objects (Sound, etc.) would be products of mere Volition, there 
could be no such things as External Pleasure, etc.; because * Volition ’ is of the 
nature of Consciousness, purely subjective. For the same reason the proposi¬ 
tion that “ Cognition or Experience is of the nature of Satisfaction (Dissatis¬ 
faction and Dejection), through the influence of such impositions as those of 
external Pleasure, etc.’’—also becomes rejected. Specially because, even 
without the imposition of such external things. Happiness, etc. are actually 
found to appear entirely on the substratum of the Spirit itself. How too 
could the imposition of something else bring about the well-known feeling of 
Pleasure, etc. which appears independently of the proximity of external 
things, from the mere contemplation of what is agreeable and disagreeable ? 

It might be said that “ the Mind also (wherein this Contemplation 
takes place) would be made up of the Three Attributes through the imposition 
of the same 

But that cannot be; because by the assertion that “ That which is 
independent of all other ill umining agencies and is self-sufficient, etc.” it lias 
been established that it is of the nature of Consciousness. 
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From all this it follows that the reason put forward (by the StMkhya) 
—" Became of homogeneity is ‘ Inadmissible ‘unproven ’.—(40) 

Now the Author admits (for the sake of argument) that the Reason 
(Homogeneity) is ‘admissible’, ‘ proved and proceeds to show its 
invalidity, ‘ Inconclusiveness’—in the following:— 

TEXT (41). 

Even though the ‘ Manifest ’ be accepted as ‘ consisting of Three 
Attributes Primordial Matter does not become estab¬ 
lished AS THE ONE ETERNAL CAUSE OF THAT (MANIFEST) ; 
BECAUSE THAT ‘ MANIFEST ’ IS NOT IMBUED WITH 
ANY SINGLE GENERIC CHARACTER.—(41) 

COMMENTARY. 


Even if it be taken as proved that the 1 Manifest ’ consists of the 1 Tlxreo 
Attributes ’, yot that does not prove what the SSMchya wishes—viz. that tho 
Causo of that * Manifest ’ is that wliich is called ‘ Primordial Matter ’ ; 
that is to say, because tho reason that has been put forward has not been 
found to bo concomitant with a Cause of that kind. For instance, what the 
Sankhya dosvros to prove is that tho Causo of the ‘Manifest’ is one, con¬ 
sisting o, the Three Attributes, eternal and all-pervading; as a matter of 
fact, with such a Cause, the invariable concomitanco of the Reason has 
nowhere been porceived; nor is it necessary that the Causo must be of the 
same nature as tho Effect is found to be ; because there is a clear difference 
between the Cause and its Effect. You hold that tho Effect in the shape of 
the Manifest is that wh.ch has such characteristics as * having a Cause ’ 
being non-eternal’, ‘ non-pervasive ’ and so forth; and yet you do not 
hold the Cause (of tins Manifest) to have these characteristics. Hence 
your Reason (Premiss) is ‘ too wide \ * inconclusive *. 
c _.,T h '\ T ? t neXt proceeds to show that tho Reason put forward (by the 
Sankhya) is contradictory ’ also, inasmuch it entails the conception contrarv 
to the nature of the particular Entity :-As the one eternal Came, etc. ;-that 
«s to say, what is meant to bo proved is the existence of an Entity, which is 
one eternal and made up of tl* Three Attributes, as tho Cause (of the 
Manifest ); and no such entity is established by the Reason put forward • 
faCt ’ Wh * t ** GStab lished is something quito contrary to it.— 

. , H ° W S °; ~~ Because tiMt * endowed, etc.- Tho particle ‘ hi ’ stands for 
because ; hence the meaning is that the Effect in the shape of tho 
Manifest is not recognised to be imbued with any such single generic character 
as coasts of the Throe Attributes and which forms the very essence of the 
Manifest .— What is it then that is recognised ? ’’—The ‘Manifest’ is 
actually cognised as endowed with such qualities as multiplicity, non - 
eternality and so forth. If the ‘Manifest’ were really imbued with any such 
genenc character as that postulated by the other party, then tho Cause also 
of that Manuest would have to bo recognised as possessed of that character. 
Inasmuch as, however, the Effect (in the shape of the ‘ Manifest ’) is actually 
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found to be imbued with such qualities as 4 non-etemality \ ‘ multiplicity ’ 
and the liko—its Cause also has to be inferred as possessed of these same 
qualities. Specially because in the case of a Cause that is eternal, the idea 
of its fruitful operations being both sequential and simultaneous would 
involve self-contradiction ;—and because diversity in the Effect can be 
only due to diversity in the Cause ; otherwise the diversity in the Effect 
would be without any Cause (baseless).—From all this it follows that any 
such single eternal Entity as Primordial Matter cannot be recognised.—If 
the name * Primordial Matter ’ is given to a Cause that is non-eternal 
and many, then there we have no quarrel with you.—(41) 

Question —“How is it known that the Manifest is not imbued with 
any single gonoric character ? ” 

The answer is supplied in the following:— 


TEXT (42). 

At.t. * Manifested Things ’ are found to be like Iron-bars ; as 

HAVING THEIR FORMS ASSOCIATED WITH AN ORDER OF SEQUENCE 
AND THEIR ESSENCE MIXED UP WITH FANCIES.—(42) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as bars made of Iron stand apart from each other.—so these 
4 Manifested Entities \ as they appear in their own forms, arc found to bo 
diverse and separate, due to diversities of place, time, potencies, appearances 
and so forth ; and they do not enter into each other’s essence (or constitution). 
This proves the multiplicity (of Manifested Entities). 

In order to prove their non-etemality, it is added—Having their forms, 
etc. etc. ;—the compound is to bo analysed as—* have their forms associated 
with —embraced, affected by— an order of sequence 

Question —“ If this is so. then how is it that Entities are conceived of 
as units,— in the form of ‘ Earth ’ and the like,—and also as lasting,— in 
such notions as 4 this is that same thing ’ ? ” 

Answer — Their essence mixed up with fancies; that is to say, the con¬ 
ception of ‘unity’ in regard to things is a 'fancy', a wrong assumption. 
This is going to be established later on, under the sections dealing with 
the doctrino of the 4 Perpetual Flux ’.—(42) 

It has thus been shown that the Reason ‘ Because of Homogeneity' 
(as propounded by the Suhkhya in support of his doctrine of all things being 
the product of one 4 Primordial Matter ’) is open to the three fallacies of being 
‘Unproven, Inadmissible*, ‘Contradictory* and ‘Too Wide, Inconclusive’. 
—The Author now proceeds to show that the corroborative instance cited (by 
the Sahkhya in Text 15, above) in the words 'Just as in the case of the Jar 
and other things' dcos not fulfil the conditions of,—and is not possessed of 
the properties of—the Probans and the Probandum [and as such cannot servo 
os a ‘corroborative instance’]:— 
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TEXT (43). 

So ALSO THE VARIOUS PRODUCTS OF C*LAY AND OTHER THINGS ARE NOT 
RECOGNISED AS IMBUED WITH ANY SINGLE GENERIC CHARACTER,— 
NOR AS THE EFFECTS OF ANY SINGLE CAUSE ; AS ALL 
SUCH THINGS AS THE ‘ LUMP OF CLAY * ARE 
DIVERSE.—(43) 

COMMENTARY. 

The phrase ‘and other things’ is meant to include the products of 
such things as Cold and the like.-The term ‘so also’ may be taken as 
cumulative,— adding one further defect in the Opponent’s 'reasoning,—or 
as md.cat.ng similarity (to other defects already pointed oat).—The phrase 
not imbued with any single Generic Character ’ serves to show that the 
Instance cited (Jar, etc.) is devoid of the property of what has been cited 
(by the SMkhya) as the Probans of his reasoning.—The phrase 4 Nor as the 
effects of any single Cause ’.-has to be construed with 4 recognised ’; and it 
servos to show that the property of the (Scmkhya's) Probandum also is not 
present m the instance cited. 

Objection—" As a matter of fact, single Causes— of all such things,—are 
actually found in the form of the Lump of Clay or of Cold and other tilings • 
and every one of these is also found to be imbued with the Generic Character 
of Clay Gold and the like. In what way then is our Instance devoid 
ol both the properties of the Probans and the Probandum t ” 

Answer-As all such things as the ‘ Lump of Clay ’ are diverse there 
can be no such single composite entity as ‘Lump of Clay’;—if there were 
then (since Generic Characters are all-pervading e* hypolhesi), if it covered 
one point in space, the entire space would become covered. Nor is anv 
Generic Cliaracter ’ found to appear in each individual thing,—every one 
of which is perceived as distinct by itself.—( 43 ) 

The Text again proceeds to show tho 4 inconclusiveness ’ of the Siihkhw's 
Reason— Because of Homogeneity ”—by itself 

TEXT (44). • 

In THE CASE OF 4 SPIRITS >, EVEN THOUGH THEY ARE ENDOWED WITH 

? ther QuALiTrEs> t « ey regarded 

(b* 1HL Sankhya) as preceded (produced) by a single 
Entity (as their Cause).-It might be said that “the 

SAID QUALITIES ARE ATTRIBUTED (TO THE SPIRITS) 

ONLY ^SECONDARILY (INDIRECTLY, FIGURATIVE¬ 
LY) ” J—THEN WHY CANNOT THE SAME BE THE 
CASE IN REGARD TO THE MATTER UNDER 
DISCUSSION ALSO ?—(44) 

COMMENTARY. 

the “ ro / e8arded ,by the Sdm « a > “ b » <™<wd 

633 8,1011 P ro P° rtle8 M being 1 sentient ■ onjoyer ■ and the like; 
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and yet they are not regarded by you as having a single Cause endowed with 
the same properties.—It might be urged that—“ The property of being 
endowed with Sentience and the like that has been attributed to Spirits, is 
not in the direct literal sense, but in the indirect, secondary, figurative sense; 
and the reason for this lies in the fact that, all Spirits are found to be 
excluded from 1 insentience ’ and other such qualities, and hence they aro 
placed under the genus ‘ Sentient \ which stands for the ‘ negation or exclusion 
of lnsentience \ which is assumed to meet their case; though in reality 
there is no such genus”.—If then, it is only indirect and figurative, then, in 
regard to the ‘ Manifest ’ also,—as in the case of Spirits—why is the presence 
of Pleasure, etc. not taken as ‘assumed’ in the samo way,—without their 
being preceded and produced by any single Cause endowed with the same 
qualities ’—Thus the Probans (Reason) is found to be Inconclusive. 

Tho mention of * Spirits ’ is only by way of illustration. In the same 
manner. Pleasure, etc., being so many modifications of Primordial Matter, 
are endowed with such qualities as being ‘ attributes ’, ‘ insentient ’, * non- 
enjoyer ’ and so forth,—and Primordial Matter and tho Spirits are endowed 
with such qualities as ‘ Etemality ’ and the like—and yet none of these are 
preceded and produced by any single such Cause. So the Probans is 
clearly Inconclusive.—(44) 

Thus the Reason (put forward by the Sdr'Jchya )—“ Because of 
homogeneity" ,—lias been refuted. Now under the pretext of Re-affirming 
his conclusion, the Author proceeds briefly to point out defects in the other 
reasons (put forward by the Saiikhya) :— 

TEXT (45). 

Thus, even in the absence of a Cause in the shape of ‘ Primordial 

Matter’, all diversity relating to Effects and Causes 

AND OTHER THINGS BECOMES EXPLICABLE, ON THE 
BASIS OF THE DIVERSITY OF POTENCIES.-(45) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been asserted (in Sankhyakurikd, 15) that “Primordial Matter 
exists as tho Cause, (a) because of the finite character of specific objects, 
(6) because Activity is due to Potency, and (c) because there is differentia- 
lion between ‘Cause’ and ‘Effect’”.—As a matter of fact, all these three 
Reasons are inconclusive, as no reason is provided to preclude a conclusion 
contrary to the one set forth. 

For instance, even in the absence of a Cause in the shape of Primordial 
Matter, the three facts set forth—that of objects having a finite character, 
etc.—are not inexplicable. For instance, if what, is sought to be proved is 
only the existence of a Cause,— then the argument is superfluous,— 1 proving 
what is already proved ’; we also do not admit of any Effect being produced 
without o Cause ; so that if the name ‘ Primordial Matter’ were given in 
general to all Causes, then there would be nothing to quarrel about. On the 
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other hand, if what is sought to be proved is tliat ‘ there is an intelligent 
Came, which produces an effect of certain finite dimensions, and acts 
according to its potencies \—then the Reason adduced becomes invalidated 
by ‘ inconclusiveness ’ ; as even in tho absence of an intelligent actor, there 
is nothing incongruous in the production of a particular effect with well- 
defined dimensions determined by the potencies of its own Cause. Further, 
it is not right to regard Primordial Matter as intelligent, os it is, ex hypothesi, 
' insentient \ and ‘intelligence’ is synonymous with ‘sentience’. 

Further, if by means of the Reason ‘ Because Activity is due to 
Potency ’, it is meant to prove the existence of a mere Cause possessed of 
potencies not different (from those just- needed for the particular effect),— 
then it is superfluous, proving what is already admitted by both parties. 
If, on the other hand, the Cause meant to be proved is some one Eternal 
Cause possessed of distinct and diverse potencies,—then the Reason becomes 
invalidated by ‘ inconclusiveness ’.—Further, as concomitance with any such 
Reason is not cognised anywhere, the Reason becomes invalidated as being 
Unknown ’ and • Inadmissible ’ also; became as a matter, nowhere has any 
activity of the Came towards tho producing of an Effect been found to have 
been due to extraneous and additional potencies ; as all potencies subsist in 
the essence of the thing itself. 

Another reason put forward by the Sdhkhya (in Kdrikd 15) is—“ Because 
oj the merging of the whole world”.—This Reason is absolutely ‘unknown. 
Inadmissible ’. No such ‘ merging ’ of tilings is known of, all things being liable 
to such absolute destruction as lea ve behind no traces at all. If there were 
such ‘ merging’, it would come about either on the disappearance of the pre¬ 
vious condition of the tiling concerned, or without such disappearance. If it 
comes on the disappearance of the previous condition, then it involves the 
absolute destruction (without leaving any traces) (which the Sdhkhya does not 
admit]. If, on the other hand, it comes without the said disappearance, then 
there can be no ‘ merging ’ at all; because no ‘ merging ’ is possible for any 
entity so long as it retains its own untrammelled essence. Otherwise 
thoro would be endless incongruities. Hence the statement ‘ because of the 
merging of the whole world ’ involvos a self-contradiction. 

Thus, even in the absence of a Cause in the shape of Primordial Matter , 
the diversity relating to the Effect,—in the shape of its being ‘ finite ’ and 
tho rest,—and the differentiation also into Cause and Effect—become explic¬ 
able, on the basis of the diversity of potencies. And this means that the 
reasons set forth by the Sdhkhya are all * inconclusive ’. 

The phrase ‘ and other things ’ is meant to include the argument (of the 
Sdhkhya) —“ Became all activity is due to Potency ”. 

Or, the particle ‘ api ’, ‘ even ’,-in the phrase ‘ even in the absence, 
etc. etc.’,—may be meant to be restrictive; hence the meaning comes to be 
this:—It is only when there is no Cause in the shape of Primordial Matter 
that there can be diversity in the Effect duo to the diverse potencies of tho 
Cause ; and also because it is only thus that the relation of Cause and Effect 
would be possiblo;—hence the Reasons put forward (by the Sdhkhya) are 
‘ contradictory ’. For instance, if Primordial Matter were the Cause of the 
‘ Manifest then the whole universe, as being (ex hypothesi) of the same 
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essence as that Matter, would be a single substance having the same 
character and form as that Matter; so that there could be no such distinction 
among Products as ‘ Cosmic Intelligence ‘ I-principle’, 'Five Rudimentary 
Substances’ and so forth; and this would mean that the World is entirely 
devoid of ‘ modification —Simi lar ly, it is only in the absence of any such 
' Cause as Primordial Matter that the activity of the Potter and other Agents 
towards the making of the Jar and other things, in accordance with their 
potencies (powers), would be possible,—which would not be possible if there 
were such a single Cause as Primordial Matter. This is what has been already 
explained under Text 21, by the statement—‘ Nor would thore be any 
efficiency, nor any operation’. 

The distinction into * Cause * and ' Effect ’ also is possible only ‘ in the 
absence of any such single Cause as Primordial Matter It has been already 
pointed out above that no diversity in the world would be possible 
if there were any entity as Primordial Matter (as the one Cause);—it has 
also been pointed out that if Primordial Matter were the Cause, thou 
the whole world would be of the same essence as that Matter, which would 
lead to the absurdity that the entire world is a single substance (without any 
diversities); and under the circumstances, as there would be no ‘ diversity 
of forms ’ at the very outset, how could there be any ‘ merging ’ of it (as 
declared in the Suhkhyakdrikd, 15) !—(45) 


Thus ends the Section on the Examination of the Doctrine of 
‘ Primordial Matter \ 



CHAPTER n. 

Examination of the Doctrine of ‘ God\ 

(A) 

Statement of the Doctrine of ‘ God ’ {Theism). 

COMMENTARY. 

The next Chapter, beginning with the Text (46), proceeds to provo 
that there can be no operation of an}- such Being as the ‘ Supreme Lord \ 

‘ God 

TEXT (46). 

Other philosophers declare the ‘Lord’ to be the Cause of all 
things produced; on the ground that no insentient 
Thing, by itself, can produce its effects.—(46) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as things that are not produced,— such as the Atom, Akaslia 
and so forth,—are eternal, they have no Cause, henco the Text 1ms added 
the qualification 4 things produced ’.—The term 'Lord' stands for God. — 
' Others i.e. the Naiydyika and other (Tlieists).—Somo of these Theists 
hold that “ the creator of tho whole world is a distinct Soul or Spirit with 
special qualities, the omniscient God ” ;—others hold that “ the creator is a 
Substance (Being) distinct from the ‘ Soul ’ or ‘ Spirit \ because He is eternal, 
ono and equipped with the knowledge of all things, and as such having 
qualities different from thoso of the ‘ Spirit ’ or ‘ Soul ’ ”. 

Question —“ Where there are already such Causes of the world ns Merit 
and Demerit, Atoms and so forth, why do these philosophers postulate 
another Cause in the shape of God ? ” 

Ansioer—No insentient thing, etc.— Though Merit and tho rest may be 
the Cause,—yet all these, being devoid of sontionco or intelligence, cannot, 
by themselves, without an Operator or Supervisor, produce their effects; 
hence there must bo a Creator (who is intelligent), as nothing that is devoid 
of intelligence is ever found to be the Operator. This argument is formulated 
os follows:—‘What is devoid of Intelligence cannot produce its Effect, with¬ 
out an Operatore.g. such things ns Clay-lump, Stick, Water, String and the 
rest (all which are roquired for the making of the Jar) cannot produce the 
.Jar, without the Potter;—Merit and the rest (which are regarded as the 
Cause of the World) are all devoid of Intelligencehence the idoa that 
(these are enough to produce the World) would be contrary to the universal 
Proposition stated. Thus it becomes established that there is an Operator 
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and that is God. —Even so. Merit and the rest do not become useless (in the 
producing of the World); because God is only the 'Efficient Cause' (Guide, 
Supervisor) [and Atoms and Merit, etc. would still be needed os the ‘ Con¬ 
stituent ’ and ‘ Contributory ’ Causes}. 

The following objection might bo urged:—“ Those Merit and Demerit 
tlxat are hold to subsist in the Soul or Spirit (of Man) may be the required 
Operator; why should one assume a God ? ” 

Answer —That cannot be right; the particular Spirit at that time (of 
Creation) would be wholly unconscious;—so long as his Body, Sense-organs 
and other aggregates of Causes and Effects are not produced, the Spirit 
remains unconscious, not perceiving even such Colour, etc. as are quito 
perceptible; under the circumstances, how could it perceive Merit and Demerit, 
which are entirely imperceptible ? To this end, there is the following 
declaration—‘The ignorant Creature, not master of his own pleasure and 
pain, may go to Heaven or to the Nethermost Hole,—only as he is urged by 
God ’ [quoted in Nydyavdrtika 4. 1. 21, where the Tdlparya speaks of it as 
‘ Smrti ’].—(46) 

The Text proceeds to set forth two Reasons propounded by Aviddha- 
karna (an ancient NaiySyika ) in proof of the existence of God :— 

TEXTS (47-48). 

“ (A) That which is characterised by a peculiar arrangement of 

ITS OWN COMPONENT PARTS IS SUBJECT TO A CAUSE THAT IS 
ENDOWED WITH INTELLIGENCE.—FOR INSTANCE, THE JAR AND 
OTHER OBJECTS.—ThE THING IN DISPUTE,—WHICH IS 
PERCEPTIBLE BY MEANS OF TWO SENSE-ORGANS AND 
ALSO IMPERCEPTIBLE,—MUST BE PRECEDED (AND 
PRODUCED) BY A CAUSE ENDOWED WITH 

Intelligence,—Atoms supplying the 

CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE ‘ per DIS¬ 
SIMILARITY ’.”—(48) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument lias been thus formally stated:—“Tbo thing under 
dispute, which is perceptible by means of two sense-organs or not perceptible 
at all, must be regarded as produced by an Intelligent Cause,—because it is 
characterised by a peculiar arrangement of its component parts,— like the Jar, 
and unlike the Atoms [the Jar being the Corroborative Instance per Similarity, 
and the Atoms being so per Dissimilarity]."—Sovr in this formulated argument 
—‘ What is perceptible by means of two Sense-organs' stands for the three kinds 
of Substance, Earth. Water and Fire—which are perceptible by means of the 
two organs of Vision and of Touch, because they fulfil such conditions of 
perceptibility as being large, being composed of several substances, being 
coloured and so forththe ‘ imperceptible * are Air and the rest, simply 
because the conditions of perceptibility are ‘ being large ’, 4 being composed 
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of several substances ‘ being coloured ’ and so forth,—and all these condi¬ 
tions are absent in Air and other things ; as has been declared in tho following 
passage—" Perception follows from Largeness, Presence of several Substances 
and Presence of Colour; the Atom is imperceptible because it contains no 
other substances ; Air is imperceptible because it is devoid of tho presence of 
Colourthe term ‘ Sariiskara ’ stands for subsistence, presence in composition ; 
—and the Diad (Two-Atom-Compound) and other things are imperceptible 
because of tho absence of largeness." 

Xow, in this argument, if tho Probandum to bo proved were stated in 
tho general (unqualified) form that ‘ Things porceptible by two sense-organs 
and those imperceptible are produced by intelligent causes \—then it would 
be superfluous, proving what is already admitted by both parties, in regard 
to such tilings as the Jar and the like, over which there is no dispute at all. 
It would involve tho fallacy of ‘ contradicting one's own doctrino \ because 
the Naiyuyika does not admit such imperceptible things as the Atom, Akdsha, 
and tho like to be ‘ produced by an Intelligent Cause ’; and also because 
these latter are eternal (hence not produced at all), tho said assertion would 
involve that contradiction of a perceived (well-recognised) fact.—It is for tho 
purpose of avoiding all these difficulties that the qualifying term ‘ under 
dispute ’ has been added ; the term * Vipratipatti ’ standing for different 
opinions, and that which forms the subject of diverse opinions is said to bo 
the matter under dispute. —With this qualification, what become the ‘ subject ’ 
of the argument are only the Body, Sense-organs, tho various Regions and so 
forth ; and what is asserted does not apply to the Atom and such other 
things. 

Similarly, if the Probandum (to be proved) woro stated in the form that 
‘ the ***** ,mder di *P"t° are produced by a Cause '.—then the argument 
would be futile proving what is already accepted by both parties. T n 
order to avoid this, the qualification lias boon added—in tho form ‘pro¬ 
duced by an intelligent Cause This argument, thus stated, cannot bo futile 
as addressed to the Sunkliya, as there is no Intelligence(Bw<faA?) for the Snnkhya 
apart from Primordial Matter ; and certainly a thing cannot bo produced by 
itself. 

‘ Arrangement of component parts ’the ‘ arrangement i.o. conjunc¬ 
tion in the form of ‘ aggregation of the parts that go to make up 
the Things ; by this the Tilings in question are characterised— differentiated; 
consequently they must be os asserted. Mere ‘ characterisation by com¬ 
ponents ’ would include the universnls * Cow ’ and the like (which also are 
held to be consisted of components in the shape of the individual animals) 
and thus render the Reason ‘ too wide'; hence tho qualification * its own 
components’; what tho universal ‘ Cow ’ and the rest are differentiated by is 
the arrangement of the parts that go to make up the Substance,—not by the 
arrangement of tho parts that go to mako up tho Cow itself. 

The ‘ Intelligent Cause ’ thus proved is ‘ Cod '. 

( Ifc is this proof that has been stated in these two Texts.— 1 The compound 
‘ SvS,xm bhaka, etc. is to bo analysed as meaning ‘ that, which has for its 
VishSsa na differentia tho peculiar, characteristic,—arrangement, disposi¬ 
tion—of its own component parts This indicates the invariable con- 
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coraitance of the Reason (Middle Term) [with the Probandum]. The pre¬ 
sence of the Reason in the Subject is indicated by the words ' which is per¬ 
ceptible by means of two organs, etc. etc.’—The expression 4 vivddapadam ’ 
stands for 4 what forms the matter under dispute —(47-48) 

The second argument propounded (by Aviddhakarna) is next explained :— 

TEXT (49). 

“ (B) The material cause of the Body and other things is con¬ 
trolled by an Intelligent Being,—because they are 

ENDOWED WITH COLOUR AND OTHER QUALITIES,—LIKE THE 

Yarn and such things which have been seen to 

BRING ABOUT THEIR EFFECTS (ONLY WHEN CON¬ 
TROLLED BY THE INTELLIGENT WEAVER).”-(49) 

COMMENTARY. 

Of the Body and other things—the material Cause,— in the shape of Atoms 
and such things—can bring about their effects only when controlled by an 
Intelligent Cause;—such is the construction of the Text.—The Reason 
(Probans) stated is 4 because they are endowed with Colour, etc.'.— The 4 Yam, 
etc.’ are cited as the Corroborative Instance. This has been thus declared 
The material causes of the Body, the World and other things produce 
their effects only when controlled by an Intelligent Being,—this is what we 
assert, on the ground that they are endowed with Colour, etc..—like such 
tilings ns the yarn and the like ’.—(49) 

Uddyotakara however lias formulated the argument as follows“ The 
Causes of the World,—in the shape of 4 Primordial Matter \ 4 Atoms ’ and 
4 Destinv ’ (Unseen Force)—need a Controller with Superior Intelhgonco, 
in the producing of their Effects.—because their activity is intermittent, 
—like the Yam, the Shuttle and such oilier causes (of the Cloth) This 
is the argument set forth in the following Text.— 


TEXT (50). 

44 IN THE PRODUCING OF THEIR EFFECTS, ALL SUCH CAUSES AS MERIT, 

Demerit and Atoms are controlled by an Intelligent 
Being,—because they operate intermittently, 

— i.ikr the Shuttle and the Yarn.”—(50) 

COMMENTARY. 

The meaning of this is quite clear.—(50) 

* These words are not found in Uddyotakara' s XySyaeartiba. This idea is 
there (under Sidra 4. 1. 21, p. 463, lines 11 ct soj.— Bib. Ind. Edn.); but the exact 
words are not there. Apparently the Commentator has reproduced the sense of 
Uddyotuknrns argument. 
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Prashastanuiti argues as follows:—“All the usages of men, at the beginning 
of creation must have been preceded by (dependent upon) the teaching of other 
persons,—because later on, the usage of enlightenedmenisfound to be restricted 
to particular things,—as for instance, in the case of little boys who have not 
yet learnt the use of words, it is found that their usage of words ns restricted 
to particular tilings is always preceded (and brought about) by the teaching of 
their mother or other persons;—the phrase * the usages of enlightened men are 
restricted to particular things ’ means that, the usage of men after enlighten¬ 
ment is found to be so restricted ;—that Person to whose teaching usages at 
the beginning of Creation are due is God, whose superior knowledge does not 
disappear even at the time of Universal Dissolution 

It is this view that is shown as fully established,—by the Author in tho 
following Text :— 


TEXT (51). 

“ At the beginning of Creation, usage among men must have been 

DUE TO THE TEACHING OF OTHER PERSONS ;—WHEN THEY BECOME 
SUBSEQUENTLY AWAKENED TO CONSCIOUSNESS, IT IS FOUND 
TO BE RESTRICTED TO PARTICULAR THINGS,—LIKE 
THE USAGE OF LITTLE BOYS.”—(51) 


COMMENTARY. 


The term ' Sarga \ ‘ Creation stands for ‘ generation ’; the ‘ beginning * 
of this is its first moment,—The rest is easily intelligible.—(51) 


There are other arguments also put forward by TJddyotakara ; these 
are the following:—“ The Manifested World, consisting of the Primary 
Elemental Substances and the rest, are productive of Pleasure and Pain, 
only when controlled by an intelligent Cause,—(a) because it is. by itself, 
insentient, (6) because it is a Product, (c) because it is perishable, and (d) 
becauso it is endowed with Colour (or Form) and other qualities,—like the 
Axe and other tilings 

These are the arguments that are set forth in the following two Texts :— 


• This is clearly a brief paraphrase of the arguments stated by Uddyotakara in 
h.s Ny&yavartika, on Sutra 4. 1. 21, page 463, lines 11 et stq., Biblio. Ind. Edn., 
where tho words are very nearly the same. 
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TEXTS (52-53). 

“ The Manifested World, consisting of the Primary Elemental 

Substances and the rest, becomes the source of pleasure 

AND PAIN TO ALL PEOPLE, ONLY WHEN CONTROLLED BY AN IN¬ 
TELLIGENT Cause,—because it is insentient, itself 
a Product, evanescent and so forth,—like 
the Axe and other things ; thus every¬ 
thing is clearly believed to be 
His.”—(52-53) 

COMMENTARY. 

Controlled by an Intelligent Cause, —Le. controlled by a Cause which is 
endowed with sentience.— Thus —i.e. for the said series of reasons ‘ His \ 
—i.e. of God, the Cause of the entire world.—(52-53) 

Question —In what way is God’s omniscience proved, by virtue of which 
He should become an object of devotion for people seeking for Prosperity 
and the Highest Good ! 

The answer to this is supplied by the following Text— 

TEXT (54). 

“ The fact of His being the creator of all things having been 

established. His omniscience is proved without effort; 

BECAUSE THE CREATOR MUST BE ONE WHO KNOWS THE 
FORM AND ALL OTHER DETAILS REGARDING WHAT 
HE HAS CREATED.”-(54) 

COMMENTARY. 

This has been thus explained by Prashastamati and others“ The 
omniscience of God is proved by the fact of His being the Cause (Creator) 
of the entire World; because the Creator must possess full knowledge of nil 
such details regarding what he creates as its material and contributory 
causes, its use, its receiver and so forth. In the world, when a man makes 
anything, he knows its material cause, etc.; e.g. it is well known that the 
Potter who makes the Jar and such things, knows its material cause, in the 
shape of Olay-lump,—its contributory causes, in the shape of the Wheel, etc., 
—its purpose, in the shape of Fetching Water and the like,—and its receiver, 
in the sliape of the Householder (who uses it); similarly God, who creates 
all the worlds, knows their material causes, in the shape of the Atom, etc., 
their contributory causes, in the shape of Merit, Demerit, Space, Time and so 
forth,—also the auxiliaries to their operation, in the shape of the Universal 
the Particular and Inherence,—their purpose, in the shape of the Experience 
(of Men),-and receive in the sliape of Men. Tins shows that He is 
omniscient.—One who knoics 0,e form and other details regarding what he has 
created ‘ Form and other details',—' Form’ stands for character ; other 
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details » stands for the Material Cause and the rest; the ‘ Vedaka ’ of these 
is one who knows. Such is the sense of the compound. The word ‘ vedaka ’ 
is to be grammatically explained either as included under the group of 
words beginning with 4 ydjaka \ or ns formed with the affix 4 ana » in the 
passive sense—with the reflexive 4 ka ’ added to it.—The rest is easily intelli¬ 
gible.—(54) 

There is yet another series of arguments set forth by these persons:— 
(A) 14 That which is the substratum of the variegated and the mobile, and that 
which is not the substratum of these —which is the tiling under dispute,—is 
cognised through a means of cognition other than the five beginning with the 
second, —just as Colour, etc. are cognised as distinguished from the character 
of 4 being an entity’ and so forth,—the 4 Hair of the Tortoise’ (a non-entity) 
being the corroborative instance per dissimilarity ”. 

In the argument as thus worded, the term, 4 vichilrodaya ’ stands for 
the category of Quality, in the senso tliat its ‘uduya ’, appearance, is 4 vichitra ’ 
variegated ; the term 4 prasyanda ’ stands for the category of Mobility ;— 
the 4 dspatla ’, substratum, of these two is the category of Substance ;—tluit 
which is not the substratum of these two (Quality and Mobility) stands for 
the five categories of Quality, Action, Universal, Particular and Inherence ; 

such a thing is cognised through a Means of Cognition other than the 
fuv beginning with the second, —i.e. other than Inference, Analogy, Word, 
Presumption and Non-apprehension ; i.e. through Sense-perception. The rest 
is easily intelligible. 

(B) The other argument propounded by them is in the following 
form:—“The Thing under dispute,—wliich is (1) what is embraced by 
the Particulars of such Universals as ‘Being’ and the like, and also 
( 2 ) what is not so embraced,—is perceptible to some one,—because they 
exist,—like Colour and the rest”.—In this statement, the torm 4 Being 
and the like ’ stands for the six non-specific (goneral) entities,— 4 Being \ 

4 Evanescent ’, ‘Material Product’, ‘Cause’, 4 Universal’, ‘Particular’; 
—the 'particulars' of these go to specify Substance, Quality and Action ; 

hence what is 1 embraced ’ by these particulars are these tliroo categories 
of Substance Quality and Action 4 what is not so embraced ’ consists of 
the Universal and the rest. The rost is easily intelligible.—[And the Person 
who has tli© perception of all these things is God.] 

This series of arguments is set forth in the following Text:— 

TEXT (55). 

“ The Thing under dispute must clearly be perceptible to some 
ONE,—because of such reasons as being a thing, BEING existent. 

AND SO FORTH ;—JUST LIKE THE DIVERSITIES OF 

Pleasure, Pain, etc.—[And this some one 
is God ],”—(55) 


Refutation of the Doctrine of ‘ God' (Theism). 


COMMENTARY. 

The text now proceeds to supply the answer to the above arguments— 


TEXT (56). 


The first argument (propounded by the Xaiyayika) is open to the 

FALLACY OF BEING ' UNPROVEN, INADMISSIBLE*; BECAUSE THE 
EXISTENCE OF ANY SUCH ‘ ARRANGEMENT * AS ‘ CONJUNC¬ 
TION ’ IS NOT PROVEN, NOR THAT OF THE 

1 Composite ’.—(56) 


COMMENTARY. 

In the arguments set forth (under Text 47) in the form * W hat is in¬ 
sentient canuot produce its effect without a controller \ —the Probane 
(* because it- is characterised by a peculiar arrangement of component parts ) 
is one which, without any valid objection, could be cited as proving the 
contrary of the Probandum (for proving which it has been put forward) ; 
and thus its presence in the contrary of the Probandum being suspected, it 
becomes ‘ inconclusive ’;—this is what the Text means. 

Then again, the Probans that has been put forward in the first argument— 
‘ Because it is characterised by a peculiar arrangement of its component 
parts * f .—is 'unproven ’ and Inadmissible also. How this is so is explained 
in the next sentence— Been use, etc. what is meant by the expression 
'arrangement- of component parts* is a particular kind of Conjunction ; and 
the character of being characterised by this Conjunction is attributed to the 
substance called ‘ Composite *; now both these,—the said Conjunction and 
also the Composite that it characterises,—are yet * unproven ‘ unknown 
(to at least one of party to the Discussion, the Bwldhist, who domes 
both); hence the Probans cited is doubly ‘ unproven Inadmissible’.—(56) 


Question —“ In what way are the two unprocen ? 
The Answer is supplied by the following Text:— 
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TEXT (57). 

Because both the facts that have been assumed (and put forward)' 

ARE SUCH AS ARE NOT ACTUALLY APPREHENDED J AND FOR THE 
SAME REASON THE CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE ALSO THAT 
HAS BEEN CITED HAS NO CONNECTION WITH THE 

Probans cited.—(57) 


COMMENTARY. 

In brief, the Author for the present states his reason only in the form of 
‘ Non-apprehension which annuls the Naiydyika's argument,—a detailed 
objection to these two arguments will be provided under the Chapters (10-15) 
dealing with the Six Categories. 

Both the facts, —i.e. that liave been put forward as the ‘ Arrangement ’ 
and the ‘Composite’.—[Both of these are not apprehended) because the 
‘ Arrangement ’ has been regarded as something visible, in such statements 
(by the Naiyayika) as ‘ Number, Dimension, Separateness. Conjunction, 
Disjunction, Higher Universal, the Lower Universal and Action are visible, 
as inhering in coloured substances'.—The ‘Composite’ also lias been regarded 
as visible, in the statement—‘ There is perception of it because it is large, is 
made up of several component substances and is coloured ’.—As a matter of 
fact however, apart from Colour, etc., no other 4 Conjunction ’ or 4 Composite ’ 
—such as is accepted by the Naiyayika, —ever appears in Consciousness. 
Thus, while fulfilling the conditions of 4 perceptibility ’, if it is not perceived,, 
it must be regarded as non-existent, like the 4 Hare’s Horns ’.—It will 
not be right to argue that—“ inasmuch as Atoms are beyond the reach of 
the Senses, [if thero were no such tiling as the Composite composed of the 
Atoms], the perception of Colour and other qualities would be impossible ” ; 
—because it is admitted that qualified Atoms are apprehensible by the 
Senses, and hence they are not 4 beyond the reach of the Senses ’.—Thus 
then, both ‘Conjunction’ and ‘Composite’ being non-existent, the Jar 
that lias been cited as the Corroborative Instance per similarity is found 
to be do void of that character which has been set up as the Probaas; this 
is what is meant by the Text in the words 4 has no connection with the Probans, 
etc.’—(57) 


It has thus been shown that the Probaas is essentially 4 unproven 
and Inadmissible’, on the ground of the qualification and the qualified boing 
‘ unknown ’; the following Text proceeds to show that it is 4 unproven ’ 
also on the ground of the unproven ( unknown) character of part of its 
substratum :— 
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TEXT (5S). 


Visual Cognition and Tactile Cognition always appear dif¬ 
ferently ; THEY CANNOT THEREFORE HAVE ONE AND THE SAME 
SUBSTRATUM,—JUST LIKE THE COGNITION OF ODOUR 
AND OTHER THINGS.—(5S) 


COMMENTARY. 


In the argument (put forward by the Kaiydyika, under verse 4S, above) 
two kinds of tilings have been mentioned as the ‘ Subjoet‘ what is per¬ 
ceptible by two Sense-organs’ and ‘what is imperceptible’.—Now as a 
matter of fact, there is no object that is known (accepted by all parties) to 
be ‘perceptible by two Senso-organs’; for instance, both Visual Cognition 
and Tactile Cognition, are known to appear in different forms, respectively 
as manifesting the Blue and other Colours and as manifesting Hardness, Softness, 
etc. of the things touched-, thus both these cognitions cannot have the 
same objective,—because they appear as different—like the Cognitions of 
Odour, Taste and other things. The argument may be formulated thus :— 
Any two cognitions appearing in different forms cannot have the same 
objective,—like the Cognitions of Odour and Taste,—the Visual and Tactile 
Cognitions do appear in different forms;—hence the attributing of both to a 
single object would be a direct contravention of the said universal proposition. 

_If even w hon appearing in different forms. Cognitions wero to have the 

same objective, then the Cognitions of Colour, Sound and such diverse things 
also might be regarded as having the same objective; this is the reason that 
annuls the argument of the Xaiydyika.—{ 58) 


rSavs the Xaiyayika}—" If the two Cognitions (Visual and Tactile) 
cannot have the same objective, then how is it that there is the 
recognition in the form that ‘I am touching in the dark the mmc jar that 
I had seen in the light ’ ?•—Hence the proposition set forth (by the Buddhist) 
is annulled by Inference. The Inference has been formulated by Uddyotakara 
in the following form—‘The two Cognitions under dispute—tho \isual 
Cognition and the Tactile Cognition,—have the same object,—because it 
ia recalled (recognised),—like the Cognition of the Blue Lotus V’t 
The answer to this is provided in the following Text :— 


• This discussion is a clear reference to Nyaya-Sutra 3. 1. l-‘ Darshana. 

sparsanubhyamrkurthagrahanat 

t This is a reference to Nyuya Vdrtika, 3. 1. 1, page 3o0, B«b. Ind. 
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TEXTS (59-60). 


As A MATTER OF FACT, WHAT BRINGS ABOUT THE JOINT COGNITION 

(involved in Recognition) is the fact that Recognition 

CONSISTS IN AN ASSUMPTION ARISING OUT OF THE POTENCIES OF 
THE TWO COGNITIONS CONCERNED.—THUS, SUCH THINGS 

as Water, Fire and the like are not * perceptible 
by two Sense-organs ’; and hence the Probans 
(of the NaiySyika) is found to have its 

SUBSTRATUM 1 UNPROVEN, INADMISSIBLE 
AS IS INDICATED BY THE 4 UN- 
PROVEN ’ CHARACTER OF THE 
OBJECT ITSELF.—(60) 


COMMENTARY. 


Tayoh i.o. of the Visual and Tactile Cognitions as apprehending 
(respectively) Colour only and Touch only 4 Potency * is capacity,— 
out of that capacity arises the assumption, which constitutes—forms the 
essence of—the ‘Recognition’ (in question).—This shows that Recognition 
is not perceptible; firstly, because it is an essentially wrong cognition, appre¬ 
hending as one what is really not one,-and secondly, because its very essence 
lies in an assumption.—Nor is there any other Means of Cognition (available 
for bringing about a valid notion of Recognition ); firstly, because it apprehends 
what has been already covered by previous Cognitions, and as such it 
apprehends what has been already apprehended (and as such, is not of the “ 

nature of a Direct Valid Cognition ); and secondly, because it is essentially 
wrong. From all this it follows that the Reason put forward (by the 
Naiyayika) Because Dxere is Recognition "—is ‘inconclusive’. If the 
validity of Recognition had been established and admitted, then the Reason 
would not be open to the cliargo of being 4 inconclusive ’; because in cases 
where notions of such tilings as the Jar and the like have appeared — 
taking in, in accordance with the capacity of tilings, a common idea of its 
Colour and other details,-if the Colour and the Touch have been duly appre¬ 
hended each by itself, by the organs of Vision and of Touch, then, at some 
future time, if the impressions of the tilings perceived present themselves 
accompanied by signs indicative of those things, there appears the notion of 
unity sameness’, which is essentially wrong, and is of the nature of 
Remembrance ’ (not Direct Cognition). It is for this reason that in this 
joint notion, the Colour-Blue,-also presents itself; though it is not 
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right that the notion of Colour should appear in the notion of Touch; ns 
Colour is perceptible by the Organ of Vision (not of Touch).—For these reasons, 
the only reasonable view is what the Teachers have stated in the following 
words:—‘ After one has perceived by the Visual and Tactile Organs, each 
in its own way, there appears, subsequently, a notion, joining the two 
perceptions and apprehending the two objects conjointly as one unit; and 
this notion is of the nature of Remembrance 

Objection—" In case the conjoint entity (Colour and Touch combined) 
lias been previously actually perceived, then it would be right to regard 
this as Remembrance ; but, you (Buddhists) do not admit of any joint entity, 
—apart from the individual things. Colour and the rest,—which could have 
been thus previously perceived; and if Colour and the rest were only 
individually perceived, then the Remembrance could only be one of ‘ Colour’ 
only, or of ‘ Touch ’ only and so forth,—and not of the ' Jar ’ ; and in regard 
to tilings that have not been previously cognised, there can bo no 
Remembrance;—then how could any Remembrance arise in regard to the 
joint entity (as asserted by your Teachers) ? ” 

Tliis is not right, we reply. It is not asserted that the joint entity that 
is previously perceived is something distinct from Colour and the rest; 
your objection would hold only if the assertion of our Teachers meant this; 
what is meant however is that those same Colour and the rest, when serving the 
fruitful purpose of holding water and the like, come to be collectively called 
the * Jar ’; and what happens is that after each of those Colour and the rest, 
lias been perceived by means of each of their pertinent sense-organs,— 
there appears, at some future time, the Remembrance of these under the 
appellation of 1 Jar \ which bears the impressions of the said perceptions.— 
Or the ‘ Joint Entity ’ may be regarded as 4 conceptual ’, and being of the 
nature of a ‘ conceptual entity’, as apprehended by its own cognition ; under 
the circumstances, why cannot Remembrance of such a Joint Entity be 
possible ? 

From all this it is clear that the Reason (put forward by the NaiyGyika), 
—“ Because of the peculiar arrangements of its component parts ”, has 
its substratum ‘ unprovenWhy so!”—The Answer Is—By the'un¬ 
proven ' character of the object itself; that Is, the object as stated by the Naiya- 
yika in the form * perceptible by two sense-organs ’ is not proven, unknovm ; 
and thus the Reason having its substratum ‘unproven’, becomes itself 
open to the fallacy of being 4 unproven ’, 4 unknown. Inadmissible ’.-(59-60) 

Thus it lias been shown that the Reason (put forward by the Nahjayika) 
is ‘unproven’ in three ways—'unproven’ regarding its qualified (subject). 
* unproven ’ regarding the qualification of that subject, and ‘unproven 
regarding its substratum ; the following Text proceeds to show a fourth kind 
of 4 uuproven-ness ’ as pointed out by the Teacher: 
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TEXTS (61-62). 

In the case of Temples and such things, the presence of a pe 

CULIAR ARRANGEMENT (OF COMPONENT PARTS) IS DISTINCTLY PER¬ 
CEIVED,—FROM WHICH PERCEPTION FOLLOWS THE COGNITION 
(INFERENTIAL) OF AN INTELLIGENT BUILDER,—EVEN WHEN 
NO SUCH BUILDER IS ACTUALLY SEEN; IF, IN THE 
CASE OF SUCH OBJECTS AS THE BODY, THE 

Mountain and the like, a similar peculiar 

ARRANGEMENT OF PARTS WERE DISTINCT¬ 
LY PERCEIVED, THEN IT WOULD BE 
CORRECT TO DEDUCE FROM THIS 
PERCEPTION AS THE REASON, 

THE CONCLUSION THAT 
IS DESIRED (BY THE 

Naiy&yika ).— 

(61-62) 

COMMENTARY. 

That ‘peculiar arrangement of parts' which is known,—through affirma- 
live and negative concomitance,—as produced by the operations of an intelli¬ 
gent builder, in the case of such tilings as the Temple and the likeon 
the perception of such a peculiar arrangement of parts, the notion is deduced 
that the Temple has had an intelligent builder, evon though no such Builder 
“ actually seen at the time ;_if a similar ‘ arrangement of parts ’ were put 
forward in connection with such ‘ subjects ’ as the Body, tho Mountain and 
so forth,—then your desired conclusion might have been proved. Because 
when tho affirmative and nogativo concomitance between a Cause and an Effect 
has been duly discussed, that Effect can never fail to be produced by that 
Cause ; for if it did, it would cease to be the Cause.-As a matter of fact 
however, no such ‘peculiar arrangement of parts' is so well known as 
regards tho Tree, the Mountain and such tilings ; all that is known is only 
the bare babbling that ‘there is an arrangement’. A certain character 
which by its very nature, stands as something distinct, docs not cease to 
be so <Ust.net by mere assertion ; and if brought forward as a Reason or 
1 robaas , such a character cannot be sufficient to prove the desired con¬ 
clusion ; as the presence of such a character would not be incompatible 
even with the contrary of that conclusion. As for example, when tho 
character of • being a product of Clay ■ is brought forward as a Reason for 
proving that the Anthill has been ‘built by tho Potter'.-Such is the 
meaning of the Text taken as a whole. 

The meaning of the words of the Text is now explained : -From which 
■percept,on follows the cognition of an intelligent builder,—. i.e. from the percep¬ 
tion of which ‘ peculiar arrangement ’ there would follow the inference of an 
intelligent cause.— In the case of such objects as the Body, etc. etc.;— 1 Tanu ’ 
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is Body; ‘ Aga ’ is mountain, or Tree; the phrase * and the like ’ includes 
such things as the Ocean and so forth.— The conclusion that is desired, — 
—i.c. the fact of being the work of an intelligent maker.—‘ Sadhana ' is 
proof.—{ 61-62) 

Question —“In what way would it be correct” (to draw the desired 
conclusion) ? 

The Answer is provided by the following Text:— 

TEXTS (63-65). 

When a certain thing is definitely recognised, through affirma¬ 
tive AND NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE, AS THE EFFECT OF A CERTAIN 

Cause, then, the perception of that Effect must prove that 
Cause ;—such is the standing Law.—The ‘ peculiar 
arrangement of parts’ in such diverse things as the Body, 
the Mountain and the like however is not an effect 

OF THIS KIND ; THERE IS A MERE ASSERTION TO THAT 

EFFECT.—Such a reason, when put forward, 
RENDERS THE CONCLUSION OPEN TO DOUBT AND 
Denial, as it does when put forward for 

PROVING THAT ‘ THE ANTHILL IS THE WORK OF 

the Potter’.—(65) 


The Effect, —e.g. smoke o/ a certain cause, —e.g. Fire ;— definitely 
recognised, —in regard to Fire, etc.;— the perception of that effect —when the 
effect in the shape of Smoke is seen. 

“ If that is so, then the same may be the case with the matter under 
dispute also.” 

The answor is— The peculiar arrangement however, etc. 

“ If the peculiar arrangement is proved by the general assertion, then, 
it can very well be put forward as the Reason.’ 

Answer—Such a reason, etc.— Such— i.e. based on mere assertion.— Work 
of the Potter, etc.;—the reason being ‘ the fact of its being a product of 
Clay \ 

Thus then, the conclusion arrived at is that the ‘ peculiar arrangement ’ 
in question is ‘ unproven’, and as for mere ‘arrangement’, that is ‘incon¬ 
clusive ’.—(63-65) 


In the following Text the Opponent urges that what the Buddhist has 
put forward is only a ‘ Futile Rejoinder ’:— 

6 
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TEXT (66). 

“ What has bees put forward (by you) is only a 4 Futile 
Rejoinder as it is based upon the assumption of a 

PARTICULAR CHARACTER ; WHILE WHAT HAS BEEN PUT 
FORWARD (BY US, THE Naiytitjika) IS ONLY THE 
GENERAL CHARACTER OF 4 EFFECTS V’—(66) 

COMMENTARY. 

“What you have urged is only a ‘Futile Rojoinderthat particular 
form of it which is put forward * per parity of the character of effect ’. For 
instance, when it is argued that 4 Sound is non-eternal, because it is produced ’, 
the man putting forward the Futile Rojoinder says—‘ The character of 
being produced that you put forward as the Reason,—do you mean this 
character as : (1) subsisting in such things as the Jar ? (2) Or as subsisting 
in Sound ? Or (3) as subsisting in both (Jar and Sound) ? The first alterna¬ 
tive is not possible, as the subsistence of this Reason in the subject (of your 
syllogism, Sound) would be ‘unproven ’; in fact the character of one tiling 
(the Jar) cannot subsist in another thing (Sound). Tho second alternative also 
cannot be accepted, as there would bo no Corroborative Instance fulfilling 
the conditions of the Reason. The third alternative also would be open to 
both theso objections. This has been explained to be on example of that 
Futile Rejoinder which is named ‘ Per Parity of the character of the effect»; 
as stated in the following words ‘ When the Conclusion is shown to bo 
not-proved on the basis of even the slightest deviation from the character of 
the Effect, it is Futile Rejoinder ’. 

“ Tn the case under consideration the inference of non-etemalily is sought 
to be proved on the basis of the generic character of the ‘Effect’, not on 
any particular aspect of it. Hence if a Rojoinder is put forward on the 
basis of the assumption of a particular character (or aspect),—when the 
Reason or Probans has been put forward by the other party on the basis 
of its general character,—this is a Futile Rejoinder, named ‘ per Parity of the 
character of Effect’. In short, this is based upon the assumption of a 
difforont character and henco is a Futile Rejoinder."—( 66) 

The abovo is answered by the following Text:— 

TEXT (67). 

[IN THE EXAMPLE OF FUTILE REJOINDER CITED] THE MERE THING (EFFECT 
in General), as excluded from all that is not that Thing (not- 
Effect), does really prove non-elernality, on account 
of its being of the same essence as that. But 
as regards the Probans under discussion, 
there is no reason for it at all.—(67) 

COMMENTARY. 

. The argument put forward above (against which the example of Futile 
Rejoinder has boon cited) is quite right and proper; because the mere fact 
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of being an effect (Product ) in General does prove non-etemality (Evanescence); 
because between these two there is that invariable concomitance which 
consists in being of the same essence. —In the case of the reasoning put forward 
(by the Naiy&yika) however, there is no such reason behind the Probans 
as put forward by the Kaiydyika —viz. “ Because it is characterised by a 
peculiar arrangement of its component parts ” ; specially as ‘ arrangement 
of parts ’ in general Ls a factor the contrary of which is not precluded by any 
incongruity ; hence the requisite 1 invariable concomitance * is not available. 
In fact any such concomitance in the form of ‘ being produced from it ’— 
on tho cognition of which the consequent conclusion could become accepted 
even when one does not actually perceive the actual operation of the Causo,— 
is absolutely unknown, inadmissible. This is what is meant by the Text.— 
(67) 


The following text proceeds to show that the Naiyayika's reasoning 
would be open to the fallacy of 4 Indecision * (Inconclusiveness), even if ho 
gave up the idea of 4 concomitance' being of a particular kind (i.e. invariable) 
and intended it to be in the general form (of mere concomitance in general). 


TEXT (68). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE SMOKE THAT HAS BEEN SEEN TO BE INVARIABLY 
CONCOMITANT WITH FlRE IS white \ AND YET THE MENTION OF 
MERE ‘ WHITENESS ’ COULD NOT PROVE THE EXISTENCE OF 

Fire ; if it did, then that existence could be 

INFERRED EVEN FROM THE ‘ SNOW \—(68) 

COMMENTARY. 

44 How is it then that the Futile Rejoinder is cited ?” 

The answer is given in the following Text:— 


TEXT (69). 

When the invariable concomitance (Premiss) is stated in the 
general form, and the objection urged against it is on 
t he basis of a particular aspect of it,—then this is 
said to be a Futile Rejoinder. —(69) 

COMMENTARY. 

In a case where the invariable concomitanco of the Probandum with the 
Probans is definitely known to be in a general way, —specially by means of 
the right cognition of its absence in the contrary of the 4 Subject \—and 
yet the objection that is urged against it is on the basis of a particular aspect 
or character (of tho Probens),—then such an objection constitutes a 4 Futile 
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Rejoinder —In the case of the reasoning (put forward by the Naiyuyika) 
however, the invariable concomitance cited is not known to bo in the general 
form; the Probans that has been objected to as being ‘ unproven ’ is one that 
has been put forward as being concomitant with a particular * arrangement 
of component parts *; hence this objection is not of the nature of a ‘ Futile 
Rejoinder —(69) 

If a general character could bring about the cognition of a thing even 
without being invariably concomitant with it, then absurdity could result;— 
this is what is shown in the following Text:— 


TEXT (70). 

The mere character of ‘ being denoted by the term Go ' 

(AS a GENERAL CHARACTER) MIGHT PROVE THE ' PRESENCE OF 

Horns ’ in the quarters and other things (which are all 
denoted by the term ‘ Go ’),—if the reasoning were 
NOT ADOPTED IN A DIFFERENT FORM.—(70) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact. Heaven, Quarters, Speech, Eyes, Rays, Thunderbolt, 
Earth and Water ,—all those tilings are ‘ denoted by the term Go'; if, 
on the basis of this general character of ‘ being denoted by the term Go it 
were sought to be proved that a particular Cow of variegated colour has 
horns,—then on the basis of the same character, it would be possible to infer 
the presence of Horns in Heaven, etc. also.—(70) 

The following might be urged (by the Naiydyika ):—“ As a matter of 
fact, there is invariable concomitance between the character of 4 having a 
peculiar arrangement of component parts ’ and that of 4 being produced by 
an intelligent Cause ’,—just as there is between this latter and the character 
of 4 being a Product (Effect) 

The answer to this is provided in the following Text:— 


TEXT (71). 

If IT WERE PROVED BY SOME VALID MEANS OF COGNITION THAT THERE IS 
an Invariable Concomitance between the Probans and 
THE PROBANDUM (CITED BY THE Naiydyika), THEN, THE 
CONCLUSION WOULD BE FULLY ESTABLISHED BY 
REASONING, AND NO ONE COULD HAVE ANYTHING 
TO SAY AGAINST IT.—(71) 

COMMENTARY. 

But, as a matter of fact, no such Invariable Concomitance is proved; 
this is what the Author proceeds to show by the following Text:_ 
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TEXT (72). 

But the existence of a Being who is '.eternal, one, and the 

SUBSTRATUM OF ETERNAL ALL-EMBRACING CONSCIOUSNESS,-CAN 

NEVER BE PROVED ; AS THE INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE 
(Premiss) that may be cited would be devoid 
OF THE PROBANDUM.—(72) 

COMMENTARY. 

What you ( Naiyayilca) desire to prove is, not only that the World has 
been created by an Intelligent Maker, but that it is preceded (produced) 
by the intelligent Entity known as God, who is the Cause of the whole World, 
being himself one, eternal and the substratum of an eternal all-embracing Con¬ 
sciousness. In fact, it is this entity that forms the subject of dispute. The 
existence of such a Being cannot be proved;—why ?—because the Invariable 
Concomitance (that might be put forward to prove Its existence) will be devoid 
of the Probandum (the character to be proved); for the simple reason that any 
positive Corroborative Instance that might be cited in the form of the Jar and 
such things would be lacking in the element of similarity that is essential 
[the maker of the Jar not having all the character that is predicated of God], 
and this would make it impossible to prove the necessary Invariable Con¬ 
comitance between the Probans and the Probandum ; as in no particular 
Instance (of any Product) is there any invariable concomitance between the 
Probans and the character of the Probandum as postulated (by the baiyu- 
yika). —(72) 

With a view to showing the same, the following Text proceeds to add the 
following:— 

TEXT (73). 

For instance, all such products as Houses, Steps, Gateways, 

Towers and the like are definitely known to have been 

MADE BY MAKERS WHO HAVE BEEN MANY, AND WITH 
FLEETING IDEAS.—(73) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, the Probans is not only ‘ Unproven ’ and ‘ Inconclusive ’; it 
is also ‘ Contradictory ’;—this is what is shown by the Author in the fol¬ 
lowing Text:— 

TEXT (74). 

For the same reason, the Probans is also detrimental to what ls 

DESIRED ; INASMUCH AS WHAT IT ESTABLISHES LS [a CAUSE] THAT 
IS MANY, AND THE SUBSTRATUM OF FLEETING IDEAS.— (74) 

COMMENTARY. 

For the same reason.— i.e. because the Invariable Concomitance (Premiss) 
Is contrary to the Probandum (which is desired to be proved).—What the 
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terra ' also * indicates is that tho Probans is not only 1 unproven ’ and ‘ incon¬ 
clusive as shown above [but it is also ‘ Contradictory ’ ].—(74) 

[Says the Naiydyika )—“ Tho Probans would be 1 Contradictory ’ only 
if it were invariably concomitant with the contrary of the Probandum; in 
the case in question however, there is (as you say) no invariable concomitance 
even with tho mere character of ‘ having an intelligent Cause ’ ; how then 
could there bo any such concomitance with any particular form of that 
character (which alone could be contrary to tho desired conclusion) ? ” 

The answer to this is provided in the following Text:— 


TEXT (75). 

The INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE THAT HAS BEEN ASSERTED BY YOU 
IS ONLY WITH REFERENCE TO THE PROBANDUM IN THE FORM OF 
‘ THE CHARACTER OF HAVING AN INTELLIGENT CAUSE ’ ; 

AND WE ARE GOING TO ASSERT IT CLEARLY WITH 
REFERENCE TO A SECOND (DIFFERENT, CON¬ 
TRARY) Probandum.—(75) 

COMMENTARY. 

You, Theist, in assorting tho existence of Cod, have set forth an Invariable 
Concomitance in reference to the Probandum in the shape of 1 the character 
of having an Intelligent Cause ’ ; if that wore not so, and if this general 
proposition (premiss) also wore not admitted, then how could it have been 
possible to prove that all things have God for their Creator ?—Thus then, 
we admit (for tho sake of Argument) the premiss from your view-point— 
that ‘ Things have an Intelligent Cause’,—and then proceed to show clearly 
that your Probans is invariably concomitant with a particular Probandum 
which is ‘Second’—contrary—to that particular Probandum which you 
desire to provo;—this 1 Second ’ Probandum being ‘ the character of being 
preceded (produced) by a person of evanescent and many Cognitions (Ideas) ’. 

(75) 

Question —“ How are you going to show this clearly ? ” 

The answer is provided in the following Text:— 


TEXT (76). 

For us, eternal things cannot produce any effects, because 

‘ CONSECUTIVE * AND ‘ CONCURRENT * ACTION ARE MUTUALLY CON¬ 
TRADICTORY ; AND IF OBJECTS ARE CONSECUTIVE, THERE 
MUST BE THE SAME CONSECUTIVENESS IN THEIR 
COGNITIONS ALSO—(76) 

COMMENTARY. 

Any such eternal things as God and tho like cannot ‘produce any effects ; be¬ 
cause in any productive activity of an Eternal Thing, there is incompatibility 
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between 4 Consecutiveness ’ and ‘ Concurrence *; hence only non-eternal 
things can bo productive causes ; as it is these alone winch go on unceasingly 
changing their sequential character—of being present now and past at the 
next moment. Thus it is proved that an Intelligent Maker must be evanescent 
and many. 

As regards the assertion (of the Naiydyika) that “ God is endowed with 
eternal and one Consciousness ”,—this is contrary to all reason; this is 
what is indicated by the words *// objects are consecutive, etc.' [Objects 
being fleeting, evanescent, according to the Xaiyuyika also, their cognitions 
also must be evanescent; hence there can be no eternal cognition or con¬ 
sciousness].—(76) 

What has been just asserted (in the second line of the preceding Text) 
is further supported by the following Text:— 

TEXT (77). 

God’s Cognition must be consecutive, because it is related to 

CONSECUTIVE COGNISABLE THINGS ;—JUST LIKE THE COGNITION 
OF DfiVADATTA AND OTHER PERSONS, RELATING TO 

Flame and other things.—(77) 

COMMENTARY. 

That Cognition of which the object is consecutive must itself be con¬ 
secutive ; just as we find in the case of the cognition of Devadatta and other 
mon pertaining to such tilings as Flame and the like ;—and God’s Cognition 
has for its object only such things as are consecutive. This is a Reason 
based upon the nature of things. And as this reasoning is put for¬ 
ward only by way of exposing the incongruity involved (in the Theist’s 
position), [and not as a formal Inferential Argument],—it will not be right 
to urge against it the fact of the Probans being 4 unproven ’ (not admitted 
by both parties). Inasmuch as the Cognition of Devadatta and others 
relating to such things as 4 Universal ’ and the rest (which are held to be 
eternal) would be devoid of the main characteristic of the Probans (evanes¬ 
cence of the Object), —the instance cited is that of things like the Flame (which 
all parties admit to be evanescent). 

Question —“ What is the actual proof (argument) which annuls (the 
Theist’s reasonings) ? ” 

Answer —If God’s Cognition manifesting itself is produced by an object 
which is consecutive, then it becomes proved that it must be consecutive; 
—if it is not so produced, then, as there would be no proximate contact 
(with the Object and the Cognition), God could not cognise the Object at 
all. And the result of this would be either that Cognitions would have to 
be held as valid even in the absence of their object, or you would have to 
renounce your doctrine (regarding the omniscience of God). There would be 
a further absurdity that, in regard to such objects as have been destroyed, 
or have not yet been produced, the Cognition (of God) would be objectless. 
—This is the argument that annuls the Theist’s reasonings.—(77) 
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It has been asserted (by the Naiydyika, under Text 48 above) that— 
“ Atoms supply the corroborative Instance per Dissimilarity [in support of 
the reasoning that ‘ the World must have an Intelligent Cause, because it is 
characterised by a peculiar arrangement of component parts ’] 

The Author procoeds to show in the following Text that the said Instance 
per Dissimilarity is one from which the character of the Probandum is not 
excluded:— 


TEXTS (78-79). 

The Jar and other things are regarded by us as mere aggre¬ 
gates of Atoms ; and the Potter and other men who make 
those things are only makers of the Atoms ; hence the 
character that you mean to prove (i.e. your Proban¬ 
dum) is not excluded (absent) from the Atom 
which has been cited (by you) as a Corrobora¬ 
tive Instance per Dissimilarity.— (78-79) 

COMMENTARY. 

The * Composite ’ is going to be domed by us in detail (under Chapter 10); 
and it has already in a way boon denied; hence (there being no such composite 
whole as the Jar) the Potter must be regarded as tho ‘ maker ’ of Atoms 
only; and thus the ‘ character to bo proved that of being made by an 
Intelligent Maker ,—is one tliat is not excluded from the Atoms, which have 
been cited as an Instance per dissimilarity ; and thus the Corroborative Instance 
per Dissimilarity that lias been cited (by the Theist, in support of his 
reasoning) is found to bo open to the defect that the character of the Pro¬ 
bandum is not absent from it [and hence it cannot serve as an instance per 
dissimilarity']. —(78-79) 

Tho following might be urged:—“If what wo had desired to prove were 
the particular phase of any character, then the Oorroborativo Instance per 
Similarity cited by us (in the form of the Jar) might have been open to the 
defect of being devoid of the character sought to be proved (Probandum) ; 
as it is however, what wo are seeking to prove is only tho general character 
of ‘ being produced by an Intelligent Causo *; and when that General thesis 
lias been proved, then, by implication, God becomos proved as the Cause 
(Maker) of the Tree and other things. Potter, etc. cannot be the maker 
of these tilings, as they are of the Jar and such other tilings; because the 
General character is further specified by a particular characteristic. For 
instance, in the case of such tilings as tho Treo and the like, it is not 
possible that there should be any other Maker ; and tho implication of this 
recognised fact is that, even without the specific mention of a particular 
character (of the Maker), it is God alone that comes to be recognised as tho 
Maker of theso tilings.” 

The answer to this is supplied in tho following Text 
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TEXT (80). 

If the character of ‘ being produced by an Intelligent Cause * 

IS meant to be proved only in a general form, then we 
HAVE NO DISPUTE WITH YOU ; AS ALL DIVERSITY IS 

due to Actions.—(80) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it is as you now explain, then your argument is open to tho objection 
of being futile—seeking to prove what is already admitted by all parties.— 
“ How so ? Because all diversity, —i.e. the diverse character of the world 
that exists,—is due to Actions, —i.e. brought about by common and uncommon, 
good and bad, deeds. Hence men performing the good and bad actions, who 
are all intelligent beings, become the cause of all this. And (in tliis form 
we also accept the general proposition that * Things arc produced by Intelligent 
Causes ’); so your argument becomes ‘futile’.—(80) 

If (in order to avoid this) it be held that " the proposition sought to 
be proved is in a particular (not tho General) form then the answer is as 
given in the following Text:— 


TEXT (81). 

If WHAT YOU SEEK TO PROVE IS THE FACT THAT THE WORLD IS CREATED 

by a Cause who is one and whose Consciousness is eternal, 

—THEN THERE IS ABSENCE OF THE PROBAN DUM (IN THE 

Instance) ; and it is ‘ inconclusive ’ also, since 
such things as the House and the like are 

FOUND TO BE MADE BY SEVERAL MAKERS.—(81) 
COMMENTARY. 

Though this has been already explained under Text 73 above, yet it is 
asserted again with a view to clinching the argument.—Tho compound 
‘ Nityaikabuddh ipurvalvam' may be taken to mean either ‘ produced by 
one who is eternal and has a single Consciousness \ or ‘ produced by ono 
whose Consciousness is eternal and ono — Absence of the Probandum ;—i.e. 
in what has been cited as the Corroborative Instance per similarity ;—also 
‘ inconclusiveness ’,—i.e. of the Probans —(this has to be supplied).—“ How ? ” 
—The answer is— Since such things as the House, etc. etc. —(81) 

It has boen asserted (by the Theist, above, under Text 49) that “ The 
material Cause of tho Tree and other tilings is controlled by an Intelligent 
Being, etc. etc.” 

The answer to these arguments is given in the following Text:— 
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TEXT (82). 

Against the other reasonings (of the Thelst) also, this same 

CRITICISM MAY be hrged mutalis mutandis ; SOME OTHER 
CRITICISM ALSO IS NOW BEING BRIEFLY SET FORTH.—(82) 

COMMENTARY. 

As against the reason ‘ Because they have colour, etc', this same criticism 
may be urged : This same, —as follows :—(a) It is Unproven; ( b ) as there is 
no Invariable Concomitance, it is Inconclusive; (c) if there is Invariable 
Concomitance, it is Contradictory ; (d) the Instance is devoid of the Probandum; 
(e) if the Conclusion is meant to be general, it is futile, and so forth.—For 
instance, that presence of Colour, etc. which is controlled by an Intelligent 
Controller is not admitted as being prosont in the Tree, etc.;—mere ‘ presence 
of Colour ’ by itself is not invariably concomitant (with the Probandum); 
lienee the Probans is Inconclusive ; if there is invariable concomitance, then, it 
bocomos contradictory, as proving a conclusion contrary to the one desired ;— 
the Corroborative Instance per similarity is devoid of the Probandum, as no 
concomitance is admitted with the character of * being controlled by an 
eternal and one Intelligent Being ’ ;—if the conclusion is meant to bo in the 
general form, then the argument is futile ; if it is meant to be specific, then it 
is inconclusive (Doubtful), the contrary being found to be the case with such 
tilings as the Jar and the like.—In this same manner, the criticism may 
be applied to the other reasonings also.—(82) 

Another reason has been put forward (by the Thoist, under Text 50)— 
“ because they operate intermittently [all such Causes as Merit, Demerit 
and Atoms must be controlled by an Intelligent Being] 

Against this an additional objection is put forward in the following 


TEXT (83). 

‘ Intermittent action ’ of Atoms and other Causes is not proven 

(ADMITTED) \ AS THERE IS ‘ PERPETUAL FLUX ’, ALL THINGS ARE 
UNDERGOING DESTRUCTION EVERY MOMENT; IT IS ALSO 
‘ INCONCLUSIVE ’ IN REFERENCE TO THAT SAME (God), 

AS His ACTIVITY ALSO IS CONSECUTIVE (HENCE 
INTE RMITTENT).—(83) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, all things (according to us) disappear immediately 
•on appearance, and they do not remain in existence oven for a singlo moment; 
how then can the action of these be ‘ intermittent * ? This Reason therefore 
as ono that is 4 unproven, inadmissible ’, for your Opponent. It is also 4 tncon - 
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elusive in reference to the same —God; as God also operates only intermittently 
over things which appear consecutively; and yet Ho is not controlled by an 
Intelligent Being; for if He were, then there would be no need to posit such In* 
telligont Controllers.—If the Reason be meant to be qualified by the qualifying 
phrase 4 being insentient ’,—as has been actually done by Prashastamati ,—even 
so the ‘inconclusiveness’ remains unavoidable; as the exclusion of the con¬ 
trary of the Probandum remains doubtful. That Reason alone can be regarded 
as logical which serves to exclude the Probans from the contrary of the Pro¬ 
bandum ; that however which does not entirely set aside all doubt of tho 
presenco of the Probans in the contrary of the Probandum,—even if put 
forward,—is as good as not there (i.e. ineffective). Further, even with the 
•said qualification, the Reason remains open to the aforesaid defects of being 
* unproven ’ and the rest,—(83) 

As rogards the argument (put forward by the Theist under Text 51, 
above) that— 44 At the beginning of Creation usage among men must have 
been due to the teaching of other persons, etc. etc.”—it is answered by the 
following Text:— 


TEXT (84). 

According to us, at Dissolution, persons do not continue to 

REMAIN WITH ALL CONSCIOUSNESS AND MEMORY COMPLETELY 
LOST; BECAUSE THEY ARE BORN IN EFFULGENT REGIONS, 

AND FROM THESE LATTER THEY ARE BORN AGAIN IN 
THIS WORLD.—(84) 

COMMENTARY. 

In Text (51) the Theist has used the qualifying plira.se, 4 when they 
become awakened to consciousness *; but such a qualification is absurd. 
Because under our theory, it is not true that at Dissolution, there remain 
Persons with all consciousness and memory lost and with all organs enfeebled ; 
what liappens is that they are bom in Luminous Regions, in celestial bodies, 
endowed with superior forms of clear consciousness ; those however who have 
still got to expiate their Karmic residue through the fruition of particularly 
sinful and other deeds become bom in other material regions ; so that even 
at tho time of tho future evolution of the world (following after Dissolution), 
those same persons fall down from the Luminous and other rogions and 
become born in this world, without losing all consciousness and memory. 
Hence any such qualification as 4 when they become subsequently awakened 
to consciousness ’ is absurd. 

Further, the Reason put forward is also 4 inconclusive ’, because its 
absence from the contrary of the Probandum is doubtful. And if all that 
is meant to be proved is the fact of 4 being preceded by the teaching of other 
persons \—then the argument is 4 Futile \ as all parties are agreed that in 
the matter of usage, which is beginningless, dependence on mutual teaching 
is inevitable.—If then what is meant to be proved is the fact of its being 
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‘ preceded by the teaching of the particular person called God ’, then the 
Reason put forward is 4 Inconclusive’,—because as a matter of fact, it is actually 
possible in other ways also (without such teaching). The Corroborative 
Instance also, in tliis case, would be devoid of the Probandum. This 
lias already been urged before as a general defect (in the Thoist’s argu¬ 
ment).—(84) . 

The following Text proceeds to show that the Reason put forward is 
also ‘ Contradictory ’ and the Conclusion is contrary to the Theist’s own 
doctrines:— 


TEXT (85). 

Then again, the ‘ teachership ’ of a mouthless Person can only 

BE A MATTER OF BUND FAITH ; God’s * MOCTHLESSNESS IS PROVED 
BY His HAVING NO BODY, ON ACCOUNT OF THE ABSENCE IN HlM 

of Merit and Demerit.—(85) 


COMMENTARY. 

If it were possible for usage to be preceded by (due to) God’s teaching, 
then the Reason might not be * Contradictory ’; as it is however, God .having 
no month, it is not possible for Him to be a teacher; and the fact of His 
having no mouth is proved by His having no body,— i.e. because He is devoid 
of a body.— Question—" But how do you know that Ho has no body ? ”— 
Answer—On account of the absence in Him of Merit and Demerit; that is, in 
God there is no Merit and Demerit, which are the causes of Souls having 
bodies. Tliis lias been thus declared by Uddyotakara ‘ Proof is available 
for the presonce of Intelligence in God, but there is no proof for the presence 
of such qualities as Merit and the rest’.*—Thus the ‘teacher-ship’ of God 
lieing impossible, usage cannot bo attributed to His teaching; what is 
indicated is only the fact of its being due to the teaching of some persons 
other than God; and thus by discarding what is desired to be proved, the 
Reason becomes ‘ Contradictory’. 

Even if God’s ‘teachership’ is admitted, the doctrine that He is 
• mouthless ’ becomes abandoned ; and in this way the conclusion becomes 
contrary to the Theist’s own doctrine. 

As regards tho argument—‘ The manifest consisting of the Primary 
Elements and the rest being controlled by an Intelligent Controller, etc. etc.’ 
(put forward by Uddyotakara. in Kyayavurtika, p. 463, and quoted in tho 
Text 52),—it can be shown that the Reasons cited there also, as before, 
are (a) ‘ inconclusive ’, as there is no proof against a contrary conclusion,— 
(6) ‘ futile if the reason is meant to be stated generally, —and (c) if it is 


* This is an exact quotation from the Syiyavurtika, p. 468,11. 12 ct. seq., Bib. 
Ind. Ed., with this slight difference that for • Sallvi ’ in the present context, 
Nydyavdrtika has ‘Sambhace'. 
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meant to be particular, then the Corroborative Instance cited is devoid of 
the Probandum.—(85) 

Having refuted in detail the arguments put forward for proving the 
existence of God, the following Text proceeds to urge the defects in the 
Invariable Concomitance (Premiss, on which tlie Theist bases his arguments), 
and thereby to establish his own view:— 


TEXT (86). 

In all the arguments, the Invariable Concomitance (Premiss) js 

CONTRARY TO INFERENCE J AND THERE CAN BE NO INVARIABLE 
CONCOMITANCE OF THE PROBANS ON THE BASIS OF A 
CONTRARY (FALSE) CHARACTER.—(86) 

COMMENTARY. 

In every one of the arguments put forward (by the Theist), the Invariable 
Concomitance that has been cited as between the Probans and the Probandum, 
is contrary to Inference,—as is going to be explained later on. 

Question— 11 Why is not this contrariness to Inference urged against the 
conclusion (of the Theist) ? ” 

Answer —It would be so urged if the conclusion formed part of the Proof 
(Reasoning). As a matter of fact however, the Conclusion does not, either 
directly or indirectly, form part of the proving of the Probandum; hence 
when what is going to be done Is the urging of objections against the proof 
of the Probandum. if the party urged the defects in the Conclusion, he would 
become subject to the Clincher of ‘ Urging what is not a defect \ It is for 
this reason that in connection with the statement of proofs, the defects of the 
Conclusion should not be urged. If in some cases, a defect in the Conclusion 
is actually urged, there also it should be taken as having been urged only 
for the purpose of demolishing the Invariable Concomitance.—Or such 
instances may be regarded as possible only in cases where the Conclusion 
alone has been asserted (without any reasoning in support of it). 

Question _“ Even at the time that the Invariable Concomitance is put 

forward, how can there be contrariness to Inference ? ” 

Answer—There can be no invariable concomitance, etc.—‘Contrary character ’ 
—is that which is opposed to all Means of Valid Cognition, false ; as such a 
character would be impossible (non est), an invariable concomitance with it 
would be impossible; certainly there can be no invariable concomitance with 
what does not exist.—(86) 

Question —“ What is that Inference by which the Invariable Concomitance 
is annulled 1 ” 

The answer is provided by the following Text:— 
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TEXT (87). 

God cannot be the Cause of Born Things,—because He is 
Himself devoid of birth,—like the ‘Sky-lotus’. Other¬ 
wise, ALL THINGS WOULD COME INTO EXISTENCE 
SIMULTANEOUSLY.—(87 ) 


COMMENTARY. 


That which is itself devoid of birth cannot be the cause of anything ; 
—as the ‘Sky-lotus’,—God is devoid of birth;—hence the proposition 
that He is the cause would be contrary to the Universal Premiss.—This 
argument is meant only to indicate an absurdity in tho doctrine of the 
Opponent ; hence it is not open to the objection that the substratum of its 
Reason (Probans) is * unproven 

Otherwise, all things would come into existence simultaneously ;—what is 
meant is that, if tho Cause were one whose efficiency is never obstructed, 
then all things would come into existence simultaneously,—exactly liko 
things which are admitted to be produced at one and the same time. 

This argument is the proof that annuls the Invariable Concomitance of 
the Theist. Or this may be taken merely as stating the sense of what has 
been said before. 

The absurdity (involved in the Theist’s position) is to be shown in this 
manner :—When the Cause is present, in its complete form, then the Effect 
must appear as a matter of course; just as it is found in the case of the Sprout 
which appears as soon as the final stage has been reached by the causal 
conditions conducive to it;—now under the doctrine of the Theist, as God, 
the cause of all things, would always be there and free from defects, all 
things, the whole world, should come into existence at once. 

The following argument might be urged:—“ God is not the only Cause 
(of all things); in fact what He does He does through the help of such 
a\ixiliary causes as Merit and the rest,—God Himself being only the Efficient 
(Controlling) Cause. So that so long as Merit and tho rest are not there, the 
‘ Cause ’ of things cannot be said to be present there in its efficient form.” 

This is not right; if there is help that has got to bo rendered to God 
by the Auxiliary Causes,—then alone could He be regarded as dependent 
upon their aid; as a matter of fact however, God is eternal and as nothing 
can introduce into Him any efficiency that is not there already, there can 
be no help that He should receive from the Auxiliary Causes; why then, 
should He need such auxiliaries as are of no use to Him*—Further, oven 
these Auxiliary Causes,—all of them should have their birth subject to God 
and as such, they should bo always near Him. Thus, how can our Reason 
be regarded as ‘ unproven ’ !—Nor is our Reason ‘ inconclusive ’; for if 
that were so (doubtful), then there would be no ‘Perfect (defectless) Cause’ 
at all (of things). If then, the Perfect Cause itself never came into existence, 
then there would be no birth (production) of anything, as the ‘ absence of 
Perfect Cause ’ would always be there. 
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Uddyotakara has argued as follows *:—“ Though the Cause of Things 
named * God * is eternal and perfect and always present, yet the producing 
of things is not simultaneous, because God always acts intelligently and 
purposely ; if God had produced things by His mere presence, without 
intelligence (or purpose), then the objection urged would have applied to our 
doctrine. As a matter of fact however, God acts intelligently; hence the 
objection is not applicable; specially as God operates towards Products 
solely by His own wish. Thus our Reason is not Ircondusit 

This is not right. The activity and inactivity of things are not depen¬ 
dent upon the wish of the Cause; only if it were so tliat the appearance of all 
Effects would not bo possible, even in the constant presence of the untrammelled 
Cause in the shape of God, simply on account of His wish being absent. The 
fact of the matter is that the appearance and non-appearance of things are 
dependent upon the presence and absence of due efficiency in the Cause. For 
instance, even though a ma n may have the wish, things do not appear, if he 
has not the efficiency or power to produce them; and when tho Cause in the 
form of Seeds has the efficiency or faculty to produce the Sprout, the Sprout 
does appear,—even though the Seed has no wish at all. If then the Cause 
called 4 God ’ is always there fully endowed with the due untrammelled 
efficiency,—as He is at the time of the producing of a particular thing,— 
then why should Things stand in need of His wish, which can serve no purpose 
at all ? And the result of this should be that all things should appear 
simultaneously, at the same time as the appearance of any one thing.— 
Thus alone could the untrammelled causal efficiency of God be shown, if things 
were produced simultaneously. Nor can God, who cannot be helped by 
other things, stand in need of anything, for which He would need His wish. 

Further, in the absence of Intelligence, there can be no desiro for any¬ 
thing else,—and tho Intelligence of God you hold to be eternally uniform; 
so that, even if God acted intelligently, why should not there be a simul¬ 
taneous production of things ! Because like God Himself, His Intelligence 
also is always there.—If then. His Intelligence be regarded as evanescent, 
even so, it must co-exist with God, and its presence must be as constant as 
God Himself; so that tho objection on that score remains in force. 

Thus the addition of the qualification, in the form 4 because of God’s 
Intelligence ’,—turns out to be futile ; and our Reason is not 4 Inconclusive ’. 
Nor is the Reason ‘Contradictory’, because the Probans is present in all 
cases of the Probandum. 

And yet the production of things is not found to be simultaneous ; 
hence the conclusion must be contrary to that desired by tho Theist. 

The argument may be formulated as follows:— 4 When a certain thing 
is not found to be produced at a certain time, it must be taken to be one 
whose Cause at that time is not untrammelled in its efficiency,—as is found in 
the case of the Sprout not appearing while the Seed is still in the granary 


• These aro not the exact words of the Nydyacartil-a ; it is a paraphrase of 
what has been there said under Sutra 4. 1. 21, p. 466, 1. 8, and p. 467, 11. 10 et. 
seq.. Bib. Ind. Ed. 
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it is found that at the time of the appearance of one thing, the whole World 
is not produced,—hence what lias been stated (by the Opponent) as a uni¬ 
versal proposition is not found to be true. 

This argument cannot bo regarded as * futile because it lias been 
shown tliat if God were the Cause of things, then it would be impossible 
to regard the Cause of things to be trammelled in any way.—(87) 

The following Text sets forth another argiunent (against Theism):— 


TEXTS (88-89). 

Things that are born consecutively cannot have God for their 
Cause,—just like the notions of foolish persons arising 
FROM THE SAID REASONINGS (OF THE ThEIST).—If 
THOSE (NOTIONS) ALSO ARE PRODUCED BY GOD, THEN THE 

adducing of Proofs (in support of them) should 

BE USELESS ] BECAUSE OF (HlS) ETERNALITY; AND 
AS He would be beyond remedy, the 

SAID STATEMENT COULD RENDER NO 

HELP.—(89) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ notions' —i.e. the definite conclusions—derived from such reasonings 
as ‘ because characterised by a peculiar arrangement of component parts * 
and the rest,—relating to the object sought to be proved,—appearing in the 
minds of those foolish persons who are keen on proving God as the Cause 
of the World. 

Objection —“ As a matter of fact, the said reasons have all been shown 
to be invalid and beset with fallacies that have been pointed out; and hence 
no conclusive notions could be derived from them, regarding what is desired 
to be proved; and under the circumstances, there could be no Corroborative 
Instance in support of the reasoning here set forth (by you).” 

That is true; that is why the Text has used the term ‘foolish persons »; 
foolish people are not capablo of discriminating the validity of Proofs, and 
hence they derive their notions from invalid premisses also. 

‘‘Even so, the Corroborative Instance would remain devoid of the* 
Probandum; because ‘ the notions of foolish persons ’ also are accepted by 
us as having God for their efficient Cause.” 

Answer—If these notions also, etc.—These notions,— i.e. the notions of 
foolish persons; if these also are held to be produced by God,—then the 
adducing of proofs should be useless ; the putting forward of reasons would be 
entirely useless; i.e. because they would all be produced from God Himself. 

“ God would be the producer of the said notions, through the help of the 
statement of proofs,—and not by Himself alone ; so that the said statement 
would not be useless.” 
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Answer—Because of His etemality ;—if the statement of proofs served 
to remove God’s inefficient character and render it efficient,—then it could 
be helpful to Him; but inasmuch as God is eternal and hence His character 
cannot be liable to removal or production. He could not bo helped 
by anything; so that the statement of the proof cannot be of any use to 
Him.—(88-S9) 

Further, even in the absence of Causes with perceptible efficiency, you 
postulate the causal character of God, whose efficiency is never perceived; 
—and this lands you in absurdities; because even after having assumed such 
a God, you might as well assume even such (absurd) things as the 
Dhefkasaka and the like (?), as there would be no difference between such 
tilings and God.—This is what is shown in the following Text:— 


TEXT (90). 

When you have seen that a certain thing exists only when 

CERTAIN OTHER THINGS EXIST, AND NEVER WHEN THESE DO NOT 
EXIST,—THEN, IF YOU ASSUME A CAUSE FOR THE FORMER, 
OTHER THAN THESE LATTER,—HOW CAN YOU AVOID 

falling INTO an infinite regress ?—(90) 
COMMENTARY. 

A ‘ yat' has to be added after ‘ bhavaddrtfam ’, ‘soon by you’. If 
you assume a Cause other than these ;—i.e. a Cause other than those whose 
efficiency has been perceived (by the positive and negative concomitance 
spoken of).—(90) 

It has been argued (in Text 54) that “the fact of His being the creator 
of all things having been established. His omniscience is proved without 
effort ”,—The answer to this is provided by the following Text:— 


TEXT (91). 

BY THE REFUTATION OF GOD’S CREATORSHIP, HlS OMNISCIENCE ALSO 
IS UNDERSTOOD TO BE SET ASIDE BY THE SAME ; AS IT IS ON THE 
STRENGTH OF ‘ CREATORSHIP * THAT THE ARGUMENT FOR 
‘ OMNISCIENCE * HAS BEEN BASED.-(91) 

COMMENTARY. 

You regard God to be omniscient only on the strength of His being the 
Creator of all things; hence by the refutation of His Creatorship, His 
omniscience also becomes set aside * without effort —(91) 

7 
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Admitting (for argument’s sake) the validity of tho Theist’s arguments, 
the following Texts proceed to point out anotlier objection:— 


TEXTS (92-93). 

Your reasonings may not be beset with the defects urged above ; 
and yet the Creator cannot be one, because the falsity 

OF SUCH A PROPOSITION HAS BEEN SHOWN ABOVE ; AND WHEN 

the Oneness of the Creator is not proved, wherein 

COULD ‘ OMNISCIENCE ’ SUBSIST ?—(92-93) 

COMMENTARY. 

The dejects urged above— ending with ‘being contrary to Inference’ 
(Text S6). 

Tho upshot of the wholo is as follows:—Though it may bo true that the 
reasonings put forward succeed in establishing an Intelligent Creator of 
such things as the Body, Mountains and so forth,—yet it is by no means 
certain that the Creator of one particular thing is the same as that of 
another tiling; becauso it is quite possible that each effect may liavo its 
own separate Cause (Creator); in fact, in tho case of such things as the House 
and the like, it is found that they are made by many persons; hence it is 
not possible to establish that there is only one Creator for all things. And 
under the circumstances, how can ‘ omniscience ’ be regarded as proved ? 

Prashaslamati has put forward the following argument for proving a 
single Creator:—“ All beings, from Brahma down to the Pishdcha must liavo 
over them a single All-Superior Being,—because among themselves there aro 
found to bo of varying grades of superiority;—in the ordinary world it is found 
that where there aro several persons of varying grades of superiority, they 
aro always under the sway of one Superior Being; e.g. the controllers of the 
House, the village, the city and the province are all under one Sovereign 
Emperor of the entire world; and all such beings as serpents, Rdkfasas, 
Yaksas and such other beings aro possessed of varying grades of superiority 
among themselves from these facts we are led to think that all these also 
are undor one Controller in the shape of God 

If what is meant to be proved is that all these Beings are ‘ controlled ’ 
by God,—then the Reason put forward is ‘ Inconclusive *; as there is no 
valid reason for precluding the contrary conclusion ; specially as no Invariable 
Concomitance is admitted. Tho Corroborative Instance also is found to be 
devoid of the Probandum.—If from the mere fact of there being a Controller, it 
is meant to prove that the Control is actually there,—then the argument is 
futile; as we also accept the fact that the ‘ Enlightened One ’ {Buddha), 
who was the crest-jewel of the entire universe, did actually control tho 
entire world, through His mercy ; by virtue of which all good men of the 
present day also attain prosperity and Ultimate Good. 
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The seme writer (Prashastanati ) 1ms adduced the following further 
argument:—“ All the Seven Worlds must have been created by the intelli¬ 
gence of a single Being,—because they are all included under one ‘ Entity \ 
—just like the several rooms of a House; we find that all the rooms of a 
House are built by the intelligence of a single architect; in the same way all 
the seven worlds are included under the one universe; hence it is concluded 
tlrnt these must be the creation of the Intelligence of a single Creator; and 
the one Being by whose intelligence all these have been created is the Blessed 
Lord, the one Architect of the whole universe 

The Probans of this reasoning is ‘unproven’ (not admitted); there is 
no such thing as a * single universe ’ or a * single house *; such names have 
been given to certain things only for the purpose of simplifying business- 
transactions.—For this same reason the Corroborative Instance that has been 
cited is devoid of the Probans. Further, as a matter of fact, the several 
rooms in a house are actually foimd to bo built by several architects (and 
masons);—hence the Probans is * inconclusive ’ (Doubtful) also. 

Objections to other Theistic arguments also may be set forth in the 
aforesaid manner.—(92) 

It has been argued (under Test 55) that ‘‘The theory under dispute 
must be perceptible to someone, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is provided by the following Text:— 


TEXT (93). 

In fact, the reason adduced fob proving the 4 Omniscient Person ’ 

IS EFFECTIVE ONLY AGAINST THE FOLLOWERS OF JAIMINI.—(93) 

COMMENTARY. 

If what you seek to prove is only an 4 Omnisciont Being ’ in general, 
then your proofs have no force against us; as it proves what is already 
admitted by us. In fact, it is effective only against the followers of Jaimini 
who deny the ‘ Omniscient Being ’ entirely. 

If however what you seek to prove is tho ‘ omniscient * God, then as 
there can be no Invariable Concomitance, the Reason is * inconclusive ’, 
and the Corroborate vo Instance is devoid of the Proban dura. For all these 
reasons, your arguments are not effective against us. Such is the meaning 
of the Text. 

The Theist, in his arguments, has made use of such qualifications for 
the Subject of his argument as 4 appearing in various forms ’. But there is 
no use for such an epithet; it is only a loud enunciation of your views for the 
purpose of deluding other people. For instance, if, in the absence of such 
epithets for the Subject, the Probans is free from the defects of being ‘ un¬ 
proven ’ and the like, then that alone suffices for proving the desired con¬ 
clusion ;—on the other hand, if the Reason is defective by reason of being 
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‘ unproven ’ and the like, then, even on the introducing of the said epithet, 
the desired conclusion is not establislied. Hence in every way the qualifica¬ 
tion added is absolutely useless.—Further, the Probans is one whose very 
substratum is ‘ unknown \ ‘ unproven ’; as the other party knows of no such 
subject or entity as is possessed of the qualification in question. Hence the 
Subject should not be one that is known to your Pliilosophy only.—(93) 


Here ends (he Examination of the Doctrine of God. 


CHAPTER III. 


Dealing with the Doctrine of Both—God and Primordial 
Matter—being the Cause of the world. 

Statement of the Doctrine. 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho following Text proceeds to show that there can be no functioning 
of Both (God and Primordial Matter):— 


TEXT (04). 

The doctrines of ‘ God * or ‘ Primordial Matter ’ severally 

BEING THE CAUSE (OF THE WORLD) HAVING BEEN REFUTED,—IT 
FOLLOWS THAT THESE TWO TOGETHER CANNOT BE THE 
* MAKER ’ OF THINGS PRODUCED.—(94) 

COMMENTARY. 

In tins connection, some Sankhyas (the Theistic Sankhyas, followers of 
the ‘ Yoga ’ system) have asserted as follows :— 

“It is not from Primordial Matter alone that the various products 
are produced (as held by the S&hkhyas in general); that is not possible, as 
that Matter is insentient; no insentient entity lias been found to proceed to 
any activity, in the absence of a Controller ;—the ‘ Spirit ’ (as postulated by 
the Sdiikhya) cannot be that Controller, because at the time (of the beginning 
of the world) he is entirely unconscious (the ‘ consciousness * of tho Spirit 
being dependent upon contact with tho products of Primordial Matter, after 
these latter have como into existence). For instance, what tho Spirit cognises, 
and is conscious of, is only a thing that has been already ‘ determined ’ by 
Intelligence; so that prior to contact with Intelligence, he is absolutely 
unconscious,—and cognises nothing at all; and until he cognises things, ho 
cannot make or produce anything ; hence he cannot be tlie ‘ maker ’ (of the 
World).—From this it follows that God is the maker, not by Himself 
alone, but through tho help of Primordial Matter. For example, Devadatta 
alone by himself is not able to give birth to a son, nor is tho Potter alone 
by himself able to make tho Jar.” 

The doctrines of God or Primordial Matter severally being the Cause 
(of the World) having been refuted, it follows that the doctrine of these two 
jointly being the Cause —maker— of things bom, —i.e. of products also 
becomes refuted.—(94) 
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Objection —“ If the separate makership of these two lias been refuted 
above,—their joint makership remains unrefuted ; certainly, even though it 
is a fact that each of the Eye and other Sense-organs by itself alone lias 
not the capacity to bring about the Visual and other perceptions,—yet it 
does not necessarily follow that they cannot do so jointly.” 

The answer to this objection is provided in the following Text:— 


TEXTS (95-96). 

AS FOR THEIR ' ASSOCIATION * ASSUMED ON THE BASIS OF THEIR ACTING 

JOINTLY,—THIS COULD BE DUE EITHER ( a ) TO THE CREATION OF 
SOME PECULIARITY, OR (6) TO THEIR SERVING A COMMON 
PURPOSE, (o) THE FORMER OF THESE ASSUMPTIONS 
CANNOT BE RIGHT, AS BOTH ARE ‘ UNMODIFIABLE * ; 

(6) NOR IS THE LATTER ACCEPTABLE ; AS THAT 
WOULD LEAD TO THE ABSURDITY OF ALL 
PRODUCTS COMING INTO EXISTENCE 
SIMULTANEOUSLY.—(95-96) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Association ’ implies joint action; this can be of two kinds—either 
(a) by the creation of some peculiarity in one another, or (6) by serving a 
common purpose. The assumption of the 4 association ’ of the former 
kind,—that consisting in the creating of some peculiarities—cannot bo 
right; —why ?—because both God and Primordial Matter aro eternal and 
hence unmodifiable (unchangeable).—Nor is the assumption of the second 
kind of association right;—such is the construction of the words of the 
Text;—why ?—because that would lead to the absurdity of all products 
coming into existence simultaneously. The potency of the Joint Cause—in 
the sliapo of God-Primordial-Matter—being absolute and untrammelled, and 
they being constantly associated,—its causal activity (towards the making 
of all things) would always be there. 

In this connection, the arguments already urged before (in Commentary 
on Text 87)—in the words ‘That Cause is present in its complete form, 
etc.’—may also be brought forward.—(95-96) 

With the following Text, the Author proceeds to point out, from 
the standpoint of the Opponent, the inadmissibilitj’ (unproven character) 
of the Reason put forward above (under 87), to the effect that 4 when 
the Cause is present in its complete form, the Effect must appear as 
a matter of course, just as it is found in the case of the Sprout, etc. etc.’:— 
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TEXTS (97-100). 

The Theistic Sankhya may argue as follows:—“It is a well- 

ESTABLLSHED FACT THAT PRIMORDIAL MATTER IS TRIPLE IN ITS ESSENCE ; 

—when the Supreme Lord comes into contact with the mani¬ 
fested Rajas-aspecl (Energy), He becomes the Cause of Crea¬ 
tion ;—WHEN AGAIN, HE HAS RECOURSE TO THE MANIFESTED 

SaUva-aspect (Harmony), then He becomes the Cause of 
the subsistence of the world ;—when He comes into 
contact with the manifestly operative Tamas- 
aspecl (Inertia), then He brings about the 
Dissolution of the entire world. Thus the 
Attributes of Harmony, Energy and the rest 
are His auxiliaries, and these become 

OPERATIVE ONLY CONSECUTIVELY’; THAT IS 

why' there is no absence of consecutiveness 
(i.e. simultaneity) of Products.”— 

(97-100) 

COMMENTARY. 

“Even though those two Causes (Primordial Matter and God) are 
constantly present together, yet the various products will come into existence 
only consecutively, one after the other; because the three Attributes of 
Primordial Matter,— Saliva and the rest,—are the auxiliaries of God ; and as 
those Attributes function only consecutively, there is bound to be consecutive¬ 
ness in the Products also. For instance, when God becomes affected by the 
operative Raj as-attribute. He becomes the Creator of creatures, as the Raj as - 
attribute is conducive to production ;—when however. He has recourse to the 
operative Sattva-aUribute, then He becomes the Cause of the continued exis¬ 
tence of the worlds, because the Sattva-attribute is conducive to subsistence 
when He comes into contact with tho operative Tamos-attribute, then He 
brings about the dissolution —destruction—of the entire World; as the 
Tamas-aUribute is conducive to mergence (dissolution).—This process 
lias been thus described (by Bana-Bliatta in the opening verse of his 
Kudambari) :—‘ He who has recourse to Rajas at the birth of creatures, to 
Saliva during their existence, and to Tamos at their dissolution,—who is 
unborn, and controls the birth, existence and destruction, who consists of the 
Three Vedas, the very essence of the Three Attributes,—to Him obeisance ! ’ 
“ The particle ‘ Kilo ’ (in Text 99) is meant to indicate improbability 
(of any complete Dissolution).”—(97-100) 


The answer to the above is provided in the following Text:— 
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TEXTS (101-102). 

The answer to this is as follows at the time that the two are 

PERFORMING ONE ACT (OF CREATING OR MAINTAINING OR DIS¬ 
SOLVING),—IS THEIR CAPACITY TO PERFORM THE OTHER ACTS 
PRESENT ? OR IS IT NOT PRESENT ?—Tf IT IS PRESENT, 

THEN AT THE TIME OF Creation, TnE OTHER TWO 
ACTS ALSO SHOULD COME ABOUT;—THUS WHEN¬ 
EVER ANY ONE OF THE ACTS WOULD BE 
THERE, THE OTHER TWO WOULD 
HAVE TO BE THERE !—(101-102) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term * tayoh ‘the two’, stands for Primordial Matter and God 
at the time of performing one act; —i.o. from among the three acts of creating, 
maintaining and dissolving,— at the time that any one is being done, is their 
capacity to do the other two acts present in them or not ?—These are the two 
alternatives. If the capacity is there, then, inasmuch as at tho time of 
creating, their Cause would bo present in its untrammelled form, tho other two 
acts—of maintaining and dissolving —should also como about, just like the 
act of creating; so that at tho time that a thing would be maintained in 
existence — its creation and dissolution also should bo there ! And at the time 
of dissolution, there should be its maintained existence and creation ! This 
certainly cannot be right. Bccauso when the tliree conditions arc mutually 
nugatory (and incompatible) it is not possible that they should co-exist in 
the same object.—( 101 - 102 ) 

The following might be urged—“ At the time tliat Primordial Matter 
and God are bringing about one effect in tho shape of the Creation (Birth) 
of ono thing, there is not present in them that particular form of theirs 
which would be productive of the other two effects (Maintenance and 
Dissolution); that is why there is no possibility of the absurdity that has 
been urged.” 

The answer to this is provided in the following Text:— 

TEXT (103). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE TWO (PRIMORDIAL MATTER AND GOD) ARE THE 

CAUSE OF THE OTHER TWO ACTS ALSO, NOT IN ANY OTHER FORM 
THAN THE ONE THAT BRINGS ABOUT THE ONE ACT ; THE 
FORM OF THE CAUSE REMAINS THE SAME J WHY THEN 
SHOULD THERE BE ANY CESSATION OF THE FUNC¬ 
TIONING OF ANY ACT AT ALL ?—(103) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Pronoun ‘ Tat' stands for the Cause, that is, Primordial Matter and 
God,— of the other, —i.o. of tho two subsequent acts.— Not in any other form, — 
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—wlxat then ?—it is always in its own form that the Two operate as Cause. 
—(103) 

The following might be urged:—“ Though it docs not serve as the 
Cause in any other form, yet at the time that it is producing one effect, the 
capacity necessary for the producing of other effects is not present in it for 
the time being; that is why the other two effects do not appear at that 
time.” 

The answer to this is provided in the following Text:— 


TEXT (104). 

If there were disappearance of any particular potency, then 
the Cause could never be productive of its particular 

EFFECT;—BECAUSE IT IS DEVOID OF THAT POTENCY AT 
SOME OTHER TIME; JUST LIKE THE ‘SKY-LOTUS* 

AND SUCH OTHER THINGS.-(104) 

COMMENTARY. 

At some other time, —i.e. at the time of the producing of the particular 
effect meant by the Satikhya. —(104) 

Tho following might be urged:—“ Even though all the Potencies are 
present in Primordial Matter, yet a particular effect is produced only by 
that particular Potency which becomes manifestly operative and thereby 
becomes the Cause of that effect; thus it is that there is no simultaneity in 
the appearance of effects.” 

The answer to this is provided in the following Text:— 


TEXT (105). 

If the manifested form of the Potency had that same (Primordial 
Matter and God) for its Cause, then, that would continue 

TO BE THERE AT ALL TIMES, BECAUSE OF THE PROXIMITY OF 

the Cause, which is eternal.—(105) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ manifested form* of Saliva and other Attributes that you speak 
of,—cannot be said to be eternal; because these are found to appear at only 
certain time-}; then, in regard to the coming into existence of this ‘ manifested 
form there are only three alternatives: they could be either (a) produced 
by the same Cause,—Primordial Matter and God—, or (6) produced by some 
other Cause,—or (c) they would be self-sufficient.—(a) Under tho first of these 
alternatives, the said ‘manifested form’ would always be there, because its 
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Cause, in the sliape of Primordial Matter and God, is eternal and hence always 
present close at hand.—(105) 

As regards to second alternative, the objection is stated in the following 
Text:— 

TEXT (106). 


(6) AS REGARDS THE SECOND ALTERNATIVE, THAT CANNOT BE ACCEPTED 
BY THE OTHER PARTY ; AND FOR THAT VERY REASON, IT COULD 
NOT BE THE EFFECT OF SOME OTHER CAUSE.—(c) NOR CAN 
IT BE SELF-SUFFICIENT ; AS IT APPEARS ONLY AT 
CERTAIN TIMES.— (106) 


COMMENTARY. 

Apart from Primordial Matter and God, no other Cause is admitted by 
the SdAkhyas, from which the said ‘ manifested form ’ could be produced.— 
Nor is the third alternative right; this is what is assorted by the words 
‘nor can it be self-sufficient ’.—( 106 ) 

Says the Opponent—■“ If the said manifested Potency bo self-sufficient 
(self-produced)—why should tliat be incompatible with the fact of its 
appearing at only certain times ? ” 

The answer is supplied by the following Text:— 


TEXT (107). 

If IT WERE SELF-PRODUCED, THEN IT WOULD BE CAUSELESS ; AS ANY 
OPERATION OF A THING UPON ITSELF IS A CONTRADICTION IN 
TERMS.—IF THERE WERE DEPENDENCE (UPON SOMETHING 
ELSE) THEN THE EFFECTS WOULD BE SUCH AS WOULD 
APPEAR AT ONLY CERTAIN TIMES.—(107) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the ‘ production ’ (of the Manifested Potency) were due to itself—its 
own naturo,—then it would most certainly be causeless. 

Question —“ Why should an effect produced from itself bo couseless ,— 
when its own nature (or essence) would be its Cause 1 ” 

Answer — Any operation of a thing upon itself is a contradiction in terms ; 
any causal action of a thing upon itself-—its own essence,—is incompatible. 

The following might bo urged “ Let it bo causeless ; oven so the Effect 
would not appear at only certain times.” 

Answer—If there were dependence, etc. etc.— Things that ore dependent 
for their existence upon other things can appear only at certain times; as 
their existence and non-existence would be dependent upon the presence and 
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absence of those other things. Those tliat are not dependent for their 
existence upon other things,—as they do not need the aid of anything 
else,—why should they appear at cortain times only ?—(107) 

Question —“How do you prove that there Is ‘self-contradiction’ (in¬ 
congruity) in a thing operating upon itself ? " 

Tho answer is given in tlio following Text:— 


TEXT (108). 

For instance, mere negation (absence) is not regarded as having 

ANY ACTION UPON ITSELF J—AS FOR THE WELL-ESTABLISHED POSITIVE 
ENTITY, IT IS WELL KNOWN AND RECOGNISED UNDER 
THE CIRCUMSTANCES.— (10S) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wien the ‘nature’ or ‘essence’ of the Effect produces itself,—is it 
itself an established entity or not ? It cannot be an established entity; 
because under the circumstances, the said ‘ essence ’ is nothing apart from the 
established form ; so that the recognition is as established as the ‘ essence ’ 
itself. Hence, os there would be nothing to be produced, whereupon could 
tho Entity operate ?—(10S) 

The following Text proceeds to show that the ‘ Essonce ’ cannot be 
something not-established :— 

TEXT (109). 

If its own ‘ Essence ’ is still unestablished, it cannot be oper¬ 
ated UPON BY ANYTHING ;—BECAUSE IT IS BEREFT OF ALL POTENCY, 

—LIKE THE * SKY-LOTUS ’ AND SUCH THINGS.— (109) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Upon anything ’;—this is a general statement; the meaning is tliat it 
cannot operate either upon itself or upon any other thing. If it did operate, 
then it would itself bo an established entity ; as such operation is the only 
characteristic of an established entity. —(109) 


End of Chapter (3 )—dealing with the Doctrine of Primordial Matter 
and God, both being the Joint Cause of the World. 


CHAPTER IV. 


The Doctrine of the 1 Thing by Itself 

COMMENTARY. 

The opening verses of the Text have spoken of ‘ other entities which 
includes the doctrine of those philosophers who hold that the origination of 
the world is due to its ‘ own nature ’ (or constitution); this is the doctrine 
that is taken up now for refutation, even out of its proper sequence, because 
there is little to bo said regarding it,—by the following Text:— 


TEXT (110). 

The Propounders of the Doctrine of the ‘ Thing by Itself ’ 

DESCRIBE THE ORIGINATION OF THINGS AS BEING INDEPENDENT 
of all Causes. They do not declare even the 
Thing Itself to be its own ‘ Cause ’.—(110) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though the Doctrine of the ‘ Thing by Itself ’ has nowhere been directly 
promulgated in so many words, yet it is implied by the doctrine that the 
Things are produced by themselves (as detailed in Texts 106 et seq.). —Those 
who assert that things are born out of themselves have been silenced by the 
words (in Text 107)—‘ The operation of a tiling upon itself is a contradiction 
in terms *now the upholders of the doctrine of ‘ the Thing by Itsolf • are 
going to bo silonccd. 

These philosophers assert as follows“ The origination of things does not 
procood either from themselves or from any other tiling ; in fact, it is indepen¬ 
dent of all Causes /—i.e. it does not depend on the action of any ‘ Cause ’ 
at all.” 

Question — 44 What is the difference between these people and those who 
ascribe the origination of tilings to thomselves ? ” 

Answer—They do not, etc.— 1 They ’—i.e. the upholders of the 4 Thing 
by Itself ’; the thing itself,—i.e. its own form (prior to origination) 

4 even ’—this implies that they do not accopt the form of any other thing to 
be the ‘ Cause ’; the difference thus is that while the previous people hold the 
nature of the tiling itself to be its 4 Cause \ these other people do not accept 
evon that as the 4 Cause —(110) 

These people put forward the following reason in support of their view 
44 When a tiling which fulfils the conditions of perceptibility has its existence 
not perceived, it should bo regarded by intelligent persons as non-existent,— 
as the 4 Hare’s Horns ’;—any 4 Cause ’ of things is something whose existence 
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is not perceived ;—lienee it follows that there can be no cognition of the 
‘ nature of the thing ’ (the Cause) ”. 

In the following Text,—it is shown tliat the Reason put forward is not 
4 unproven ’ (hence inadmissible):— 


TEXT (Ill). 

“ Who makes the diversity in the Lotus and its filaments, etc. ? 

By whom too have the variegated wings of the 
Peacock and such things been created ? ”—(111) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Rdjiva' is Lotus; —the ‘filaments, etc.’ of the Lotus.—Such is the 
analysis of the compound;—‘ Et cetera' is meant to include the Stalk, the 
Petals, the Pericarp and other parts, also the sharpness of thorns and the 
like.—‘ Diversity ';—such diversities as those of shape, colour, hardness and 
the like— 4 Who makes ? ’—The sense is that no one makes it, since we do not 
find any such ‘ cause ’ as God and the like.—(111) 

The following might be urged—“ Even if it be regarded as proved that 
.external tilings are without ‘ cause \ because no such cause is perceived,— 
how can it be takon as proved in regard to internal tilings ? ” 

The answer to this is provided by the following Text:— 


TEXT (112). 

44 Just as the Sharpness and other properties of the Thorn and 

OTHER THINGS MUST BE REGARDED AS without COUSe, ON THE 
GROUND OF THEIR APPEARING AT CERTAIN TIMES 
ONLY,—SO ALSO MUST PAIN AND OTHER 
(INTERNAL) THINGS BE REGARDED AS 

without Cause." —(112) 


COMMENTARY. 

“ Even though the fact of Pain and other internal tilings being without 
eause is not proved by Perception, yet it is clearly proved by Inference. 
For instance,—what appears only at certain times is definitely known to be 
without cause,—e.g. the Sharpness of the Thom and such thin gs ;—Pain and 
such internal things appear only at certain times;—hence this is a Reason 
based upon the nature of things. Nor is it right to hold that when a certain 
thing is present or absent when another thing is present or absent, thon the 
latter should be regarded as the 1 Cause * of the former;—as this is not found 
to be always true; for instance. Visual perception is present when there is 
Touch (in the object perceived), and is absent when there is no Touch; and 
yet Touch is not the ‘ Cause * of Visual perception. Hence the said definition 
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of tho causal relation cannot be true. From all this it follows that ‘ the 
origination of all things is independent of all causes —( 112 ) 

The Author answers the above arguments of the upholder of the ‘ Tiling 
by Itself’—with tho following Texts:— 

TEXTS (113-114). 

AS REGARDS THE LOTUS AND ITS FILAMENTS, ETC., IT IS DEFINITELY 
ASCERTAINED THROCGH PERCEPTION AND NON-APPREHENSION 
THAT THEY HAVE THEIR ‘ CAUSE ’ IN THE SEED, CLAY, 

Water and the rest under certain peculiar 

CONDITIONS,—WITH WHICH LATTER THEY ARE POSI¬ 
TIVELY AND NEGATIVELY CONCOMITANT 
SUCH BEING THE CASE, WHAT OTHER 
‘ CAUSE ’ CAN THERE BE OF THOSE, 

WHICH YOU ARE ASKING 
ABOUT ?—(113-114) 

COMMENTARY. 

By this Text, the Author shows tiiat the Reason adduced by the other 
party is ‘ unproven’ and 4 inadmissible ’, and tho conclusion put forward is 
contrary to perceived facts. 

It lias been asserted (under Text 111) that "of such things as the Lotus, 
its Filaments and the liko, no Cause is porceived ”.—Tliis is * not admitted ’; 
as through Perception and Non-approhension, such ‘ Cause ’ is definitely 
cognised to consist in tho Seed, Clay, Wator and such tilings, with 
which tho said tilings are positively and negatively concomitant. To 
explain; when it is found that a certain thing is produced only when another 
tiling is present, and it becomes modified by the modifications of tliis latter, 
—then this latter thing is said to be the 4 Causo ’ of the former thing. Such 
a ‘Cause of the Lotus and its Filaments, etc.’ is found in the shape of the 
Seed, etc.,—which under certain peculiar conditions, —such ns becoming 
swollen under moisture and so forth,—serves as their 4 Causo ’, with which 
they are positively and negatively concomitant; —i.e. tho Lotus, etc. come into 
existence only when the Seed, otc. are present, and they do not come into 
existence when these latter are absent;—that these are the ‘ Cause ’ of tho 
Lotus, etc. is definitely ascertained through Perception and Non-apprehension, — 
Thus the Reason (Premiss) put forward by the other party is 4 inadmissible’, 
not true. 

Then again, it has been urged that 44 the definition of 4 Causal Relation * 

Is not true (fallible)’’.—This Reason also is ‘unproven’, not admissible; as, in 
the instance cited, as Touch also is a cause of Colour, it is admitted to be tho 
cause of Visual Cognition also. To explain,—tho term 4 touch ’ (in tliis 
connection) stands for the material substance; and it is only by associating 
with these substances tiiat Colour subsists; hence in regard to Visual 
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Cognition, Touch does serve as a ‘ Cause *; the only difference is that while 
one (Colour) is a direct cause, the other (Touch) is only an indirect ono. 

Further, mere negation (Absence) is not regarded by us as determining 
the causal relation;—“ what then ? ”—It is a particular kind of absence 
that is so regarded ; for instance, when it is found that, even though other 
efficient agents are present, yet in the absence of some one agent, the tiling in 
question is not produced,—then this latter agent is regarded as the * Cause ’ 
of that thing ; and not when there is simple negation in the form tliat ‘ it 
is not produced while the other is absent \ Otherwise (if such mere negation 
were to determine the causal relation) the Date growing in the country 
where one's mother may .have been married would not be produced if 
the mother’s marriage had not been there [as ex hypothesi, by mere negation 
the ‘ Mother’s Marriage ’ would be the ‘ Cause ’ of the growth of the Date]. 

The negative Premiss in the qualified form that we have shown is not 
‘ falliblo ’ (untrue) in regard to Touch. For, if it could be shown that, even 
in the presence of Colour and other conditions (of visibility), there is no 
Visual Cognition on account of the absence of Touch alone,—then thero 
might be ‘ fallibility ’ in our premiss. Nothing like this however can be shown. 
Hence there can be no ‘fallibility’ in the definition of the ‘Causal Relation’ 
(as stated by us).—(113-114) 

It is not only such things as the Seed of the rest that are definitely 
known as the ‘ Cause ’ of things; even particular points of Place and Time are 
definitely known as such 1 Causes ’;—this is what the Author shows in the 
following Text:— 


TEXTS (115-116). 

Particular points of Place and Time also are related (.vs Cause) 
TO THINGS.— “How SO?”— If THE SAID POINTS WERE NOT 
the Cause of things, these would be produced 
EVERYWHERE AND AT ALL TIMES.-(115) 

AS A MATTER OF FACT HOWEVER THINGS ARE FOUND TO BE PRODUCED 
SPECIFICALLY AT A CERTAIN PLACE, AT A CERTAIN TIME AND IN 
CERTAIN RECEPTACLES,—BEING DEPENDENT UPON THESE 
AND INDEPENDENT OF ALL OTHERS.—(116) 

COMMENTARY. 

If tho Lotus, etc. did not have them—i.e. the particular points of place 
and tune,—for their ‘ Cause ’,—then such phenomena as their production only 
in a particular Place, like Water and things like it, and not in other places 
like Stotie, —and only at the particular point of time liko the Summer, and 
not at other points of time like the Winter,—would not be possible ; in 
fact, the Lotus and other things would come into existence at all places 
and at all times, as they would be independent of the peculiarities of place 
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and time. It is clearly recognised therefore that they are dependent upon 
these latter, from the fact that they avoid certain places and times and 
appear only at special places and at special times.—(115-110) 

Question —“ The things in question (by their insentience) cannot have 
any wish; how then can they have any need for (dependence upon) the 
causal conditions ? ” 

The Answer is given in tlio following Text:— 


TEXT (117). 

What is meant by their being ‘dependent’ is that they come 

INTO EXISTENCE IN THAT MANNER ; SO THAT IT IS THE CHARACTER 

of ‘ Effect ’ that is spoken of as ‘ dependence ’. 

That things come into existence in that manner 
is a perceptible fact ; hence the said Causes 
become duly established.—(117) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by the Tilings being so ‘ dependent ’ is that they come 
into existence at particular places and times and not at others; it does not 
mean that they have any ‘ wish 1 or 4 desire 

Objection: —“If such is their dependence on the particular points of time 
and place,—even so, how does it follow that they are effects of these ? ” 

Answer:—It is the character of ‘ Effect' that is spoken of as 4 dependence ’.— 
The character of the Effect is not anything else except the dependence 
involved in the fact that they come into existence in that particular 

mannor. 

Question :—“ How is it known that they come into existence in that 
particular manner ? ” 

Answer :—It is a perceptible fact. —(117) 


TEXT (118). 

Thus the doctrine of the ‘Thing by itself’ is discarded by 
Perception ; specially as the exact nature of the ‘ Cause ’ 
of Things is duly ascertained through Perception 
and Non-apprehension.—(118) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Tat ’—Therefore, thus ;—or the whole expression ‘ Tatsvdbhdvika vddah ’ 
may be taken as a compound, meaning 4 The doctrine^f the Thing by Itself 
in regard to the Lotus and other things *;—is discarded by Perception ; 
Perception alone is mentioned here, as the 4 non-apprehension ’ also of a 
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cwtain thing consists only in the * apprehension * of something else, and 
ns such, is of the nature of * Perception *. 

It lias been sought (under Text 112, above) to prove that “ Pleasure and 
such internal tilings can have no Cause because they appear only occa¬ 
sionally".—This reasoning however is 'contradictory’, inasmuch as it 
proves only the contrary of wluit is desired to prove; because what has no 
cause and what is not dependent upon anything else cannot bo ‘ occasional 
appearing only at certain times and places. What is meant is that the 
Corroborative Instance cited is devoid of the character desired to be 
proved.—( 118 ) 

Tims it has been shown that the conclusion (of the other party) is 
contrary to facts of Perception and that their Reason is ‘unproven, In¬ 
admissible'; now the Author takes for granted (for the sake of argument) 
the 4 admissibility * of the Reason, and then proceeds to show its ‘In- 
conclusivenoss *—in the following Text:— 

TEXT (119). 

It MAY BE THAT THERE ARE NO PROOFS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF THE ‘ CAUSE ’ 

of Things ; but the mere absence of proof (means of cog¬ 
nising) CANNOT PROVE THE NON-EXISTENCE OF ANY 
THING.-(119) 

COMMENTARY. 

If more * Non-apprehension ’ is put forward as the reason for the non¬ 
existence of the Cause, thou it is * Inconclusive ’; because mere absence of 
proof —i.e. mere abseuce of a valid means of knowing,—cannot serve as a 
reason for establisliing the non-existence of the thing concerned.—(119) 

Question :—“ Why cannot it be a proof ? ” 

The answer is provided in the following Text:— 


TEXT (120). 

Inasmuch as ‘ Proof ’ (Means of Cognition) is not pervasive 
of the ' Existence of the Thing ’; nor is it its * Cause — 

( a ) because there is difference, (6) because there 
is non-concomitance, and (c) because it proceeds 
from that,—[mere absence of Proof cannot 

PROVE THE NON-EXISTENCE OF A THING]. —(120) 

COMMENTARY. 

When one character is pervasive of (more extensive than) another, then 
alone does the absence of the former imply the absence of the latter ; 
similarly the absence of the Cause implies the absence of the effect; and the 
8 
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reason for this lies in the fact that the loss extensive is invariably concomitant 
with the more extensive one, because of the two being of the same 
essence,—and the effect is invariably concomitant with the Cause, being 
produced by this latter. In the caso of * Proof * and ‘ non-existence of a 
Tiling ’ there con bo no co-essentiality, as the two actually appear to lie 
distinct;—nor can Proof be the ‘ cause ’ of the Thing, as there is no con¬ 
comitance betwoon them; the Tiling existing even when the Proof is not there. 
For instance, there is nothing incongruous in admitting the existence of 
Things which are far removed in space and time and cliaracter and hence 
are not within reach of any Proof (Means of Cognition);—and when a 
thing can be there oven during the absence of another tiling, the latter 
cannot be regarded as the Cause of the former; for if it were, then it would 
lead to an absurdity. In fact, if the other party wore to rogard this as a 
‘ Cause ’, he would renounce his own position. 

Also because it proceeds from that, —Proof cannot be the * Cause ’ of the 
Existence of Things. Tliat is, the Proof arises out of the Tiling itself— 
which forms its objective ; and the cognisable Thing does not arise out of the 
Proof.—(120) 

It might bo argued that—“Even though not invariably concomitant, 
the Proof (being absent) may yet preclude the existence of tlio Thing — 
The answer to this Ls provided by the following Text:— 

TEXT (121). 

When a thing is neither the one nor the other, its absence does 

NOT CONCLUSIVELY PRECLUDE THE OTHER THING ; BECAUSE 
THERE IS NO CONNECTION.—(121) 

COMMENTARY. 

Neither the one nor the other ,—i.e. neither the Cause, nor pervasive; 
—the absence of what Ls not invariably concomitant cannot rightly be taken 
os necessarily precluding the other tiling; for if it did, it would lead to an 
absurdity: the absence of the Horse might, in that case, imply the absence 
of the Cow also.—(121) 

TEXT (122). 

‘ Non-perception ’ by all persons is doubtful ; * Non-perception ’ 

BY ANY ONE PERSON HDISELF IS INCONCLUSIVE ; AS IT IS FOUND 
THAT THE GRASS AND OTHER THINGS GROWING IN THE 
CAVES OF THE Vintlhya MOUNTAIN DO EXIST, EVEN 
THOUGH THEY ARK NOT PERCEIVED.—(122) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, when ‘ non-apprehension ’ is put forward as the Reason (for 
non-existence), is it put forward in the form of the absence of perception by 
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all men ? Or of the absence of perception of any one person himself ? 
—It cannot be the former; because ordinary men with limited powers of 
perception can never be sure of any thing being not perceived by all men ; 
hence it must be always doubtful. People of limited vision have no means 
of knowing that no man has the perception of an unseen cause for such 
tilings as the marks on the wings of the Peacock. As for any single man’s 
own non-perception, that can never be conclusive :—why ?—because even 
though such things as the grass, the coral, the pebbles and the like growing 
in mountain-caves are not perceived, yet they do exist ; that is, there is 
nothing incongruous in regarding them a* existent .—Thus the reasons adduced 
being doubtful, the non-existence cannot be regarded as proved beyond 
doubt.—{122 ) 


TEXTS (123-124). 

If no Reason ls adduced to prove the fact of Things having no 
Cause, then, inasmuch nothing can be proved without 

REASON, YOUR THEORY IS NOT PROVED.—IF, ON THE 
OTHER HAND, YOU DO ADDUCE A REASON PROVING IT,— 

THEN ALSO YOUR THEORY IS NOT PROVED,—AS 

the proving itself would be produced by the 
Proof adduced [which would therefore 
be the Cause of the proving']. —(124) 


COMMENTARY. 


Further, you have to be asked the following question :—In support of 
your conclusion that “ Things have no Cause do you adopt any Reason, 
or not ?—If you do not adopt it, then your view does not become proved; 
as there can be no proving of anything without adequate proof (means of 
cognition).—If, on the other hand, you do adopt a Reason,—even then, your 
view cannot be proved; [such is the construction of the words of the Text].— 
“ Why so ? "—Because the ' proving ’ itself would be produced by the Proof 
adduced .—This is what has been thus declared by the revered Acharya 
Sari— 4 One who declares that there is no Cause would demolish his own 
conclusion if he adduced any reasons in support of his assertion; on the 
other hand, if he were slow to adduce reasons, wliat could be gained by 
mere assertion ? ’—(123-124) 


The following might be urged :—“ The Reason that I adduce is indica¬ 
tive, not productive ; why then should my conclusion not be proved? ” 

The answer to tliis is provided by the following text:— 
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TEXT (125). 

As REGARDS THE indicative ,— BE IT IN THE FORM OF THE PBOBANS, OR 
IN THE FORM OF WORDS EXPRESSIVE OF THAT (PfiOBANS),—IT IS 
SAID TO BE ‘ INDICATIVE ’ OF THE PROBANDUM (DESIRED 
CONCLUSION), ONLY WHEN IT BECOMES THE ‘ CAUSE ’ OF 
THE proving (making known) [of the said 
Conclusion].—(125) 

COMMENTARY. 

The indicative Probans —i.e. the Probans fulfilling the three conditions, 
as conceived by the Roasonor for liis own benefit;— or in the form of words, — 
when the same Probans is asserted for the benefit of some ono else,— expressive 
of dial —i.e. of the Probans.— Cause of the proving, —i.e. of the bringing about 
of tho definite cognition of the object to bo cognised.—If it were otherwise, 
and the Probans or Reason did not serve as the ‘ Cause ’ of tho said proving ,— 
then, how could it bo regarded as an ‘ indicative ’ ? In fact, in this way, 
everything would be * indicative ’ of every thing else.—(125) 

Question —“ If tliis is so, then how do the Teachers mako tho distinc¬ 
tion between tho Indicative and the Productive ? ” 

The answer given in the following text is that tho ‘ Indicative ’ is so 
called because it makes the thing known, and what is called ‘ productive ’ is 
that which actually brings into existence tho thing concerned:— 


TEXT (126). 

Thus it ls really the ‘ Productive ’ Cause which is spoken of as 
' Indicative ’; it is because it does not actually produce 
(bring into existence) what ls desired to be accom¬ 
plished THAT IT LS NOT CALLED * PRODUCTIVE ’.—(126) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is called ‘ Indicative —and not ‘ Productive ’—because it does not 
actually produco what is desired to be accomplished; wlvile that which 
actually produces what is desired to be accomplished,—such as tho Sprout 
and the like,—is called ‘ Productive ’. Hence there is nothing wrong in 
the distinction tliat has been made. 

This answers all the objections tliat may be urged against the declaration 
of Ach&rya Suri. For instance, the following is on objection that may be 
raised—“Even when asserting with Reason that there is no Cause, why 
should one demolish liis own conclusion ? As what he asserts is an Indicative 
Reason, while what he denies is the Productive Cause ”,—The answer to tliis 
is as follows:—The Indicative Reason also is a Productive Cause, because it 
produces the cognition of the thing.—This urges against tho other party tho 
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fact of his assertions being self-contradictory. In fact, there can be no 
Reason that could prove the absence of all Cause,—because such a proposi¬ 
tion would bo clearly one that is contrary to, and set aside by, sense - 
perception and the rest.—( 126 ) 

With the following Text, the Author sums up his position and thereby 
also shows that the conclusion of the other party is contrary to, and set 
aside by. Inference also :— 


TEXT (127). 

From all this it follows that other things also have their 
‘ Causes \ —as their production is restricted,—just like 
your cognition of the Probandum appearing when 
the Probans is there.— (127) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlu'ngs like the Lotus and its filaments,—which are ‘other’ than the 
things spoken of by the other part}- in his reasoning.— As their production is 
restricted; —i.e. they are produced only when certain particular things are 
there.—The argument may be formulated as follows :—Those things whose 
production is restricted to occasions when certain other things arc there 
must be regarded as with Cause, —as for instance, your own cognition of the 
Probandum (desired to be proved) which appears only when the Probans 
(Reason) is there ;—the same is the case with the Lotus and other tilings ;— 
[hence these must be regarded as ‘ with Cause’]—this being a Reason based 
on the naturo of things.—(127) 


End of Chapter (4 )—dealing with the Doctrine of the ' Thing by Itself'. 


CHAPTER V. 


The Doctrine of SOUND (‘ Word-Sound ’) being the Origin 

of the World. 

COMMENTARY. 

The upholders of 1 Word-Sound ’ as ' Brahman * assert their view in the 
following words:— 

“ Free from such distinctions as ‘ prior ’ and ‘ posterior —unborn,— 
imperishable,—such is the Brahman consisting of ‘Word-Sound ’; and from 
this Brahman there evolve the whole lot oj Things ,—such as Colour and the 
like .—tliis fact is clearly recognised. This has been thus declared— 4 Without 
beginning and end, Brahman, of the essence of SOUND,—in the form of 
Letter-Sounds, evolves in the form of Things; whence proceeds the entire world- 
process’.—-The term 4 <!</*’, ‘beginning’, here stands for production-,— 
4 nidhana ’, ‘ end stands for destruction ; that which is free from these two 
is ‘ without beginning and end ’‘ in the form of the Letter-Sounds' as it is 
the Letters ‘ a ’ and the rest which are the means (of the expressing of Word- 
Sound) ;—tliis indicates the evolution in the form of the 4 word ’, the ‘ name ’; 
—the evolution in the form of the 4 thing denoted ’ is indicated by the phrase 
‘in the form of things’;—the term ‘ process' stands for the diverse 
things;—the term 4 Brahman' mentions the name.” 

What has been asserted in the verse just quoted is reiterated in the 
following Text:— 

TEXT (12S). 

“ The whole lot of things is recognised as evolved out of That 
Brahman which is of the essence of Word-SocND, the Highest,— 

UNAFFECTED BY DESTRUCTION AND ORIGINATION.”— (128) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Destruction ’ and 4 Origination ’ have been mentioned only by way of 
illustration ; what should be understood to bo meant is that it is entirely 
free from all such distinctions as priority and posteriority of Place ; tliis 
includes freedom from distinctions of 4 priority ’ and 4 posteriority ’ of 
Tone also. 

4 Of the essence of Word-Sound ';—of the nature of Word-Sound ; it is 
tliis fact of Word-Sound forming its essence that makes it spoken of as 4 of 
the essence of Word-Sound ’; what is meant is that Word-Sound is its in¬ 
separable form. 

4 Highest ',—in the form of the syllable 4 om '; tliis syllable 4 om ’ is 
the essence of all words and names and also of all tilings; and it constitutes 
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the Veda. This Word-Sound existing in the form of Letters and Words con¬ 
stitutes the Veda ; which is the means of comprehending the syllable, of 
which it stands as the replica.—Tliis Highest Brahman is perceived only by 
such persons as have their minds thoroughly imbued with Merit conducive 
to the fulfilment of Prosperity and the Highest Good. 

In support of this view, they set forth the following reason :—“ When 
a set of things is always associated with the form of a certain thing, the 
former are modifications (evolutes) of tliat tiling; e.g. the Jar, the Saucer and 
the Cup are evolutes of Clay, being always associated with the form of Clay; 
and are hence known to be of the essence of Clay ;—all Things are found 
to be associated with some form of Sound in the shape of Names ; tliis reason 
being based upon the very nature of things; as it is a clearly perceptiblo 
fact that all things are associated with some form of sound (in the shape of 
Name); for instance, when a cognition of the Name-Sound is produced in 
regard to things, the cognition of these things appears always associated 
with that Name-Sound. This is what has been thus declared (in 
VSkyapadiya) —‘ There is no cognition in the World which is not associated 
with word-sounds; in fact, all cognition is always interfused with words \ 
—The knowledge of the nature of tilings also is always dependent upon the 
form of their cognition (wliich is associated with words). From this it follows 
that all tilings ore always associated with Name-Sounds; and this being 
established, it follows as a matter of course that they have their essence in 
these Sounds ; as having their essence in Sound means notliing more than 
being always associated with Name-Sound.—(128) 

The Author proceeds to refute the above doctrine (of Sound being the 
origin of the World) in the following Texts;— 


TEXTS (129-131). 

Those people who assert the above view should be addressed as 
follows :—[When the Blue and other things evolve out of 
the said Sound] Does—or does not—the Sound abandon 
its Sound-form and take up the Blue and other forms ?—If 
it is the first alternative (that it does abandon its 

OWN FORM) THAT IS ACCEPTED, THEN THE SOUND BECOMES 
DEPRIVED OF ITS IMPERISHABILITY,—INASMUCH AS ITS 
PREVIOUS FORJi HAS BECOME DESTROYED.—IFTHE SECOND 
ALTERNATIVE IS ACCEPTED, THEN, ON THE COGNITION 

of the Blue and other things, even the deaf 

SHOULD HAVE THE CLEAR PERCEPTION OF 

the Sound-form.—(129-131) 

COMMENTARY. 

Is the World regarded as * of the Essence of Sound’,—‘ Shabdamaya ’— 
in the sense that sometimes it takes the form of the modification of Sound ? 
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Or in tho sense that sometimes it is produced from Sound,—as in the ease 
of the expression ‘ annamayGli pr&iwfy * (‘Life is of the essence of food’), 
the affix ‘ tnayaf ’ denotes cause (the meaning being that Food is the cause 

of Liffi ) ? . , 

The first alternative cannot be right; ns the said ‘modification 

itself is not possible. Because when Brahman who is ‘ of the essence of 
Sound ’ takes tho form of the Blue and other things, does It—or does it not 
—abandon its own pristine Sound-form r If the former alternative bo 
accepted—that It does abandon its pristine Sound-form,—then there would 
bo an end to tho view that it is ‘without beginning and end’, that is, 
imperishable, indestructible; ns there would bo a destruction of the pristine 
form.—If the second alternative bo accepted,—that It does not abandon its 
pristine form,—then, at the time that Blue is cognised by tho deaf person, 
he should have the perception of Sound also; as the cognition of Bound 
would be non-different from the cognition of Blue. This argument may be 
formulated as follows:—When one thing is non-different from another,— 
if one is cognised, the other becomes also cognised,—as when the Blue is 
cognisod, the essence of that same Blue becomes also cognised ;—Sound is 
non-difforent from Blue; hence this is a reason based on the nature of 
things.—If it were not so, inasmuch as the conditions for better or 
worse would differ in the two (Sound and Blue), they could not be recognised 
as of the essence of the other. This would l>e an argument against the con¬ 
clusion (of the other party).—(129-131) 

This same argument is set forth in greater detail, in the following 
Text:— 


TEXT (132). 

[It would be as asserted above] because all things (according 
to you) exist primarily in the form of Sound ; and if 
the Sound-form is not abandoned, there can be no 
MODIFICATION (EVOLUTION).—(132) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Yena' here stands for * yasmal ’, because ,—you hold that primarily 
the World is of the nature of Sound. 

Tho second line explains why it would be ns asserted.—(132) 

Question —“ What if the World remains primarily of the essence of 
Sound ? ” 

The Answer is provided by the following Text:— 
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TEXT (133). 

The identity (of Sound) with Blue and other things being not 
figurative (but real),—why should not thebe be cognition 
of Sound at the time that the Blue and other 
things are cognised ?—(133) 

COMMENTARY. 

Identity of Blue, etc. —i.e. with Sound. 

At the time that die Blue anti other things are cognised ;—that is, under 
the circumstances when Blue, etc. are cognised;— why should not there be 
cognition of Sound ?—that is to sav, Sound also fulfilling all the conditions 
of perceptibility, it is only right that there should be perception of it, 
just ns there is of Blue and other things.—(133) 

TEXT (134). 

If there were no cognition of it (Sound), then there should be 
none of the Blue and other things also ; because both 

ARE OF THE SAME ESSENCE. In CASE THEY HAD DIFFERENT 
PROPERTIES, THERE WOULD BE ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THEM.-(134) 

COMMENTARY. 

If you do not admit of the Cognition of Sound (at the time of the 
cognition of the Blue, etc.) then there would be the absurdity of there being no 
cognition of the Blue, etc. also, just as there is none of Sound ;— because both 
are of the same essence; —that is. Blue and the rest are of the same nature 
ns Sound. Otherwise, if the Blue, etc. be held to have properties different 
from those of Sound, it would have to be admitted that the two are absolutely 
and entirely different.—(134) 

The following Text explains why it would be so :— 

TEXT (135). 

What indicates difference among a number of things is the 

PRESENCE OF INCOMPATIBLE PROPERTIES ; OTHERWISE, NO 
DIFFERENCE COULD EVEN BE ASSUMED AMONG DIVERSE 
INDIVIDUALS.-(135) 

COMMENTARY. 

It cannot be right for any one object to bo perceived and not perceived 
at the same tune and by the same person ; if it were, then, the object would 
cease to be one. Otherwise, if, even in the presence of incompatible properties. 
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there were one-ness, then even that difference which is a^umed and accepted 
as subsisting among the Jar and other tilings would not be possible.—The term 
'even ’ is meant to imply that it is not in the form of Brahman only that 
there would lie no diversity; because the established view is that while Brahman 
rests witliin Itself, there is no diversity in It; as diversity is appertenant to 
modification. —For instance, when Brahman is held to be ‘ without beginning 
and end ’, It is not in the form of such things as the Jar and the like,—but 
in the form of the Supreme Self. The Jar and other things are actually seen 
to bo undergoing origination and destruction and to lx> occupying limited 
place and time. 

Tho absurdity has been urged above (in Text 131) against the other 
party—that the deaf would clearly perceive Sound (when he perceives tho 
Blue and other tilings). This should be understood to be applicable to the 
other party only if the form of Brahman is regarded as fulfilling the conditions 
of perceptibility.—The absurdity is not applicable if Brahman is held to be 
. extremely subtile and beyond the reacli of tho Senses.—But in that case tho 
objection to be iu-ged should be that (if Sound be not perceived, then) the 
Blue, etc. also would not bo perceived, as these are of the same nature as 
Sound; and in that case there could be no such generalisation ns that ‘ ordinary 
men perceive only that much of things as is liable to origination and 
destruction ’. 

The following argument might be urged here :—“ Just us according to 
you (Bauddha) the momentariness, though not different from Blue, etc., is 
not cognised when these latter are cognised,—so, in tho same maimer, there 
would bo no cognition of Sound ”. 

This is not right; it is not true that momentariness is not cognised 
when Blue, etc. are cognised ; what does happen is that even though 
momentariness is actually apprehended by the non-conceptual Cognition, 
yet it is said to bo not definitely cognised, because of the imposition 
upon it of other qualities, through Illusion. So that, so far as the mail’s 
genoral indefinite apprehension is concerned, it is duly apprehended; but it 
is not apprehended in so far as its well-defined cognition is concerned ; and 
as referring to distinct forma of the cognition (definite and indefinite), both 
eluiracters—of being apprehended and not-apprehended —are quito compatible. 
—In the case of yoiu theory, however, such apprehension and non-apprehension 
of Sound (at the time of perceiving Blue, etc.) cannot bo right; because you 
regard all cognitions as equally detenninate and well-defined ; so that Sound 
would bo definitely apprehended in its complete form by a single cognition ; 
and there would be no aspect of it which would remain not-apprehended. 
This has been thus asserted—“How can that aspect of it wliich is not 
definitely apprehended by well-defined cognitions—form tho object of these 
latter ? ”—If some cognition is admitted by you to bo undefined and non- 
conceptual, then you should not moke such an assertion as the following— 
“ There is no cognition in the world which is not associated with words ”,— 
In this case too, the reason adduced (by you) tliat “ Tilings aro associated 
with the form of Word-Sound ”—would not be true, and as a result of f lu's, 
there being no proof, any attempt U> prove tho fact of all tilings being 
of the essence of Sound would be entirely baseless. 
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Further, as regards the momentar'mess of tilings, it is actually established 
by means of proofs; and even though thus duly apprehended, it is spoken 
of as not definitely cognise/l. As regards the fact of Things being of the 
essence of Sound however,—by what proof is it established that it could be 
admitted in the same manner as momentariness is admitted ?—(135) 

The following Text proceeds to set forth another method of criticising 
the 4 Sound ’ theory :— 


TEXT (136). 

If thf. one 4 Sound-essence ’ be held to be different with each 
individual Thing, then all Things would occupy the 

SAME POINT IN SPACE AND WOULD BE COGNISED IN ONE AND 
THE SAME FORM.-(136) 

COMMENTARY. 

When (according to you) the * Sound -essence ’ undergoes modification, 
duos it become different with each object, or not ?—If the view is tliat it 
does not become different, then all tilings. Blue and the rest, should occupy 
the same point in space. That they should occupy the same point in spaco 
is said only by way of illustration. Time, modifications, functions and 
conditions also are meant to bo included. The Cognition,—appearance (in 
Consciousness)—also would be in one and the same form ; as all tilings, Blue 
and the rest, would be nou-different from the one essence of Sound. —(130) 


TEXT (137). 

IF (ON THE OTHER HAND) IT DIFFERS WITH EACH INDIVIDUAL (THING), 

then Brahman becomes many ,—as having a form which is 

DIVERSE AND OF THE NATURE OF SEVERAL THINGS,—JUST 
LIKE THE DIVERSITY OF INDIVIDUALS.-(137) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the 4 Sound-essence ’ is admitted to differ with each individual, 
then Brahman becomes many;—as having a form which is diverse and of the 
nature of several things ; i.e. one whose nature—character—is diverse and of 
the nature of several things;—and yet Brahman is held to be one. Thus 
yoiu* theory goes directly against your own tenet.—(137) 

The Author states another objection (to the Sound-theory) —in the 
following Text:— 
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TEXT (138). 

If Things consisted of eternal * Sound \ they also would be 

ETERNAL ; AND HENCE AS THINGS WOULD BE ACCOMPLLSHED 
SIMULTANEOUSLY WITH THE SOUND, NO ‘ MODIFICATION ’ 

WOULD BE COMPATIBLE.—(138) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Things consisted of eternal Sound,- —i.e. if they were of the same nature 
as eternal Sound,—i.e. if Sound constitutes the very essence of the World, 
—then Things also should be held to l>e eternal; and heuco as at all times 
the Things would be accomplished simultaneously with Sound, —on account of 
their being so accomplished,—it is not possible for them to be of the nature 
of * modifications ’.—‘ Tat' stands for ‘ tasmatHence. 

Or the ‘ simultaneity ’ meant may be that of all such tilings as the Blue 
and the like.—(138) 

Qt/estion —“ Even if tilings arc accomplished simultaneously, why should 
not t hey be modifications ? ” 

The Answer is supplied by the following Text:— 

TEXT (130). 

TnKRE COULD BE ‘ MODIFICATION ’ ONLY IF THERE WERE DISAPPEARANCE 
OF ONE FORM FOLLOWED BY THE APPEARANCE OF ANOTHER 
FORM,—AS IS FOUND TO BE THE CASE WITH CLAY- AND 
OTHER THINGS IT COULD NOT BE POSSIBLE HOWEVER 
IF ALL APPEARED WITHOUT SEQUENCE 
(simultaneously).—(130) 

COMMENTARY. 

In a thing in rogard to which there was no ‘ Sequence however, ‘ modi¬ 
fication ’ would not be possible ; the term ‘ tu ’, ‘ however ’, is to bo construed 
with ‘ akrami \—From thus it follows that it cannot be right to rogard Tilings 
as * consisting of Sound ’, through ‘ modification '.—(130) 

The following Text proceeds to show that the other alternative, cannot 
be maintained :— 

TEXT (140). 

If the World be regarded as ‘ consisting of Sound ’ in the form 
of ‘ Product ’ (not eternal),—even so, as Sound would 

BE UNMODIFL4BLE, THERE COULD BE NO SEQUENTIAL 
APPEARANCE.—(140) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even so, os Sound is eternal (ex hypothesi), and hence unmodifiable — 
it is not possible for the Products to appear sequentially; in fact, all tilings 
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should appear simu 11 nncously, as being the effects of equally perfect cause 
of unobstructed potency. In fact, the appearance of effects is delayed only 
when there is some imperfection in the Cause ; if the Cause is perfect, therefore, 
for what would the effect wait, aud hence not appear simultaneously ?—(140) 


TEXT (141). 

If, from Sound which is of one form always, diverse forms are 

PRODUCED, THEN HOW IS IT THAT THE WORLD IS SPOKEN OF AS 
* EVOLVED ’ IN THE FORM OF THE Object ?-(141) 


COMMENTARY. 

Further, if it is admitted tliat out of Sound, which is of one form only, 
various diverse forms are produced.—then it will not be true to say that 

* Brahman evolves into the form of the Object ’; because it is not right that 
when a different tiling is produced, one thing should evolvo out of another 
in that form, without actually entering into that form itself.—Thus the 
Proposition set up by the other Party cannot be maintained in any way 
at all.—(141) 

Another reason put forward (in support of the view that the World is 
produced out of Sound) is—" because all things are ix-rmented with Sound- 
forms *’ ; the following Text proceeds to show that this Reason is ‘unproven \ 

* Inadmissible’ :— 


TEXTS (142-143). 

In THE CASE OF SUCH DIVERSE THINOS AS THE JAR, THE PAIL AND THE 
LIKE, IT LS FOUND THAT ALL OF THEM ARE OF THE NATURF. OF Cloj, 
WHICH DIFFERENTIATES THEM FROM ALL THAT IS NOT-ClaY ; AND 
ON THE BASIS OF THIS IT LS ASSUMED THAT IN ALL THESE 
THERE SUBSISTS THE ONE ‘ CLAY-NATURE ’ ;—NO SUCH 
NATURE HOWEVER IS PERCEIVED IN THE CASE OF 
SUCH THDiC.S AS THE Blue, THE Yellow AND SO 
FORTH *. HENCE THE ASSUMPTION OF ANY 

such one nature as is preclusive of 
all t ha t is not-Sound would 

BE ABSOLUTELY BASELESS.— 

(142-143) 

COMMENTARY. 

Ax a matter of fact, there can be no one comprehensive notion of all 
tilings ; everything has its own spocific cliaractor, and thereby differentiated 
from homogeneous as well as heterogeneous things; whenever they are 
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regarded as permeated by a common character, it is only an assumption 
based upon the fact of that character serving to differentiate them from such 
other tilings as are heterogeneous; for instance, in the case of such things ns 
the Jar, the Cup and the Pail, etc.-even though these are really distinct from 
each other,—the common character of ‘Clay’ is assumed, on the basis of 
the exclusion of all that is not-Glay. Even this assumed 1 uniformness \ 
consisting of being permeated by die nature of Sound, is not possible in the 
case of the tilings in question,—such as, the Blue, the Yellow and the like ; 
because wo do not perceive the Sound-character in the Blue, the Yellow 
and such tilings; and when you do not perceive such a uniform character m 
them, how can it be assumed that, being permeated by Sound-character is 
due to the preclusion of what is not of the nature of Sound ? Thus the 
assumption is entirely baseless and hence the reason is ‘unproven’, 

• Inadmissible’.—(142-143) 

It lias been urged (under Text 136) that ‘‘all things would occupy 
the same point in space and would be cognised in one and the same form ’ ; 
—the following Text raises an objection from the point of view of the other 
party:— 


TEXT (144). 

If it be held that—“ Brahmas in its essence remains ever UN- 
differentiated ; IT IS ONLY UNDER DISTURBANCE DUE TO 
Ignorance that people regard It as diverse ”.—(144) 


COMMENTARY. 

The following view might bo urged by the OpponentThe one 
Principle of Brahman remains always undifferentiated— essentially unmodified ; 
in reality, there is no modification of It; what happens is that people having 
their minds and eyes clouded by the darkness of Ignorance, regard It as 
diverse, in such forms as the Blue and the like. This has been thus declared :— 
' Even though Akdsha (Space) is pure, yet obsossed by darkness, people 
come to rogard it as limited and made up of diversified parts; in the same 
manner, though Brahman is immortal and unmodifiablo, yot It appears to 
be sullied by Nescience and hence diversely modified —Under the circum¬ 
stances, there would be no such absurdity as all tilings occupying the same 
point in Space; because in reality all tilings are non-entities, therefore 
t here would bo diversity in their cognitions also,—the diversity being due to 
the oscillations of Nescience”.—(144) 

The above argument is answered by the following Texts:— 
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TEXTS (145-146). 


Even so, what is actually perceived in the form of Blue and the 
BEST BY PERSONS TRAMELLED BY NESCIENCE WHICH FORM SERVES AS 
THE BASIS OF REJECTING AND ACQUIRING CERTAIN THINGS, 

—APART FROM THAT FORM, WHAT LS THERE IN THE 

form of ‘ Brahman unperceived, which 

COULD BE COGNLSED AS ‘ EXISTING BY PER¬ 
SONS WHOSE MIND HAS RISEN ABOVE (THE 
SHACKLES OF NESCIENCE) ?—(145-146) 


The existence of the cognisable tiling can be established only by means 
of Proofs (Means of Cognition); there is however no proof for (means of 
cognising) the existence of Brahman as postulated. For instance. It cannot 
be proved by Perception, as Brahman does not appear in any form other 
than the Blue and the rest as the basis of such activity as rejecting and 
acquiring ;—and when It does not appear at all (in any pure form of Its 
own), how could It be cognised as existing, by persons whose minds have 
risen (above the slmckles of Nescience) and are centred on the path of 
Reason ?—(145-146) 


TEXTS (147-14S). 

The UN DIFFERENTIATED BRAHMAN CANNOT BE PROVED BY PERCEPTION, 
BECAUSE IT NEVER APPEARS IN THAT FORM;—AND AS NOTHING 
CAN BE PRODUCED FROM WHAT LS ETERNAL, THERE CAN BE NO 
PROBANS IN THE FORM OF AN EFFECT (WHICH COULD LEAD TO 

the Inference of Brahman) : and as the very existence 
of the Thing itself (Brahman) is still unproved, 
no character of its own could serve as the 
Probans leading to the Inference (of the said 
Brahman) ; and apart from these two, there 
can be no Probans which could prove the 
existence (of Brahman).— (147-148) 

COMMENTARY. 


The following might be urged (by the other party):—“The said 
Brahman is proved by Its own cognition, since it is of the nature of 
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Consciousness itsolf. For instance. Brahman Itself is Light, because It is 
of the essence of Sound, and because it is of the nature of Intelligence.” 

Tliis however is contrary to our own experience; for instance, even 
when one lias his mind wandering elsewhere, when looking with his eyes 
upon Colour, one has such iron-determinate perception of the Blue and 
such things as is 'freo from verbal expression ; tliis is going to be explained 
in detail later on. 

Tliis also sets aside what has been asserted as to “ there being no cogni¬ 
tion in the world which is not associated with words 

From all tliis it follows that the undifferentiated Brahman of the essence 
of Sound cannot be proved by Perception. 

Nor can It be proved by Inference. If there were an Inference (of 
Brahman) it could be based on a Probans in the form of an Effect (of that 
Brahman), or in that of the nature of Brahman Itself.—As for mere Non¬ 
apprehension, it can liavo only negation for its object, and con have no 
influence upon an affirmation (such as that of the Existence of Brahman). — 
Now, there can be no Probans in the form of an Effect, because no effect 
can proceed from what is eternal; because any fruitful action—either con- 
secutivo or concurrent—would bo repugnant to the very nature of the eternal 
Tiling.—Nor can there bo a Probans in the shape of the nature of Brahman 
Itself ; because the Thing itself, in the form of Brahman, is still not established ; 
and so long as the Thing itself has not been established, no natiu*o or 
character of it can be established independently by Itself. 

It might be inged that there may be some other Probans (apart from the 
two just mentioned).—In answer to'this, it is added— Apart from these, etc.; 
—i.e. apart from Nature and Effect, there is nothing that can prove your 
Probandum ; as no other Probans would be invariably concomitant with it; 
and what is not invariably concomitant cannot serve as a Probans ; for, if it 
did, it would lead to absurdities. 

It has been asserted that Things are associated with Sound-forms;— 
such association has not been proved, and is absolutely falso; and as such 
cannot prove the fact of Braliman being really of the essence of Sound. 

Nor can such a Braliman bo proved by Scripture ; as the character of 
4 Script tiro ’ itself is uncertain. 

‘ Non-api>rehension ’ also is a sort of Indication (Probans); but that 
is includod under what has been mentioned already as ‘ Nature'.—Nor 
can tliis ‘ Non-apprehension * servo to prove Existence ; and it is Existence 
that is desired to bo proved; tliis is what is meant by tho phrase— which 
could prove the existence of Brahman. —(147-148) 


Further, you must understand that Brahman is not capable of bringing 
about even mere Cognition ; and being so incapable. Its form turns out to 
bo that of mere non-entity. A further elucidation of this is supplied 
in the following Text:— 
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TEXT (149-150). 

All Consciousness must be consecut ive , as it must follow the order 

OF SEQUENCE OF THE OBJECTS COGNISED ; IF IT WERE NOT SO, 

ITS EFFECT IN THE FORM OF COGNITION WOULD COME ABOUT 
SIMULTANEOUSLY.—Hence EVEN IN THE EFFECT IN THE 

form of 1 Cognition there ls nothing, apart 

FROM THE REJECTING AND ACQUIRING, WHICH COULD 
BE WITHIN THE powers of Brahman ; so that It 
BECOMES REDUCED TO THE POSITION OF THE 
‘ Son OF THE Barren Woman ’.—(149-150) 

COMMENTARY. 

All this has been proved under the section dealing with *God’ (in 

Text S9). 

‘ Tatah param ’, 4 apart from tint ’;—i.e. other than the Blue and other 
tilings which form the basis of the acts of rejecting and acquiring.— Or the 
term 1 tatah * may be taken as the re-assertion of the Conclusion; the moaning 
being that 1 it is something apart from the Blue and other things which form 
the basis of the acts of Rejecting and Acquiring'. —Or the term ‘ tatah ' may 
be taken as the re-assertion of the Conclusion, in the form ‘ therefore it is 
true, real ’. 

The position of the 4 Son of the Barren Woman * for regarding the 
‘ Son of the Barren Woman» as a non-entity, there is no reason apart from the 
fact of liis being incapable of effective action.—(149-150) 

The following might be urged :— 44 The said essence of Supreme Brahman 
is perceived only by such Yog ins (Mystics ) as have their mind aided by 
Merit leading to Prosperity and Highest Good ”. 

This also is not possible;—this is what is shown by the following 
Text:— 

TEXT (151). 

For the same reason even Mystics with their ‘chain of pure 

CONSCIOUSNESS ' DO NOT KNOW THAT FORM OF Brahman ; AS 
THE NECESSARY CONNECTION COULD BE POSSIBLE ONLY 
AFTER AN ACTION OF THE COGNITION ITSELF.—(151) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Mystic had operated upon the cognition bom of mystic communion, 
then it might be admitted that Mystics perceive that form of Brahman. As 
it is, however, in the manner shown above, no such operation is possible ; 
hence this view cannot be right. 

The following might be urged:— 44 When Mystics perceive that form of 
Brahman, it is not through the appearance of cognition relating to it; as 
apart from tliat, ueither the Mystic nor the mystic cognition lias any 
existence ; what happens is that during the mystic state, Mystics perceive 
It as their own self, in the form of Light effulgent ”. 

9 
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The answer to this is as follows If it is so, then it has to bo explained 
what the Brahman’s form is prior to the mystic state. If It is always of 
the form of Light effulgont, then there can be no state which is nol-myslic ; 
as ex hypothesi, Brahman is ever of the nature of the effulgent light of Self ; 
so that the Liberation of all beings would bo accomplished without effort. 

It is possible that the following might be urged“ Just as for you, 
Buddhists, during the state of Dream and the liko, the Cognition, though one, 
appears in a variegated form,—so the Brahman also, even though one, 
appears diverse to persons whoso chain of cognitions is not pure, through 
Ignorance.” 

Tlxat cannot be right; because as a matter of fact, apart from Brahman, 
there are none whose 4 Chain ’ is not pure, to whom the said form could appear 
as stated. 

" Brahman appears, by Itself, in that form.” 

In that case, no Liberation would be possible; because Brahman is 
always of the nature of ono single Cognition. As for \is (Buddhists), 
Liberation is quite possible, as at that stago, there appears a distinct pure 
Cognition. 

Further, for you, apart from Brahman, there can bo no Ignoranco or 
Illusion under whose influence the Brahman would appoar in the said form. 
And on account of Illusion being non-separate from It, it would bo well-said 
that 4 under the influence of that Illusion, Brahman appears as Itself in that 
form ’ ! 

It might be said that—“ When it is said that 4 It becomes cognised 
under the influence of Ignorance ’, what is meant is that It is.'of the nature 
of Ignoranco (or Illusion).” 

If so, then the implication is all the clearer that there can bo no Libera¬ 
tion : when the Eternal One Brahman has the nature of Ignorance, there 
can be no cessation of that Ignorance, which forms the essence of Brahman, — 
by virtue of which cessation thero could bo Liberation. 

If then, Ignorance is admitted to bo something apart from Brahman, 
—oven so, it could not produce any effect upon Brahman, which is eternal 
and henco not susceptible to any addition to Its qualities. So that it cannot 
be right to assert that Its appearance (in Cognition) is due to the influence 
of Ignorance; and thus there being no connection between Ignorance and 
Brahman, thero can be no Birth and Rebirth. —Nor can it be right to assert 
that 44 It could be doscribed as being neither real nor unreal ” ; because all 
things must fall within one or the other of these two ; otherwise it would not be 
a Thing (Entity) at all. Nor will it be right to say that 44 it is because of its 
being a Non-entity that it is cognised in tliat form ”;—as such an explanation 
would lead to absurdities.—If, even in that state, it is called a 4 State ’ 
or 4 Condition ’, in the sense that its nature is capable of fruitful action,— 
we have nothing to say against that. 

As for us (Buddhists), Ignorance (or Illusion) is only the Disposition 
of wrongful Attachment (or Yearning); and this Disposition is called 
a 4 Faculty ’; and this Faculty is only of the Essence of Cognition 
in the form of a 4 Cause Hence what happens is that each preceding 
Cognition,—which is of the nature of Ignorance and serves as a Cause, — 
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is followed by a succeeding Cognition, which is of the nature of its Effect 
and lias within itself the traces of wrongful attachment; and under such 
circumstances, it is only right that there should appear a Cognition in the 
form under discussion, due to the influence of Ignorance.—This Ignorance 
is duly removed by Mystic Practices,—through the process of succeeding 
moments endowed with gradually increasing degrees of inefficiency (in the 
Ignorance),—and there appears a series of pure Cognitions and consequent 
Liberation; so that the process of ‘ Bondage and Liberation ’ becomes duly 
established on a reasonable basis. 

This is not possible under your theory; as Brahman, being Eternal 
and One, cannot have two ‘ states ’ (of Ignorance and Liberation),—and 
because the said Brahman is one, the Liberation of one man would mean 
the Liberation of all men; and the non-liberation (Bondage) of one would 
mean the Bondage of all. 

Nor is there any proof for the fact of Brahman being of the nature of 
4 the Light of Self ’, during the non-mystic state. The Cognition that proves 
anytliing is of the nature of * Light * and hence recognised as ‘ self-cognised \ 
The ‘ Sound-self ’ however is never found to be cognised in all cognitions,— 
as has been already mentioned before.—Thus then, if it is admitted that 
during the * non-mystic ’ state. Brahman is not of the nature of the ‘ Light 
of Self ’,—even so, it will have to be explained how the * Light of Self * which, 
thus, would not be previously existent, comes about subsequently during 
the ‘ mystic state ’, in the Brahman, without this latter having abandoned 
Its previous form and character. 

From all this it follows that your doctrine of ‘ Sound-Brahman ’ is ab¬ 
solutely wrong. Wo desist from further expatiation on this point.—(151) 

With the following Text, the Author applies the previously-detailed 
objections to this doctrine also :— 

TEXT (152). 

This doctrine of 4 Brahman ' also is similar to t he doctrine 
of the 4 Evolution from Primordial Matter ’; and the 
objections urged against this latter should be 

UNDERSTOOD TO BE APPLICABLE TO THE FORMER 

ALSO.-(152) 

COMMENTARY. 

The objection may be stated thus:— 1 The World cannot be the effect 
of Sound,—because it exists,—like the cognition of the Cause; hence what 
is meant to be the Cause cannot be the Cause,—because it cannot be so 
proved,—like the other Self’,—and so on.—(152) 


End of the Chapter on the Doctrine of • Sound-Brahman ’. 



CHAPTER VI. 


Doctrine of the ‘ Purusa'— Spirit—Personality—as ‘ Cause ’ 

of the World. 

With tho following Text, the Author introduces the doctrine of the 
‘ Vedavadin' (Follower of the Veda):— 


TEXTS (153-154). 

Others, however, postulate the ‘ Purusa ’ (Spirit), similar in 

CHARACTER TO ‘ GOD ’—AS THE CAUSE OF THE WORLD,—THEIR 
MIND BEING SWAYED BY AN ILL-CONCEIVED DOCTRINE. 

thus ‘Spirit’ has his powers such as do not 

CEASE EVEN IN REGARD TO THE DISSOLUTION OF 
ALL THINGS ; HE IS THE CAUSE OF ALL BORN 
THINGS, JUST AS THE SPIDER IS OF THE 

Cobwebs.—(154) 

COMMENTARY. 

These people state their doctrine as follows:— 1 “Tho Puma, Spirit, alone is 
the Cause of tho creation, sustenance and dissolution of the whole world ; his 
powers do not cease even in reyard to Dissolution. This lias boon thus declared 
—‘ As the Spider is the cause of the cobwebs, the Lunar Gem of water, and 
tho Banyan Tree of its offshoots,—so Is tho Spirit tho Cause of all born tilings ’; 
—and again * Tho Spirit alone is all this, tho past, and also the future 

Similar in character to God i.e. He has qualities equal to those of God; 
inasmuch as both aro the ‘efficient cause’ of the creation, sustenance 
and dissolution of the universe ; the only difference between these two 
( Spirit and God) is tliafc those who regard God as the Cause of the World 
postulate other things also like the Soul and such things, as the ‘ constituent ’ 
and other kinds of Causo (God being only the ‘efficient’ cause),—while 
those who regard ‘ Spirit ’ as the Cause of the world, posit tho Spirit alone 
as tho sole causo ( efficient as well as constituent) ; but tho character of being 
tho efficient cause of creation, sustenance and dissolution is common to 
both doctrines.— They have their mind swayed by an ill-conceived doctrine; 
i.e. their mind is under the influence of a doctrine which is wrongly 
conceived. 

The term ‘ Ornandbha ’ stands for the Spider. —(153-154) 

With the following Text, tho Author proceeds to set forth tho objections 
against this doctrine :— 
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TEXT (155). 

The refutation of this also is to be set forth, in the same 

MANNER AS THAT OF * GOD * : FOR WHAT PURPOSE DOES THIS 

‘ Spirit ’ perform such an act (as the creating , etc. 

OF THE WORLD) ?-(155) 


COMMENTARY. 

* Ishvaravat ’—is to be construed as ‘ iehvarasya iva \ ‘ as in the case 

of God 

Tliis refutation is to be stated thus :— 4 The Spirit cannot be the Cause 
of born tilings,—because He is Himself devoid of birth,—like the skv-lotus ; 
otherwise all things would come into existence simultaneously \—[This is 
exactly the same argument that has been put forward against 4 Godunder 
Text 87, above]. 

If the upholders of the Spirit put forward the same arguments that 
have been put forward by others in proof of 4 God \—then the same fallacies 
—of being 4 unproven ’ and the rest—tliat have been shown in the latter 
should be applied to the former Also. 

The Text mentions another line of objection also— For what purpose, 
etc. —The activity of all intelligent beings is found to be prompted by some 
purpose ; lienee it has to bo explained for what purpose the Spirit performs 
such an act as that of creating the world.—(155) 


TEXTS (156-157). 

Tf he does it because he is prompted by another Being, then he 

CAN NOT BE SELF-SUFFICIENT (INDEPENDENT).-If HE DOES IT 

THROUGH COMPASSION, THEN HE SHOULD MAKE THE WORLD 
ABSOLUTELY HAPPY. WHEN HE LS FOUND TO HAVE 
CREATED PEOPLE BESET WITH MISERY, POVERTY, 

SORROW AND OTHER TROUBLES,—WHERE CAN 
HIS COMPASSION BE PERCEIVED ?-(156-157) 


COMMENTARY. 

If the Spirit does all this, even though himself unwilling to do so, because 
ho is prompted by another Being in the shape of God and the like,—then 
the ‘self-sufficiency’ tliat lias been postulated for him disappears.—Tf it 
were through compassion tliat he did it. for the purpose of helping others, 
then he would not make it full of such dire miseries as those of Hell, 
etc.,—he would make it entirely happy.—(156-157) 


134 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER VI. 


TEXT (153). 

Further, inasmuch as, prior to creation, the objects of com¬ 
passion WOULD NOT BE THERE,—THERE COULD NOT BE EVEN 

that Compassion through the presence of which 
THE ORDAINER IS ASSUMED.—(158) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, prior to creation—there is no entity towards whom he would 
bo compassionate;—and through the presence of this ‘compassion , the 
Ordainsr —Creator—is assumed.—(158) 

TEXT (159). 

Nor should he ever bring about the Dlssolution of those Beings 
who would be always prosperous. If in so doing, he 
be regarded as dependent upon the ‘ Unseen Force ’ 

(of Destiny), then his ‘ self-sufficiency ’ 
ceases.—(159) 

COMMENTARY. 

If he created people through compassion, and they were always happy, 
—then why should ho bring about their dissolution ? The sense is that if he 
has to bring about Dissolution, he should bring about the Dissolution of 
only such Beings as aro miserable and imbecile.—It might bo urged that— 
“ He makes peoplo happy or unliappy in accordance with their Destinxj, 
in the shape of Merit and Demerit ”.—That cannot be right; as in that 
case his ‘ self-sufficiency ’—which has boon postulated,— would cense. One 
who is himself endowed with power does not depend upon anything else; 
if ono is wanting in power, then the creation of the world itself might bo 
attributed to That on which he is dependent; and in that case He would 
cease to bo the ‘ Causo \—(159) 

TEXT (160). 

Then again, why should he make himself dependent upon that 
Destiny, which ls conducive to suffering and pain ? In- 
fact, FULL OF MEROY AS HE IS, THE RIGHT COURSE FOR HIM 
WOULD BE TO IGNORE THAT DESTINY.—(160) 

COMMENTARY. 

It may be granted that ho is dependent upon the ‘ Unseen Force ’ (of 
Destiny). Even so, it is not right for the merciful Being to make Iiimself 
dependent upon such Destiny—in the form of Merit and Demerit,—as leads 
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to pain and suffering; on the contrary, ho should totally disregard such 
Destiny, if he is influenced (in his activity) by Mercy and Compassion . 
merciful persons do not seek for such causes as bring about suffering ; because 
the sole motive behind their actions consists in the desire to remove the 
sufferings of others.—( 160 ) 

TEXT (161). 

If the functioning of the Spirit be said to be for purposes of 
‘Amusement’, then he would not be his own master 

REGARDING T HA T AMUSEMENT, AS HE WOULD BE DEPEN¬ 
DENT UPON THE VARIOUS IMPLEMENTS OF THAT AMUSE¬ 
MENT,—JUST LIKE A CHILD.—(161) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it be held that “ He creates the world, not t hrough Compassion,—but 
for purposes of 4 Amusement * ”,—that also cannot be right. As, in tliat 
case, in the matter of bringing about this * Amusementhe would not be 
4 self-sufficient —being dependent upon such diverse implements of Amuse¬ 
ment as creation, sustenance and dissolution (of the world).—( 161 ) 


TEXTS (162-163). 

If HE HAD THE POWER TO CREATE THEM, HE WOULD HAVE CREATED, AT 
ONE AND THE SAME TIME, ALL THE IMPLEMENTS CONDUCIVE TO THE 

PLEASURE TO BE ACCOMPLISHED BY THE ‘ AMUSEMENT ’.—IF HE 
DID NOT HA VE THAT POWER IN THE BEGINNING, THEN HE 
COULD NOT HAVE IT FOR CREATING THEM CONSECUTIVE¬ 
LY either. Because for an indivisible thing, 

IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO HAVE POWER AND 
ALSO TO BE WITHOUT POWER.—(162-163) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, those various implements of Amusement that are there,—if 
he has the power to create them, then he should create them all at the same 
time; if he does not have that power in the beginning, then he could not 
create them subsequently, one by one either; as the 4 powerless condition ’ 
would be there still; it is not possible for one and the same tiling to have 
the power and not to have the power—to do a certain act—at one and the 
same time,—the two, power and absence of power, being mutually exclusive. 

The arguments that have been urged before against the doctrine of 
God,—e.g. why does He undertake such an operation as creation and so 
forth,—are applicable to this doctrine also. 

This also disposes of the following arguments set forth by Prashasta - 
mati:— 44 God undertakes activity for the purpose of helping others. Just 
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as a certain sage, who lias had all his own purposes accomplished and lienco 
for whom there is nothing to be done for either acquiring what is desirable 
or avoiding what is not desirable, undertakes the work of teaching for the 
benefit of others,—similarly CJod also, having made known the majesty of 
His own power, proceods to act for the purpose of helping living beings. 
—Or, just as, on account of the natural potency of Time, the Spring and other 
seasons como about by turns, upon which animate and inanimate products 
come about by thoir own inherent nature,—similarly in the caso of God also, 
the faculties of creating, maintaining and dissolving beeomo manifested by 
turns, and through these, He becomes the Cause of the creation, sustenance 
and dissolution of all living beings.” 

Tins argument becomes set aside by what has been said above. For 
instance, the assertion that “ Spirit acts for the purpose of helping others ” 
is to bo mot by this reasoning:—Tf it were kindness towards others, then 
Ho should have created the world absolutely happy, etc. etc. 

As regards the statement that “ it is due to tho nature of his powers ” ; 
—tho objection against tliis is as follows:—If he had his powers fully 
manifested, he would bring about croation, sustenance and dissolution 
of tho world simultaneously; if he luis not liis powers manifested, then tho 
creation and the rest could not bo brought about even consecutively ; if then, 
tho Being with manifested power were someone else, then how could there 
be a single Being in the sliape of Spirit ? 

Tho assertion regarding Time being tho cause operating towards tho 
consecutive appearance of Spring and other seasons is also open to the same 
objection. Time, in fact, is nothing more than Things of the world themselves 
as beset with such diversities as thoso of heat and cold ; as we are going to 
explain later on.—(162-163) 

Tho Author now proceeds to examine Uddyotnkara's view that tho 
functioning of God is due to His own nature:— 

TEXTS (164-165). 

If it be held that “ the functioning at the beginning of Creation 

IS DUE TO HIS NATURE,—JUST LIKE THE FUNCTIONING OF FlRE AND 

such things towards burning AND such effects, which is due 

TO THEIR VERY NATURE ” ;—THEN, UNDER TnE CIRCUM¬ 
STANCES, ALL THINGS SHOULD COME INTO EXISTENCE 
SIMULTANEOUSLY ; BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF 

the Cause fully competent to produce 
them.—(164-165) 

COMMENTARY. 

Uddyotakara argues asliollows:—“The action of God cannot bo for purposes 
of amusement; on tho other hand, just as in the case of Earth and other 
Rudimentary Elements, their very nature is such that they operato towards 
the bringing about of thoir products, so also in the caso of God ”.—[This is a 
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clear reference to what is said in the Nydyavdrtika, pages 466-467 ; though 
tho words are slightly different]. 

This is not right; as the appearance of all things being entirely 
dependent upon tlie action of that Being,—when the Cause in its fully efficient 
and perfect form would be present, all things would be produced simul¬ 
taneously. It will not be right to introduce the qualification of “intelli¬ 
gence ” (in the Cause),—as wo have already explained (under the section on 
God). —(164-165) 

Question —“ If this is so, then how is it that tho effects of Fire and 
other things do not come about simultaneously ! ” 

The answer is provided in the following Text:— 


TEXTS (1G6-167). 

In the case of such things as Fire and the like, their powers 

ARE DEPENDENT UPON THE EFFICIENCY OF THEIR OWN CAUSES, 
AND HENCE RESTRICTED IN THEIR OPERATIONS, AND CON¬ 
SEQUENTLY NOT EFFECTIVE AT ALL TIMES. If IT WERE 
NOT SO, ALL EFFECTS WOULD COME INTO EXISTENCE 
SIMULTANEOUSLY',—IF IN THEIR CASE ALSO THERE 
WERE NO SUCH RESTRICTION.—(166-167) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tesam '—of Fire and such things.—The particle ‘ api ‘ also \ implies 
that what is xirgcd is applicable not to the case of ‘ God ’ only .—* If there 
iccre no such restriction \—that is, the restriction due to tiie efficiency of their 
own causes.—(166-167) 

Tho following might be urged:—“ The Spider acts through its own nature, 
—why then does it not produce its effects, in the shape of cobwebs and tho 
like, simultaneously ? ’’ 

The answer to this is given in the following Text:— 


TEXT (168). 

In the case of the Spider also, the causal capacity to produce 

THE COBWEBS IS NOT ADMITTED (BY US) TO BE DUE TO ITS 
VERY NATURE ; WHAT PRODUCES THEM IS THE SALIVA 
EMITTED BY THE SPIDER’S EAGER DESIRE TO 
DEVOUR INSECTS.—(168) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Spider also does not act by its very nature; what happens is that it 
acts from its eager desire to devour insects ,—which appears only occasionally, 
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tlu-ough special causes.—The Spider thus is not always of one and the same 
character; its efficiency also is only occasional and duo to the force of its 
own causes.—(168) 

The following might be urged:—“Tlio Spirit may not act through 
Compassion, or tlirough Amusement; but somehow it acts unintentionally 
(automatically) ”. 

The answer to this is given in the following Text :— 

TEXT (169). 

IF THE FUNCTIONING (OF THE SPIRIT) BE ‘ SOMEHOW ’ (UNINTENTIONAL),— 
THEN WHAT SORT OF ‘ INTELLIGENCE * IS HIS ?—SINCE EVEN 
THE FISHERMAN DOES NOT ACT WITHOUT THINKING 
OVER THE EFFECT OF HIS ACTION.—(169) 

COMMENTARY. 

How could such a Person be listenod to by intelligent men,—being 
more ignorant and stupid than even such common people as the fisherman 
and the like.— 1 Buddhimatta' stands for intelligence.—' Shanaka ’ is the 
fisherman .—(169) 

This objection against the ‘ Spirit ’ should be taken as rejecting all those 
‘ creators ’— Shauri and the rest,—who liavo boon postulated by other 
people.—This is what is shown in the following Text:— 

TEXT (170). 

‘ Shauri ’ ( Visnu ), ‘the Self-born ’ (Brahma), and others who have 

BEEN ASSUMED TO BE THE CREATORS (OF THE WORLD)—ALL 
BECOME ACTUALLY REJECTED BY THE ABOVE 
REASONINGS.—(170) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Shauri ’ is Visnu ; ‘ Self-born ’ is Brahma ;—‘and others’ is meant 
to include ‘ Intelligent Timo which also is postulated by some people. 

[There is a lacuna in the Text here.] 


End of the Chapter on ‘ Spirit ’ as the Creator. 



CHAPTER VII. 


Doctrine of the 'Self' (Soul). 

SECTION (A). 

According to the Nyaya-Vaishesika School. 

TEXTS (171-176). 

Others again postulate the ‘ Self * (Soul) as the substratum of 
Desire and the rest,—which, by itself, is not of the nature of 
Consciousness, but is eternal and all-pervasive ;—it is the doer 
of good and bad acts and the enjoyer of the fruit of these ; 
IT IS ‘ CONSCIOUS ’, not by itself, but through the presence of 
Consciousness the presence of Cognition, Effort, etc. as also 

THE CHARACTER OF BEING THE * DOER ’ IS ATTRIBUTED TO IT. ITS 

being the ‘ Enjoyer ’ (Experiencer) consists in the subsistence 
in it of the feelings of pleasure, pain and the like ;—contact 
WITH PHYSICAL BODY AND WITH SPECIAL UNPRECEDENTED COGNITIONS 
AND FEELINGS IS CALLED ITS ‘ BIRTH ’ ; AND DISSOCIATION FROM THESE 
SAME AS TAKEN UP BEFORE IS CALLED ITS ‘ DEATH ’ ; ITS ‘ REBIRTH * 
CONSISTS IN BECOMING EQUIPPED WITH A BODY AND MIND, UNDER THE 
INFLUENCE OF MERIT AND DEMERIT. It IS ASSUMED TO BE ‘ HURT ’ BY 
THE HURTING OF ITS BODY, EYES AND THE BEST ; SO THAT THOUGH IT IS 
ETERNAL, THE SAID PROCESS (OF BIRTH AND REBIRTH) HAS BEEN HELD 
TO BE UNOBJECTIONABLE.—(171-176). 

[There is a large lacuna here in Shdntarabjiia's Text tiself; as is dear 
from the following portions of Kamalashila's Commentary, of which 
latter also, the earlier portions are wanting.] 

COMMENTARY. 

[The existence of the Soul as the cogniser has been asserted in the 
following words :—“ All particular cognitions of such cognisables as Substance, 
Quality and Action, which are comprised under ‘ Being \ etc.,—and also 
of Generality, Specific Individuality and Inherence, which are not comprised 
undor ‘ Being, etc.’—all which cognitions are perceptional or inferential 
or analogical or verbal or occult (astrological, etc.) or intuitional (e.g. 
‘ my brother will come to-morrow ’) or doubtful or wrong or dreamy or 
dream-cognition,—are apprehended by a cogniser distinct from my body, 
etc.,— (a) because their origination is dependent upon their own causes,— 
(b) because they are ‘ general ’ and 4 particular —(e) because they are of 
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the nature of Consciousness,— (d) because they are very quickly destructible,— 
(c) because they leave impressions,—(/) because they arc cognitions,—just 
like the cognition of other personsthe Jar and other tilings serving as 
the Corroborative Instance per dissimilarity." 

The import of this comprehensive argument the Author sets forth 
(from tho Nyaya-standpoint) in the following Text:— 


TEXT (177). 

“ My Cognitions are apprehended by a Cooniser distinct from my 

BODY, ETC.—BECAUSE THEY ARE COGNITIONS,—LIKE COGNITIONS 
OTHER THAN MINE.—(177) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the phrase 4 body, etc.', the * etc.’ includes the Intellect, Sense-organs 
and Feelings.— 4 Because they are cognitions this also is only illustrative; 
the other reasons also are meant,—such as 4 having their origin dependent 
upon their own causes * and the rest (mentioned in the aforesaid compre¬ 
hensive statement).—(177) 

SharlkarascGmin (an old Nyfiya-writer) proves the existence of tho 
Soul in another manner “ Desire and the rest must subsist in something— 
because, while being entities, they aro effects,—like Colour, etc.”.—'This 
argument is set forth in the following Text:— 


TEXTS (178-179). 

“ All such things as Desire and the rest must subsist in some¬ 
thing ; BECAUSE WHILE BEING ENTITIES, THEY ARE EFFECTS,— 

like Colour.—This something ls the Spirit (Soul). 

The presence of the qualifying phrase ‘ while 

BEING ENTITIES ’ SAVES THE ARGUMENT FROM BEING 
4 UNTRUE ’ (FALLIBLE), IN REGARD TO DESTRUC¬ 
TION ; BECAUSE THOUGH DESTRUCTION IS AN 
EFFECT (HAS A CAUSE), YET IT IS NOT AN 
‘ ENTITY ’.”-(178-179) 

COMMENTARY. 

The words ‘ the presence of the qualifying pliraso, etc.’ serves to show 
the use of the phrase 4 while being an entity (178-179) 

Uddyotakara, oil the other hand, seeks to prove the existence of tho 
Soul in the following manner:—(The words here are almost an exact 
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reproduction of the words of the Nydyacurtika on 1.1. 10, page 70, also on 3. 1. 
1, page 340, Bib. Ind. Edn.]— 4 * Devadatta’s cognitions of Colour, Taste, 
Smell and Touch must be due to one and to several causes,—because they 
are recalled os * mine ’,—just like the simultaneous cognitions of several 
men who havo come to an understanding among themselves, relating to 
the glances of the dancing girl.”—The meaning of this is as follows:— 
“ When several men have come to an understanding to the effect that 1 when 
the dancing girl casts her glances, we should throw clothes to her ’, there 
are several cognitions, by several cogniscrs, of the single objoct in the shape 
of the 4 glances ’,—and yet as the object cognised (the glances) is one only, 
each man recalls the cognition as * I have seen 4 1 have seen ’ ;—in the 
same manner, in the case in question also, the cognitions of several things 
would be recalled, on account of their cause (cogniser) being one only ; and 
that one Cause is the Soul. —The 4 recalling ’ of the cognitions also consists in 
their being grouped together in such expressions as ‘ It lias been seen by 
mo,—heard by me * and so forth, as due to their belonging to a single 
Cogniser. In the case of 4 the glances of the dancing girl ’ however, what 
is meant to be stressed is only the fact of the .cognised object (not the Cogniser) 
being one. In all cases however the fact of the 4 rocalling ’ remains, whereby 
several cognitions become associated with a single entity.” 

This argument of Uddyotakara's is set forth in the following Text:— 


TEXTS (1S0-1S1). 

44 All cognitions of Colour, etc. should be regarded as having 

ONE AND ALSO SEVERAL CAUSES,—BECAUSE THEY ARE RECALLED 
BY THE NOTION OF ‘ BEING COGNISED by me ’ ;—JUST 
LIKE THE COGNITIONS OF SEVERAL MEN REGARDING 
THE GLANCES OF THE DANCING GIRL. IF IT 
WERE OTHERWISE, THERE COULD BE NO ‘ RE¬ 
CALLING AS THERE WOULD BE NO BASIS 
FOR IT.”—(1S0-1S1) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood-—(180-181) 

The following is another argument put forward by the same writer 
( Uddyotakara ):—[This argument is found sot forth, in different words, in the 
Nydyavdrtika, under 3. 1. 19, page 368, Bib. Ind. Edition; see also page 340]— 
“The term ‘Soul’ must be expressive of something different from the 
aggregate of Body, Sense-organs, Mind, Intellect and Feelings,—because it 
is a single term, while being distinct from the well-known synonyms of these 
lattor,—like such terms as 4 Jar * and the like.” 

This argument is set forth in the following Text:— 
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TEXTS (182-183). 

“ The term ‘ atman ’ (Soul) must be expressive of something distinct 

FROM THE AGGREGATE OF INTELLECT, SENSE-ORGANS AND THE REST, 

—BECAUSE IT IS HELD TO BE A SINGLE TERM, WniLE BEING 
DIFFERENT FROM THE WELL-KNOWN SYNONYMS OF THOSE 
TERMS WHATEVER IS DEFINITELY KNOWN AS FUL¬ 
FILLING THESE CONDITIONS IS ALWAYS QUALIFIED 
BY THE SAID PROPERTY ; AS IS FOUND IN THE 

CASE OF THE TERM ‘ CLOTH (182-183) 
COMMENTARY. 

Being different from the well-known synonyms ; —i.e. such terms ns ‘ dhi ' 
(which is a sonynym of ‘ bnddhi ’) and tho rest, which are well-known 
synonyms of the term ‘ Buddhi ’; tho torm ‘ Soul ’ is distinct from all 
those syonyms.— Whatever is definitely known, etc. —i.e. which is different 
from well-known synonyms and is yet a single word,— is always qualified 
by the said properly, —i.e. is always cliaracteriscd by tho quality of being 
expressivo of something distinct from Intellect and the rest.—(182-1 S3) 

The same writer 1ms also adduced a negative Reasoning in proof of tho 
Soul —“This living body is not Soul-less, because if it were so, it would 
have to bo regarded ns devoid of the functions of Breatliing, etc.,—like the 
Jar and such things”. 


TEXT (184). 

“ This living body would be devoid of breathing and other 

FUNCTIONS,—BECAUSE IT WOULD BE SOUL-LESS,—LIKE THE JAR. 

Hence it cannot be Soul-less.”—(184) 
COMMENTARY. 

It cannot be Soul-less, —i.e. the Living Body cannot be without a Soul. 

Or the meaning of the Text may be that ‘the Soul cannot be non¬ 
existent’,—dovoid of existence ; that is, its existence is established.—(184) 

As regards the question as to how the elernalily and omnipresence of 
the Soul are to bo proved,— Aviddhakarna has propounded the following 
argument:—“ The cognitions that I have had since my birth must have had 
tho same cogniser who had tho first cognition immediately after my coming 
out of my mother’s womb,—because they ore my cognitions,—like my first 
cognition.—The samo reasoning may be stated in regard to Pain and other 
oxperionces also.—This is the inferential reasoning that proves the eternalily 
of the Soul.” 

This argument is set forth in tho following Text:— 
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TEXT (185). 

“ All subsequent cognitions are apprehended by that same 

COGNISER WHO APPREHENDED THE FIRST COGNITION IMME¬ 
DIATELY ON BERTH,—BECAUSE THEY ARE MY COGNI¬ 
TIONS,—LIKE THAT FIRST FORERUNNER OF 
THOSE COGNITIONS.”—(185) 

COMMENTARY. 

Like the first forerunner, etc .—i-e. the first forerunner of all subsequent 
cognitions.—(185) 

In proof of the omnipresence of the Soul, the same writer sets forth 
the following argument:—“ The Earth, Water, Air and Mind which are 
things tinder dispute, are at a distance from my Soul, and yet thoy are in 
contact with that Soul,— [a) because they have material form,—(6) because 
they have velocity,—(c) because they have priority and posteriority,— (d) 
because they are associated with, and dissociated from, each other,—just 
like my own body 

This argument is set forth in the following Text:— 


TEXT (186). 

** Earth and the rest, even though existing at a place remote 

FROM ME, ARE YET CONNECTED WITH MY SOUL,—BECAUSE THEY 
HAVE A MATERIAL FORM, ETC.,—JUST LIKE MY OWN 

BODY.”— (186) 

COMMENTARY. 

The next Text sums up the arguments of the protagonists of the Soul:— 


TEXT (187). 

“ Thus the existence, etebnality and omnipresence of the Soul 

BEING DEFINITELY PROVED,—IT BECOMES ESTABLISHED THAT 
NOTHING IS SOCL-LESS.”—(187) 


COMMENTARY. 

The following Text proceeds to answer the above arguments (of the up¬ 
holders of the Soul):— 
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TEXT (188). 

As REGARDS THE FIRST ARGUMENT THAT HAS BEEN PUT FORWARD, IT IS 
OPEN TO THE CHARGE OF ‘ PROVING WHAT IS ALREADY ADMITTED ’ 

(Futile) ; as the apprehensibility of your cognition 
by the Omniscient Person and others is already 
ADMITTED (BY US).—(188) 

COMMENTARY. 

The first argument, —i.e. the one set forth in Text 177—“ My cognitions 
are apprehended by a Cogniscr, etc.”.—This is futile ; inasmuch as we already 
admit the fact that your cognitions are apprehended by a Cogniser other than 
your body, etc.,—in the person of the Omniscient Being, as also by the 
Shr&mkas and Pratyekabudd/ias and other thought-readers.—(188) 

As regards the instance per similarity cited in the samo argument— 
“ like the cognitions of other persons ”,—it is one that is ‘ devoid of tho 
Probandum ’ (i.e. the character meant to bo proved is not present in it).— 
This is shown in the following Text:— 

• TEXT (189). 

Whenever Consciousness appears, it appears in its own form, 

INDEPENDENTLY OF ANY OTHER ‘ ILLUMINATOR ’ J SO ALSO THE 
‘ COGNITION OF OTHER PERSONS ’ ;—HENCE YOUR INSTANCE 
IS DEVOID OF THE PROBANDUM.—(189) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as the ‘ cognition of other persons * also appears in its own 
form, independently of any other 4 illuminator ’,—this instance that, you 
have cited is devoid of the Probandum, —i.e. devoid of the character tliat 
is sought to be proved,—viz. that of ‘ being apprehonded by a Cogniser 
distinct from tho Body and the rest ’.—(189) 

It might bo argued that—“ it is not mere Cognition of another person 
that is meant to be the Corroborative Instance, but that particular cognition 
which appears in the form of the tiling concerned ”. 

Tho answer to tliis is supplied in the following Text:— 

TEXT (190). 

Even if the instance meant be that cognition which is cognised 
AS TINGED BY THE FORM OF THE THING CONCERNED,—IT WOULD 
BE DOUBTFUL IN REGARD TO ANOTHER COGNITION.—(190) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even so, with reference to that cognition which does appear in its own 
form, without any ‘ cognition of another person —there would be doubts 
regarding the Probans cited, which, therefore, would remain 4 inconclusive \ 
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It might be urged that “ the said Cognition also must be apprehended by 
a Cogniser different from itself,—(a) because it is prone to appearance and 
disappearance,—(6) because it is cognisable,—(c) because it is capable of 
being remembered as a means of cognition,—like the objects (of cogni¬ 
tion) 

But here also: (1) as there would be nothing to preclude the contrary 
of the Probandum, the negative concomitance would remain doubtful; 
(2) as it would involve cognition after cognition, there would be an 
infinite regress;—(3) there would be no * object ’ whose appearance had 
not become manifested; hence, for the establishing of one ‘object’, it would 
be necessary to carry on a series of Cognitions, which would take up the 
entire life of a man. 

If for fear of the ‘infinito regress', some one cognition were accepted 
as appearing by itself ,—then that one case would render doubtful and 
inconclusive the whole set of Reasons cited,—in the form 1 being liable 
to appoaranee and disappearance ’ and the rest. Further, in that case, 
why should there be any aversion to the acceptance of the ‘ self-cognisability ’ 
of other cognitions also,—on the basis of tliat said one cognition ?—If (in order 
to avoid this difficulty) it be held that the said one cognition is one whose 
form is not cognised at alleven so, tliat cognition not being 4 un-proven ’, 
the entire sot of cognitions preceding it would be 4 not proven ’,—having 
their appearance not manifested; and as a consequence of this, the object (of 
cognition) also would be 4 not proven *.—Further, as regards the opinion of 
the Idealists,—under which all Cognitions are self-manifested, on account of 
their being no 4 Cogniser ’ of Cognisable tilings, and are not manifested by 
any other Cognition,—the defect in the Opponent’s reasoning, of 4 being 
devoid of the Probandum ’ would remain absolutely unshaken. 

In the same manner it may be pointed out that the other reasons— 
4 having its birth dependent upon Causes ’ and the rest,—aro open to the 
objection of being 4 Futile ’ and so forth. 

[In the opening lines of the Commentary on 171-176, above, it lias been 
asserted by the Naiyayika that ** all particular cognitions of such cognisables 
as are the objects of Being, etc. etc. ”];—herein the qualification that has 
been added to the subject of the Reasoning, is, as before, absolutely useless ; 
as in the matter of proving the Probandum in question, they do not render 
any help at all. Because what is there that does not become included under 
the subject thus qualified ?—since all ray perceptional and other cognitions 
are declared to be apprehended by a cogniser other than the Body, sense-organs 
and the rest. Even if a distinction were made on the basis of some cognitions 
being 4 perceptional ’ and some 4 inferential ’ and so on,—any distinction in 
regard to the Subject itself would be useless; as all cognitions would have 
become included under the term 4 my cognitions ’.—Nor even for the opposite 
party is any such qualified Subject known; hence the Reasons put forward 
are devoid of a substratum.—If it is the case that by setting up a useless 
qualification, another reason is put forward for the proving of the said sub¬ 
stratum,—then the reasoner becomes subject to the ‘Clincher’ of 4 Artit&n- 
tarn ’, 4 Irrelevancy ’—by reason of setting up something entirely unconnected 
with the thing under consideration.—(190) 

10 
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TEXTS (191-192). 

If (by the argument set forth under Text 178), rr is sought to be 

PROVED THAT DESIRE AND THE REST MUST SUBSIST SOnewhtre, 

—AND THAT THE ‘ CAUSE ’ ONLY CAN BE SUCH A SUBSTRATUM, 
—YOU SEEK TO PROVE WHAT IS ALREADY ACCEPTED BY US. 

IF HOWEVER IT IS THE RECEPTACLE (OR CONTAINER) 

THAT IS MEANT BY YOU TO BE THE ‘ SUBSTRATUM ’ (OF 

Desire, etc.),—then also the assuming of a 

‘ RECEPTACLE ’ FOR WHAT IS IMMOBILE IS 
ABSOLUTELY USELESS.—(191-192) 

COMMENTARY. 

It lias been argued (under Text 178, above) that “ Desire, etc. must 
subsist somewhere ” ; if, by this, all that is meant to bo proved is tiiat only 
the Cause is the substratum of Desiro, etc., then the effort is futile ; because 
we also do not regard Desire, etc. to be without cause ; as is clear from our 
declaration that ‘ the mind and the mental phenomena are brought about by 
four etc. ’. 

‘ Parikalpyall' —asserted, meant. 

If the * substratum ’ you seek to prove is in the form of a ‘ container ’ 
(Receptacle),—then what is asserted being annulled by Inference, there 
can be no invariable concomitance between that and the Probans put for; 
ward.—This is what is shown by the words—* If however it is the Receptacle, 
etc.,’—i.e. the receptacle of the Desiro, etc. It might be possible to postulate 
such a * Receptacle ’ for things with material forms, which are capable of 
moving about,—for whom the ‘ Receptacle ’ would save them from falling 
down ; those things however which, like Pleasure and the rest, are immobile 
(and immaterial) can never fall down, and under the circumstances, what 
would any such llung as the 1 Soul ’ do for them, whereby it would be their 
‘receptacle’ ? (191-192) 

Objection —“ When the Jujube-fruit and other things are placed in 
such receptacles as the jar and the lilco,—oven though these latter do not do 
anything for the fruits, vet they servo as their ‘ receptacle ’ (container); 
in the same manner the Soul would be the ' receptacle ’ of Pleasure, etc." 

The answer to this is provided in the following Text:— 

TEXT (193). 

The Pit and other things can be the ‘ receptacle ’ of the Jujube 

FRUIT AND OTHER THINGS, BECAUSE THEY SERVE TO OBSTRUCT 
THEIR MOVEMENT, OR BECAUSE THEY BRING ABOUT 
SPECIFIC CHANGES.—(193) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Because they serve to obstruct their movement —this is in accordance 
with the view tiiat tilings are not momentary;—‘ becaxisc they briny about 
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specific changes, —this is in accordance with the view that things are momen¬ 
tary ; as the ‘ changes ’ meant here are those that are brought about on the 
same spot where the constituent cause existed.—Both these kinds of ‘ recep¬ 
tacle ’ are impossible in the case of Desire and the rest; hence there can 
be no ‘ receptacle * for these.—(193) 

Under the argument urged above (in Text 178) the phrase ‘while being 
entities ’ has been introduced as a qualification;—this qualification is 
alwolutely useless; as there is nothing that it can serve to exclude. Tins 
is what is pointed out in the following Text:— 


TEXT (194). 

It is not reasonable to regard ‘ Destruction which is formless, 
as a ‘ Product ’; hence the qualification mentioned 

IN THE REASONING OF THE OTHER PARTY IS 

ENTIRELY USELESS.—(194) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Destruction could be of the nature of a 4 Product ’, then the qualifica¬ 
tion 4 being an entity ’ would serve the purpose of excluding that; os a 
matter of fact however, as it is a non-entity, causes cannot do anything to it ; 
how then could it have a Cause ! This reasoning may be formulated as 
follows:—That which is a non-entity cannot bo the product of anything,— 
e.g. the ‘ Hare's Horns ’,—Destruction is a non-entity ;—hence to speak of 
it as having a cause would be contrary to the said universal proposition.— 
If it were a ‘ product it would be an 4 entity like Pleasure, etc.—Tliis 
would be an argiunent against the reasoning of the other party. 

Further, what has been asserted also runs counter to your own doctrine. 
For instance, tliu name and the idea of 4 Product ’ is due—(a) to its acquiring 
its character, or (6) to its subsistence (manifestation) in its Material Cause, or (c) 
to the subsistence therein of ‘ Being ’ (existence) ;—Destruction is not possessed 
of the character of Substance, etc., hence it cannot subsist in its Material 
Cause ; nor, for the same reason, can 4 Being * (Existence) subsist in it 
(Destruction), for the simple reason that it has no form (wherein the 
Existence could subsist). If it were otherwise, then, like Substance, etc., 
it would also bo * contained 1 in a receptacle, and be an 4 Entity ’ also ; 
and as such, it could not be excluded by the qualification in question ; hence 
tliis qualification— 4 being entities’—is absolutely useless.—(194) 

As against the argument put forward by the Opponent under Text ISO 
above, to the effect that 4 the cognitions of Colour, etc. have one and several 
causes, etc. etc.’,—the Author urges as follows :— 
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TEXTS (195-196). 

The ‘ RECALLING ’ OF SUCH NOTIONS AS ‘ BY ME (SEEN, HEARD) ETC. 

MUST BE DUE TO PERTURBATIONS OF IGNORANCE ; AS SUCH NOTIONS 
OF THE ONE-NESS OF THE AGENT (PeRCEIVER) ARE FOUND 
TO APPEAR ALSO IN CONNECTION WITH ALL MOMENTARY 

things. From this false assumption, it cannot be 

RIGHT TO DEDUCE ANY CONCLUSION REGARDING THE 
TRUE STATE OF THINGS ; SPECIALLY AS EVEN THINGS 
THAT ARE DIVERSE BY REASON OF THE DIVERSITY 
OF THEIR POWERS BECOME THE BASIS OF AN 
EFFECT CONCEIVED OF AS One.—(195-196) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Seen by me and heard by me, etc . etc ’,—tho ‘ recalling \ in the 
‘ associating' of several such cognitions, has been put forward as the 
reason for their having a single Causo (in the shape of the ‘Soul’).—But 
this reason is ‘ inconclusive *;—as even in regard to momentary tilings, such 
' recalling ’ is possible through the false assumption of their being due to a 
single Cogniser. Henco it cannot l>e right to deduce any conclusion regarding 
the true nature of tilings from tho fact of such ‘ recalling ’. 

Question —“ In what way do your Moments (Momentary entities) 
como to bo the cause of the said Recalling (of Cognitions) ? ” 

Answer—By reason oj the diversity of their powers, etc. ;—i.e. by reason 
of the peculiarity of its powers,—the tiling wliich is many (diverse) becomes the 
‘ basis' —cause—of such single effects being recalled in one form ; as 
is found in the case of such medicines of fever as Guduchi and tho rest; 
all wliich is going to bo explained in detail later oil.—(195-190) 

Question —“ How is it ascertained tliat the notion in question is wrong ? ” 

The answer is provided in the following Text:— 


TEXT (197). 

If many things—such as the cognitions of Colour, Sound and the 

REST,—WERE THE EFFECTS OF A SINGLE CONTINUOUS (PERMANENT) 

Cause,—then any order of sequence among such Effects 
WOULD BE incongruous; as their efficient 
Cause would be always there.—(197) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the cognitions of tho Blue and tho rest were the effect of a singlo such 
Causo as the 1 Soul \ which is eternal, continues for all time, past and future. 
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—thon any order of sequence among such cognitions would be incongruous ; 
as the efficient Cause being present, all the effects should appear simul¬ 
taneously ; specially as the eternal Cause cannot need the help of anything 
else ; for the simple reason that it cannot be helped by anything else.—(197) 

Further, if what is meant to prove is merely the fact of tho cognitions 
being ‘ preceded by a Cause then the effort is futile ;—this is what is shown 
in the following Text :— 


TEXT (19S). 

Inasmuch as the appearance of Six Cognitions out of a single 
preceding Cognition is clearly recognised simultaneously, 

—WHAT YOUR ARGUMENT PROVES IS ADMITTED (BY US).—(198) 


COMMENTARY. 

From a single preceding Cognition,— out of a single Cognition immediately 
preceding them,—there is an appearance of Six Cognitions, through the Eye 
and other organs,—which ‘ appearance ’ Is clearly recognised. For instance, 
at tho time that a man sees the complexion of the dancing girl, he also hears 
the Sound of the drum and other musical accompaniments, smells the 
odour of the Lotus and other fragrant tilings, tastes the Camphor and other 
things, feels also tho wind emanating from the fans, and thinks of taking up 
liis clothes.—It cannot be right to say tliat his vision appears to be such 
because it moves quickly, like the whirling fire-brand. For if it were so, then 
the appearances would be vague and dim. To explain ;—it is on the basis of the 
•recalling* of all these perceptions (through the several Sense-organs) that you 
explain the feeling tliat the whole lot of the perceptions appears in a single 
Cognition; the Recalling too is done tlirough Remembrance and Remem¬ 
brance, appertaining, as it does, to the past, is always indistinctwhile the 
single Cognition of Colour and the rest is found to be quite distinct.—Further, 
in the case of such expressions as ' saro-rasa \ there is an appearance of the 
cognitions quickly apprehending the ‘ sa' and other letter-sounds; so that 
in this case also there might be the notion of a single Cognition; and there 
would, therefore, be no idea of any order of sequence among them.—All 
this is going to be explained later on; in the present context the Text 
has merely indicated tho lines of the refutation (of the Opponent's 
doctrine).—(198) 

If what you seek to prove is the fact of the Cognitions having a single 
Cause, by tho fact of their having for their Cause a Single Eternal and 
Uniform Entity—then your premiss is on© that is annulled by Inference.— 
Tliis is what is shown in the following Text: 
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TEXT (199). 

That things appearing consecutively, one after the other, cannot 

HAVE ONE AND THE SAME CAUSE, HAS JUST BEEN POINTED OUT. 
For THIS REASON, HEREIN THE (OPPONENT’S) PREMISS 
ASSERTING THE INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE IS FOUND 
TO BE CLEARLY ANNULLED BY INFERENCE.—(199) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Just been pointed out,' —in Text 197. 

The ‘ annulment ’ is in the following manner Things whose causes— 
efficient and untrammelled,—are present, must be produced simultaneously ; 
—e.g. Sprouts and such other effects, whose causal paraphernalia is complete, 
appear at one and the same time;—Dovadatta’s cognitions of Colour and 
such objects have thoir Causes—efficient and untrammelled,—present; tins is 
a reason based upon the nature of tilings.—As a matter of fact however they 
never appear simultaneously ; hence the conclusion is wrong.—(199) 

The following Text proceeds to show that the Corroborative Instanco 
also is ‘ devoid of the Probandum ’:— 

TEXT (200). 

AS FOR THE ‘ GLANCE OF THE DANCING GIRL ’, IT IS NOT REALLY A SINGLE 
ENTITY ; IN FACT IT IS MADE UP OF SEVERAL MINUTE PARTICLES ; 

AND ITS ‘ ONE-NESS ’ IS ONLY ASSUMED.—(200) 

COMMENTARY. 

Such things as the ‘ glance of the Dancing Girl ’ arc not single entities ; 
they are, in reality, an aggregate of several minute particles. 

Question— 1 ' If that is so, then how do they come to be spoken ot 
as one ? ” 

Answer—Its one-ness is only assumed.—{ 200) 

Question —“ What is the basis of this assumption ? ” 

The answer comes in the following Text:— 

TEXT (201). 

It IS BECAUSE IT IS USED FOR A SINGLE PURPOSE THAT IT IS SPOKEN OF 
AS ‘ ONE \ IF SOMETHING LIKE THIS IS WHAT YOU DESIRE 
TO PROVE, THEN YOUR EFFORT IS FUTILE (PROVING 
WHAT IS ALREADY ADMITTED).—(201) 

COMMENTARY. 

Because the ‘ glance of the Dancing Girl ’ is used for the purpose of 
bringing about the single effoct in the form of Visual Cognition ,—therefore, 
even though diverse, it is spoken of as ‘ one ’. 
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It might be urged by the Opponent—“ It is just such a Probandiun, of 
which the one-ness is assumed, that we mean ; so that the Corroborative 
Instance cannot be said to be ‘ devoid of the Probandum 

The answer to this is that— if something like this is what you desire to prove, 
then it involves the fallacy of ‘ futility ‘ proving what is already proved ’; 
as (according to us) several Impressions appearing consecutively do form 
the objects of the apprehension of several tilings, which go to make up a 
single Cognition.—(201) 

Under Text 182, it has been argued that 44 the term * soul * is expressive 
of something distinct from the aggregate of Intellect, Sense-organs and tho 
rest ”.—This is answered in the following Text:— 

TEXTS (202-204). 

In the case of synonyms,—such as ‘ buddhi ’, * chitta ’ and the 

REST,—WE FIND THAT THOUGH EACH OF THEM IS A SINGLE TERM, YET 
IT DOES NOT EXPRESS A THING DIFFERENT (FROM THAT EXPRESSED BY 
OTHERS) ;—HENCE YOUR REASON IS ' INCONCLUSIVE ’.—BUT A 
QUALIFICATION (IN THE FORM 4 AS APART FROM RECOGNISED 
SYNONYMS’) HAS BEEN ADDED.”—OUR ANSWER TO THAT IS 
THAT THE QUALIFICATION IS NOT ‘ ADMITTED ’, AS THE FACT 
REMAINS THAT THE ‘ SOUL ’ IS SYNONYMOUS WITH * CON¬ 
SCIOUSNESS *; as it is Consciousness itself, as the 

SUBSTRATUM OF 4 I-CONSCIOUSNESS \ THAT IS SPOKEN 

of as the ‘Soul’. All this has been said 
BY US ON THE BASIS OF ‘ ILLUSORY CONCEP¬ 
TION ’ ; IN REALITY, THERE IS NOTHING THAT 
IS DENOTED BY THE TERM IN QUESTION 

(‘ Soul ’).—(202-204) 

COMMENTARY. 

The reason—* because it is a single term ’—is * inconclusive ’.—Because 
in the case of such synonyms as (a) * buddhi', 'chitta', jhdna , as (b) 
‘ indriya ’, * ak$a as (c) ‘ vedand ’ and 4 chitta as (d) * kdya ’ and 
* sharira ’,—which are denotative of (a) Intellect, (b) Sense-organs, (c) 
Cognition, and (d) Body,—according to our view, the character of denoting 
distinct things is not present, though each term is 4 one ’ ; hence no preclusion 
from the contrary of the Probandum being possible, the Reason must be 
4 inconclusive \ 

Says the OpponentIt is because we suspected this that m our 
argument we added the qualification, 4 apart from well-recognised synonyms ’, 
to our Reason ; how then can it be Inconclusive ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows -.—This qualification of the Reason is 
one that is * not admitted 44 How ? ’’—Because the fact remains that the 
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‘ Soul ’ is the synonym of * Consciousness As it has been declared (by the 
other party) that—“ It is Consciousness itself which, as the substratum of 
I-consciousness, is spoken of as ‘ Soul * ”; in this quotation ‘ upacharyatl ’ 
stands for the phrase is spoken of in common parlance. It is for this reason 
that what Uddyotakara has said, regarding the ‘ figurative use * not being 
right where the ‘ direct use ’ is possible,—should be taken as being due to lus 
ignorance of what is meant. This is what is made clear by the term ‘ giyatl' 
(is spoken of). Hence the Reason has a qualification that is 4 unproven \ 
inadmissible. 

Whatever we have said regarding the 4 inconclusiveness ’ of the Reason 
so far is on the basis of 4 Illusory Conception ’—admitting, for the sake of 
argument, the fact of there being something denoted (by the term 4 Soul ’); 
if what is sought to be proved is the fact of the term 4 Soul ’ being really 
denotative of something distinct from Intelligence and the rest,—then the 
Reason put forward is a liighly improper one, the premiss (invariable 
concomitance) on which it is based being annulled by Inference.—Tliis is what 
is shown by the Text in the words— 4 all this has been said, etc.' ;—that is, as a 
matter of fact, all verbal usage is based upon a conceptual imposition of its 
connection with things;—this is going to be explained later on. Thus 
then, in reality, there is nothing that is denoted by tho term 4 Soul 4 ; and 
under the circumstances, how could there be any invariable concomitance 
between the said Reason and the Probandum (the character sought to bo 
proved) ’—(202-204) 

The following Text proceeds to show that even with the said qualifica¬ 
tion, tho Roason remains 4 inconclusive ’:— 

TEXT (205). 

The Reason is found to be False also ; when, for instance, 
names, SUCH as ‘ Karaka ’ (Active Agent), and the 

LIKE, ARE APPLIED TO THINGS LIKE THE 4 SKY- 

LOTUS ’.—(205) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a name, such ns 4 KSraka', is applied to such non-entities ns tho 
4 Sky-lotus ’ (in such expressions as 4 tho Skylotus is a non-entity ’, where 
the ‘Sky-lotus’ may bo spoken of as tho ‘Nominative’),—then, according 
to both parties, the term is one only and also distinct from terms denoting the 
Body, etc.;—and yet the denotation of the term does not consist of a thing 
distinct from the Body, etc. Hence the Reason, as urged, is 4 Inconclu¬ 
sive ’.—(205) 

Question —“How can the declensional names wo applied to non¬ 
entities, which are absolutely characterless ? ” 

The answer is supplied in tho following Text:— 
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TEXT (206). 

[The use of] Terms being based entirely on Convention,—what 

is there to which they cannot be applied ?—In the case 

OF TERMS LIKE ‘ SOUL ’ ALSO, THERE IS NOTHING IN 
THEIR VERY NATURE WHICH IS EXPRESSIVE OF 

ANYTHING.-(206) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Convention * proceeds from the independent desire of men (to give a 
certain name to a certain thing); and Terms also are expressive of that 
alone ; wherefore then could there be any restriction of their use ? 

If the meaning of the Opponent's Reason be that “ because it is an 
unconventional single term”,—and by tliat means its Inclusiveness bo sought 
to be avoided,—then the answer is —In the case of terms like ‘ Soul \ etc.— 
tliat is, apart from Convention, terms, by their nature, are not oxpressive 
of anything; for, if it were so, then eveu unlearned persons (not conversant 
with Convention) could understand the meaning of words ; there would also 
be no independent instruction as to the meaning of words; also because 
all Convention would, in that case, be useless. From all this it follows 
that such terms as * Soul ’ and the like, bv their nature, are not expressive 
of anything; so that the Reason put forward is ‘ unproven 4 Inadmissible ’. 

If (in order to avoid these difficulties) it be sought to add a further 
qualification—to the effect tliat 4 it has for its objective a cognisable thing 
which is included under a category which cannot be specified —as has been 
asserted by Bhdviveka, —even so, inasmuch as such a qualification would be 
4 unproven *, the Reason itself would be * Inadmissible*,—as also 4 In- 
conclusive’, on account of the absence of the necessary invariable 
concomitance.—( 206 ) 

It lias been argued above (under Text 184) that “The living body 
woidd be devoid of Breatliing, etc., if there were no Soul ”.—The answer to 
tliat is provided in the following Text:— 

TEXTS (207-208). 

The CONTINGENCY THAT HAS BEEN URGED WOULD BE RIGHT IF THE 
CONNECTION BETWEEN THE FUNCTIONS OF BREATHING, ETC. AND THE 

Soul were well-established ; otherwise, it would be 
absurd. For instance, the absence of the ‘ Son of 
the Barken Woman ’ cannot make the Living Body 
devoid of Breathing, etc. And your urging of 

THE CONTINGENCY IN QUESTION IS OF THE 

SAME KIND.-(207-208) 

COMMENTARY. 

If between Breatliing, etc. and the Soul, there were some connection.— 
as that of being produced from it, or being of the same nature, —known as 
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established, then there would be somo reason for urging the contingency 
that the absence of the Soul would involve the absence of Breathing, etc. 
Otherwise, the urging of the absence of one thing on the absence of another 
thing not connected with it at all, would be absurd. Certainly the absence 
of ‘ the Son of the Barren Woman ’ does not entail the absence of Breathing 
etc. Hence, if someone were to put forward the contingency of absence 
of Breathing, etc. as due to tlio absence of the ‘ Son of the Barren W oman ’, 

_like that of the Jar,—this would be entirely ‘ inconclusive ’; in the same 

way your argument putting forward the contingency of Breathing, etc. 
being absent on account of the absence of the Soul is purely 4 inconclusive \ 
for the simple reason that no connection is known (to subsist between 
Breatliing, etc. and the Soul).—(207-208) 

Question —“ How do you know that the connection is not known ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (209-210). 

The Breathing, etc. cannot be of the same nature as the Soul, as 

A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THEM HAS BEEN ADMITTED ; NOR IS THE 
RELATION OF CAUSE AND EFFECT POSSIBLE BETWEEN THE 
TWO, AS IN THAT CASE, THERE WOULD BE SDIULTANEITY ; 

THUS THEN, ON THE ABSENCE OF THE SOUL,—WITH 
WHICH THEY HAVE NO CONNECTION,—WHY SHOULD 

the Breaths—Upward, Downward and the 
REST,— DEPART FROM THE BODY ?—(209-210) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Between the two,'— i.e. between the Soul and Breathing, etc., there cannot 
subsist the relation of being of the same nature ; because the Naiy&yika himself 
admits the nature of the two to be different.—Nor can the relation between 
the two be one of being produced fromuit ; because (if the Soul were the 
Cause), then, inasmuch this Cause would always be present in its perfect 
form, the Breathing, etc. would all be simultaneous.—Apart from these two, 
there is no connection possible. Thus then, being devoid of any connection 
with the Soul, why should they disappear from the Body which is still 
endowed with Life ?—They can never so disappear. The sense is that for this 
reason, the Reason put forward by tho other party is 4 Inconclusive ’. 

By this same argument all those indications of tho Soul which have been 
put forward by the other party.—in the shapo of Desire, Hatred, Effort, 
Pleasure, Pain, Cognition and so forth,—should be understood to be 
rejected ; on tho solo ground of there being no connection between t hese and the 
Soul. This argument may be formulated as follows:—When certain things are 
not related (by concomitance) with any particular thing, they cannot be 
regarded os indicators of this latter thing,—e.g. the line of cranes cannot be 
regarded as indicators of Sesamum and other things;—and Breathing, etc. aro 
not related with the Soul; hence the conditions of the general proposition are 
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not fulfilled by these.—The Probans here put forward cannot be said to be 
* unproven ’; as it lias been already proved that neither of the two forms of 
relation is present in the case.—Nor can the Probans be said to be ‘ Incon¬ 
clusive *; for, if the Probans were so, then all things would be indicators of 
all things.—Nor can the Probans be said to be ‘ Contradictory ’ ; as it is 
actually found to be present wherever the Probandum is present. 

The other party has also asserted that “from the knowledge of tho 
Instrument follows tho knowledge of the Operator (of the Instrument) ”.— 
Tills however is ‘ not-proved Because it has not been proved that the 
Eye and other organs are ‘ specific instruments * (of specific cognitions), in 
reality; as in the producing of cognitions the 4 causal efficiency ’ of all tho 
organs is equal; and because any such distinction as that between the 
4 Instrument * and the ' Operator * Is purely arbitrary.—If what is sought 
to be proved is only the fact of tho Soul being tho operator, then the argument 
is superfluous ; because we have never denied the presence of the conceptual 
(assumed) 4 Operator If the Reason be intended to prove the real Operator, 
then it is 4 Inconclusive ’; as the Eye and other organs have never been 
found to be invariably concomitant with any such real Operator.—(209-210) 

It has been argued (in Text 185) that “ all subsequent cognitions are 
apprehended by that same Cogniser who apprehended the first Cognition 
immediately on birth, etc. etc.”.—This is answered in the following :— 


TEXT (211). 

Thus the existence of the 4 Soul ’ not being proved by any of 

THE PROOFS (PUT FORWARD), THE INSTANCES THAT HAVE BEEN 
CITED OF ‘ ETERNALITY ’ AND ‘ OMNIPRESENCE ’ BECOME 
‘ DEVOID OF THE PROBANDUM ’.—(211) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Opponent has cited the instances of 4 the first cognition ’ and 4 my 
body ’ ; all these instances are 4 devoid of the Probandum as the existence 
of the 4 Soul ’ has not been proved.—Consequently the Probans is clearly 
4 inconclusive \—(211) 

With the following Text, the Author again introduces the view of 
Uddyotalcara, Bkdvivikta and others :— 

TEXT (212). 

Others have assumed that the ‘ Soul ’ is proved by Perception ; 

BECAUSE ‘ I-CONSCIOUSXESS ’ IS SELF-COGNISABLE, AND THE 

Soul forms the object of that Consciousness.—(212) 
COMMENTARY. 

These people argue as follows :— 41 Soul is proved by Perception itself; 
for instance, the notion of 4 1 ’, which is independent of any remembrance 
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of the connection between an Inferential Indicative and that which has that 
Indicative, is of the nature of 4 Perception like the cognition of Colour 
and other things. Of this notion of ‘ I Colour,.etc. do not form the object j 
as wliat appears in tliat notion is different from the cognition of Colour, etc. ’ 
hence the object of tliat notion must be totally different [and that is the 
Soul] ".—[Uddyotakara has stated tins view under 3. 1. 1; see Nyayat&rtika, 
p. 345.] 

This view is answered in the following texts :— 

TEXTS (213-214). 

This is not right ; because as a matter of fact, the form of the 
‘ Soul ’ does not become manifest in ‘ I-consciousness ’; 

THEREIN IS NOT PERCEIVED ANY MANIFESTATION OF ETERNAL- 

ity, Omnipresence and such properties (postulated of 
the Soul) ; what is clearly present therein, on 

THE OTHER HAND, IS THE ‘ FAIR COMPLEXION ETC. ; 

AND THE ‘ Soul * IS NOT HELD TO BE OF THE NATURE 
OF THESE LATTER HENCE THE ‘ SOUL ’ CANNOT 
BE AN OBJECT OF ‘ I-CONSCIOUSNESS (213-214) 

COMMENTARY. 

The fact of ‘ I-consciousness ’ luvving the 1 Soul ’ for its object cannot bo 
regarded as proved; as the form of the ‘ Soul ’ is not present in it. This 
argument may bo formulated as follows:—When one tiring is devoid of the 
form of another, it cannot have this latter for its object; o.g. Sound is not 
an object of visual perception;—the notion of ‘ I ’ is devoid of the form 
of the Soul; lienee if it were regarded ns its object, it would be contrary to 
the universal proposition stated above.—That the Probans of tliis argument 
is not 1 unproven ’ is shown by the Text in the words—' There is not perceived 
any manifestation of Etemality and Omnipresence, etc. etc .’ ;—tliat is to say, 
the Soul is held to bo eternal, omnipresent, intelligent and so forth; not the 
slightest manifestation of these characters is perceived in ‘ I-consciousness ’ ; 
the manifestation that is perceived in 4 I-consciousness ’ is all in connection 
with ‘ fair-complexion ’ and other conditions of the body ,—as is apparent in 
such expressions as 4 1 am fair,—with weak powers of vision,—lean,—beset 
with acute pain ’ and so forth. From this it is deduced that I-consciousness, 
which is thus found to appear as connected with the conditions of the Body, 
envisages the Body .— 4 Clearly present ’;—it is said to be clear, because 
it is nevor found to fail. 

This argument serves to reject the following statement made by 
Uddyotakara and others:— 14 The character of 4 Soul ’ is figuratively (in¬ 
directly) attributed to the Body which is only the locus of experience,—just 
as when speaking of a satisfactory servant, the King says— 4 He is what I 
am ’ ”,—This assertion becomes rejected ; becauso if such an attribution 
(notion) wero figurative and indirect, then it would bo liable to be false; 
because in the case of the Lion and the Boy, when the Boy is figuratively 


(A) UYlYA DOCTRINE OF THE ‘ SELF \ 


157 


spoken of ns the 4 Lion \—the notion of 4 Lion ’ can never be true in reference 
to both the Boy and the Lion.—It might be urged that 44 the Body and the 
Soul are actually spoken of as distinct, in such expressions as 4 My body, etc. ’ ; 
and to that extent, the said figurative attribution does become false — 
But it is not so ; as it might be possible to regard the notion of 4 Soul ’ with 
regard to the Soul also as false ; as in this connection also, we find such 
expressions as 4 My Soul ’, where there is a distinction made between the two. 
—If it be urged that 44 in this case the distinction is assumed ",—then the 
same may be said in regard to the other case also. 

44 Even if the expression 4 1 am fair ’ is used in its direct sense, why 
should not the Soul be the object of this notion ? ” 

The answer is— The Soul is not held to be of the nature, etc.—i.e. of the 
nature of 4 fair-complexioned ’, etc.; for the simple reason that it is not 
possible for the Soul to have any such qualities as Colour and the like.— 
(213-214) 

It has boon explained that it is not right to regard the 4 Soul ’ as forming 
the object of 4 1-consciousness *, because this latter is devoid of the form of 
the 4 Soul \ The following Text proceeds to show that the same cannot be 
right also because in that case there would be no dispute (between us and 
the Naiydyika) :— 

TEXT (215). 

If thf. Soul were eeally amenable to Perception, then where¬ 
fore SnOULD THIS DISPUTE ARISE REGARDING ITS EXISTENCE 
AND OTHER THINGS ?—(215) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Existence anti other things ' —i.e. regarding its Existence, Eternality, 
Omnipresence and so forth.—(215) 

The following might be urged—“ Just as, for you, even though the 
Blue and other tilings are actually perceived, yet disputes arise in rogard to 
their inomenlarincss and other cliaracters, which are held to be non-different 
from the nature of those things;—in the same manner, there might be 
dispute regarding the Existence, etc. of the Soul also ”. 

The answer to this is provided in the following Text:— 

TEXT (216). 

TlIF. ‘ I-CONSCIOUSNESS ’ ALWAYS FUNCTIONS IN THE FORM OF a 

DEFINITE COGNITION ; AND BETWEEN A Definite Cognition AND 
a mere Indefinite Conception, there is always the 

RELATION OF ‘ THE ANNULLER AND THE 

Annulled ’.—(216) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of Blue and the rest, it is only right that even though they 
are apprehended by Perception, tliere should l>o a dispute regarding their 
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momentariness and other properties; because the Perception of these things 
is always irulelerminate (vague, undefined) in character, and as such not 
conducive to any definitely certain cognition; and hence there can be no 
definitely certain cognition of their momentariness and such other properties.— 
In your case however, it would not bo right; because the notion of ‘ I’ is well- 
defined and definite (according to you) and hence of tho nature of a definitely 
certain cognition,—so that the notion of the Soul also would be definitely 
certain;—and where a thing has been the object of a definitely certain 
cognition, there can be no room for any assumed conception to the contrary ; 
by virtue of which any dispute could arise; specially as when thero are two 
contrary notions, one must annul the other. In fact, it is in tho very nature 
of definitely certain cognitions regarding their objects, that they bring about 
well-ascertained notions of their objects; so that, if they do not bring about 
those well-ascertained notions, it follows that they do not apprehend the 
objects at all.—(210) 

Having thus demolished the Opponent’s doctrine, the Author proceeds 
to set forth his own view :— 


TEXTS (217-218). 

Thus it follows that Desire and all the rest cannot subsist in 
the 1 Soul ’;—because they appear successively,—like the 
1 Seed—Sprout—Creeper ’.—Or, all psychical (subjective) 
concepts must be regarded as having their forms 
obsessed by ‘ absence of Soul ’—because of such 

REASONS AS ‘ BEING THINGS ’, ‘ BEING EXISTENT ’ 

AND SO FORTH,—JUST LIKE THE JAR AND 
OTHER EXTERNAL OBJECTS.—(217-218) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho argument is to be formulated os follows :—Things tliat are produced 
successively can not subsist in the Soul,—o.g. Seed—Sprout—Creeper ;— 
Pleasure and the rest are produced successively; hence they are found to be 
besot by a concomitance to what is denied (by the Opponent); because 
‘ successive origination' is invariably concomitant with 1 subsistence in what is 
not-Soul which is contrary to ‘ subsistence in the Soul ’ (which is what is 
desired by the other party). A reason annulling the desired conclusion is also 
available in tho fact that the appearance of effects must bo simultaneous 
when the cause is present in its perfect form. 

Or,—there is also a more diroct roason:—Things that aro ondowed 
with the character of being things, being products, having origin, and so 
forth,—all these are devoid of tho ‘ Soul ’,—as is foimd in the cose of such 
things as the Jar and the like;—and all such subjective (psychical) concepts 
as the Mind, Intellect, Pleasure, Pain and the rest appearing in the Living 
Body, arc endowed with the said character of being things and tho rest; 
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[henco they cannot have any connection with any such thing as the 
Soul].—(217-218) 

Question —“ In what way is this invariable concomitance (Premiss) 
established ? ” 

The answer is provided in the following Text:— 


TEXT (219). 

If the things in question were connected with the Soul, then 

THE THINGS CAUSED BY THAT (SOUL) WOULD HAVE TO BE REGARDED 
AS ETERNAL ; AND BEING ETERNAL, THEY WOULD YET BE 
POWERLESS FOR EFFECTIVE ACTION. CONSEQUENTLY IT 
WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE FOR THEM TO HAVE 
THE PROPERTIES OF ‘ EXISTENCE ’ AND THE 

REST.—(219) 


COMMENTARY. 

If the things in question are connected with the Soul —if the Body and 
the rest wore controlled by the Soul,—then tliis Soul would be their 1 Cause ’ ; 
as what is not a Cause cannot be a controller ; as otlierwis© there would be 
an absurdity.—And the Body and other things caused (produced) by that Soul, 
having their Cause always present in its |>erfcct form, would have to bo 
regarded as eternal,— i.e. not successive. 

The following might be urged :—** If they are held to be eternal — 
even so tlioy retain their character of being things and so forth ”. 

The answer is given in the words—‘ And being eternal, etc. etc.’ ; —i.e. 
being eternal, the Body and the rest would liave to be regarded as powerless 
in bringing about any effective action. The word 4 prasajyate ’ (singular) 
of the first line being transformed, in this construction, to the plural form 
(* Prasajyatl ’ as applied to the second line being construed as ‘ PrasajyantS ’]. 

_The sense is that in the case of an eternal tiring, any effective action,— 

either successive or simultaneous—is incompatible. And on the cessation 
of the power for effective action, they cease to be 4 tilings ’ (entities); because 
4 capacity for effective action * is the characteristic of all Entities (Tilings). 
And when tho character of being Entities lias ceased, there is cessation of the 
other cliaracteristics of Entities also,—such as having existence and the like; 
and thus the invariable concomitance becomes duly established.—(219) 

Uddyotakara argues as follows :— 44 What is it that is meant by [the Living 
Body] being not connected with the Soul ?—(a) If it means that the Body does not 
serve any useful purpose for the Soul,—then, there can be no Corroborative 
Instance (such as would be accepted by both parties); as (according to us) 
there is not hin g that does not serve a useful purpose for a Soul.—(6) If 
again, wliat is meant is simply tho denial of tho Soul, the moaning of tho 
proposition being that 4 the Soul is not the Body’, then our answer is— 
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who is there that regards the Body as the Soul ? Then agftin, the negative 
preposition ‘ nis', * not * (in the term 4 nirdtmakam ’ ‘ no-Soul ’) signifies the 
negation of what is expressed by the following term 4 Qtman ’ (i.o. of something 
with Soul). So tliat it behoves you to explain what is that which is 4 with 
Soul’; for in no case do we find the negative Preposition ‘nis’ prefixed 
to a term denoting a non-entity ; for instance, in the expression 4 nirmaksikam 
. without flies’, the preposition is added to 4 makfika ’ (denoting the Fly, 
a positive entity).—(c) Again, if the statement 4 the Body is not with Soul» 
is meant to deny the Soul in the body, then the reasoning proves only what 
is already admitted by all; for who is there who holds that the Soul subsists 
in the Body ?—(rf) If then the statement means tliat 4 the Body has no con¬ 
nection with the Soul then there can be no Corroborative Instance.—Lastly, 
all the aforesaid four cases would mean the denial of a distinctive cliaracter 
in regard to the Soul; and this would imply the tacit admission of the 
Existence of the Soul itself, in a general way; so that what was sought 
to be denied becomes admitted.—If what is meant is that 4 the term Soid, 
being a verbal entity, is transient, it must denote something that is transient ’, 
—then, in the first placo, in view of the term 4 eternal \ the premiss of the 
above reasoning is found to bo 4 inconclusive ’, doubtful; and secondly, 
[the term 4 soul ’ in your argument can stand either for tho Body or for 
something other than tho Body]; if it stands for the Body and such tilings, 
then the argument becomes superfluous; and if the term stands for some¬ 
thing other than the Body, otc. and your proposition declares it as denoting 
somothiug transient, then the existence of something other than tho Body, 
otc. becomes admitted; and this goes against your doctrine.”—[This is an 
exact quotation from Uddyotakara's Nyayavdrlika on 3. 1. 1, Bib. Ind. Edn., 
p. 346, lino 18 to p. 347, line 10.] 

The above is answered by the Author in the following Text:— 


TEXT (220). 

That * negation of the Soul ’ which other people seek to prove 

IN REGARD TO THE JAR AND OTHER THINGS,—THAT SAME 
WE ARE GOING TO PROVE IN REGARD TO THE 

Living Body.—(220) 

COMMENTARY. 

The objection that has been urged above is equally applicable to your 
case also. For instance, it is admitted by you tliat the Jar and otlior external 
things are 4 without Soul either on the ground of their being not 
occupied by a Soul, or on tho ground of their being tho receptacle of the 
Soul’s experiences. If it were not so, then you could not have men¬ 
tioned these as tho Corroborative Instance in your argument which is stated 
in the form— 4 This Living Body is not without Soul, because, if it were, 
then it would be devoid of Breathing and such other functions,—like the 
Jar and other things ’.—Now in reference to these Jar and other tilings, tho 
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question may be put—* Iu what sense are these without Soul ? Does it mean 
tliat 4 they serve no useful purpose for the Soul ’ and so on (as lias been urged 
by Uddyotakara, in the passage quoted above). If so, then (a) you affirm the 
fact of all external things, like the Jar, being equally without Soul, —on the 
ground of their being not occupied by the Soul, or on account of their being 
the receptacle of the Soul’s experiences;—and you deny the absence of Soul 
in regard to the Living Body, in the assertion 4 The Living Body is not 
without Soul ’ ; and irora this denial you deduce the conclusion tliat it is the 
Living Body alone tliat is with Soul, and not the dead body, or the Jar and 
other tilings. In the same manner, we also prove the fact tliat ‘the Living 
Body Is without Soul, because it is a thing and so forth ’ (as explained above). 
—Thus the various alternatives put forward—‘Is it meant tliat the Body 
serves no useful purpose for the Soul ’ and so forth,—are entirely out of 
place; as ‘ absence of Soul ’ lias been admitted by you also (in regard to 
certain tilings). 

Further, it lias been alleged tliat “ there is no Corroborative Instance in 
support of the assertion tliat the Body serves no useful purpose for the 
Soul —This is not right. Because it is possible to set up the following 
argument—When one tiling does not add any peculiar property to another 
thing, it cannot be regarded as serving any useful purpose for this latter,— 
c.g. the Vindhya of the Himalaya ;—the Body and the rest do not add any 
peculiarity to the character of the Soul, winch remains eternally of one uniform 
character;—hence the wider factor not being present (the less extensive factor 
cannot be admitted).—The Probans put forward in this argument cannot be 
said to bo ‘ unproven ’, 4 inadmissible ’; because the * additional property ’ not 
being anytliing distinct from the Soul itself, any ‘ adding ’ to it would mean the 
‘ adding ’ to the Soul itself ; and this would imply the ‘ transience ’ of the Soul. 
If, on the other liand, the 4 additional property ’ be held to be distinct from the 
Soul itself,—as there would be no basis for any connection between that 
property and the Soul, there would bo no such idea as tliat 4 this property 
bolongs to the Soul ’.—From all this it follows tliat for an Eternal Entity, 
there is notliing tliat can serve a useful purpose ; as, in regard to such an 
Entity, it could not do anything at all. 

It has been further alleged—‘Who is tliere who regards the Soul as 
the Body ? ’—This again is not right; there are actually some people who 
describe the Body, etc. as being transubstantiation of the ‘ Soul ’ (Spirit);— 
e.g. the Followers of the Upanisads (Vcdantins). So tliat the denial in ques¬ 
tion may well be regarded as urged against these people. 

Tlien again, it has been argued that—“ the preposition ‘ nis ’ (in the 
term ‘ nir&tmakam ’) must pertain to the term tliat follows after it; hence 
it behoves the other party to say what is it that is with Soul (which is denied 
by the negative Preposition) ? ’’—This also is entirely irrelevant. What is 
denied by the negative Preposition cannot be a real positive entity,— 
in fact it is only a conceptual entity that may be denied; a real positive entity 
can never be denied. Thus then, what is denoted by the negative compound 
(‘ niratmaka ’, without Soul) is that particular entity wliicli the other party 
lias coyiceived through illusion; as it is only with reference to such an entity 
that the said denial is made, in order to proclaim tliat the other party entertains 
11 
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a wrong notion.—If it were otherwise, then, when you proceed to put 
forward denials of the Buddhist’s assumption of 4 momentariness' 
expressed in such words as ‘ The Lamp and the rest are momentary 
you would bo open to the same objection; because we never find any case 
where the negative is used without a term following it. 

Then again, it has been asserted—“ Who is there who holds that the Soul 
subsists in the Body ? ’’—This also is not right; as there are some people 
who regard tho Soul to be of the size of the 1 half of the Thumb ’ or of ‘ a 
Shydmdka grain ’; and under their view, the Soul, being a corporeal material 
substance, must be subsisting in the Body; and it is only right that the 
denial in question should be made against these poople. 

It has been alleged that “ there is no Corroborative Instance in support 
of the denial of the Body being related to the Soul ”.—This is not true ; 
as it is easy to prove, as shown above, that ‘ there can be no relationship 
between the Body and the Soul,—because one docs not render any help to 
the other,—as between tho VindJnja and the Himalaya mountains. 

It lias also been alleged that—“ The denial of the particular implies the 
acceptance of the general**.— 1 This generalisation is not true; e.g. even 
though you deny the momentariness of the Lamp and other particular things, 
you do not accept the momentariness of anything in general.— It might bo 
argued that—“ We do admit tho applicability of the term ‘ momentary ’ 
to the Lamp and such things, on the basis of their not continuing to exist 
for a long time ; so that in this way, motnenlariness in general may be regarded 
as admitted If it is so, the applicability of tho term * Soul ’ also to the 
Mind associated with 1 1-consciousness ' is admitted by us ; and this may be 
regarded as the Soul in general being admitted. 

Tho assertion of the two alternative views regarding the term ‘ Soul ’ 
denoting something transient, otc. otc.—is not relevant; for tho simple 
reason that no such view has been held ; notliing, in fact, has been held 
(by us) as to bo really denoted by the term ‘ Soul ’. Nor has any such 
object been admitted by us as is ‘ distinct from Colour, etc.’. Nor again is 
tho denotation of tho term ‘ Soul ’ admitted in regard to any eternal thing, 
which would falsify tho said premiss.—Nor lastly can the use of the term 
‘Soul’ in reference to the Body, etc. be regarded as ‘figurative’ (indirect); 
—because such use is never found to fail, as explained above. Hence there 
is no ‘ Superfluity ’ in our reasoning.—(220) 


TEXT (221). 

Thus the ‘ Soul ’ being something ‘ not-proved \ the entire fabric 
(of Conceptions) that has been adopted in regard to it, 

BECOMES BASELESS LIKE ‘ THE SON OF THE BARREN 

Woman ’.—(221) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thus, any such thing as the * Soul ’ being found to bo precluded by all 
means of Right Cognition, and hence ‘ not proved ’, ‘ not admissible ’— 
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tho * entire fabric (of Conceptions) —such as its being the doer, the experiencer 
and tho like,—that has been set up by you, turns out to be like ‘ the Son 
of the Barren Woman —entirely baseless. Hence no criticism is made of 
all this fabric ; as it becomes demolished by tlw demolition of its very basis 
(in the shape of tho Soul). —In what manner our view is not open to the 
criticism that it involves ‘the destruction of what has been done and tho 
appearance of what has not been done’ [i.e. the contingency of tho Person 
not experiencing the effects of his own deeds, Kanna, and experiencing those 
of the deeds not done by him]—is going to be explained under the Chapter 
dealing with tho ‘ connection between Action and its Effects ’ (i-e. Chapter 9). 


End of the Examination of the 4 Xy&ya ’ Doctrine of the 1 Self'. 



CHAPTER VII. 


SECTION (B) 

Examination of the Miimmsaka's Conception of the 'Self'. 


COMMENTARY. 

The Author next proceeds to refute the MvnSinsaka's Conception of 
the ‘ Soul ’:— 


TEXT (222). 

Others again have declared the ‘ Soul ’ to be of thf. nature 
of Chaitanya , Sentience, exclusive and inclusive in- 
character this Chaitanya (Sentience) being the 
same as Buddhi (Intelligbnc£).—(222) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Exclusive ’ in characterthe states of Pleasure, Pain, etc. (wherein the 
Soul is perceived) aro mutually oxclusivo;—‘inclusive’ in character,—such 
character as ‘Intelligence’, ‘Substance’, and ‘Being’ aro ‘inclusive’ or 
‘comprehensive’ (inasmuch as they serve the purpose of ‘coinpreliending’ 
or including, not excluding) these two, ‘ exclusion * and ‘ inclusion ’ 
form the 4 character ’,—cliarocteristic feature—of the Soul.—What is meant 
is tliat the followers of Jaimini declare the ‘ Soul ’ to be of the naturo of 
‘ Sontienco ’ (Consciousness), and to be ‘ oxclusivo ’ in the form of the states 
of Pleasuro, Pain, etc., and 4 inclusive ’ or 4 comprehensive ’ in the form of 
4 Being ’ and the rest.—This Chaitanya, ‘ Sentience is not anything different 
from Buddhi, ‘ Intelligence —as held by the Sankhyas (according to whom 
Buddhi is Cosmic Intellect, a product of Primordial Matter, while Chaitanya 
belongs to the Spirit];—it is in fact Buddhi, ‘Intelligence’, itself. Tills is 
what is shown in the text— 4 Sentience ’ being the same as 4 Intelligence ’; 
that is, it is only a form of Intelligence; the sense is that apart from 
Intelligence, no other form of 4 Sentience ’ is recognised.—(222) 


Question —“How is it possible for one and the same Soul to have 
the two mutually contradictory characters of being ‘ exclusive ’ and 
4 inclusive ’ ? ” 

The answer to this from the Sankhya point of view is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (223-225). 


“ Just as, in the case of the Serpent, the ‘coiled ’ forji disappears, 

AND AFTER THAT, APPEARS THE ‘ STRAIGHTENED ’ FORM ; BUT THE 
CHARACTER OF BEING ‘ SERPENT ’ CONTINUES THROUGH BOTH 
STATES ;—IN THE SAME MANNER, IN THE CASE OF THE SOUL, 

THERE IS NO COMPLETE DISAPPEARANCE OF THE 
CHARACTER OF ‘ ETERNAL SENTIENCE ’ ; NOR IS 
THERE CONTINUANCE OF ITS WHOLE CHARACTER ; 

THERE IS DISAPPEARANCE OF SUCH OF 
ITS STATES AS ‘ PLEASURE ‘ PAIN ’ 

AND THE LIKE,—AND THESE 
APPEAR AGAIN ; BUT THROUGH 
ALL THESE * SENTIENCE ’ 

• CONTINUES.”—(223-225) 

COMMENTARY. 


In the case of the Serpent, —snake,—though it remains one and the same, 
the coiled form disappears and the straightened form appears,—and yet tho 
character of tho ‘ Serpent * continues in both forms ;—in the same manner, 
in tho case of tho Soul,—though it is of tho nature of eternal Intelligence, 
and one only,—yet, there never is disappearance of its whole character,— 
nor is there a continuance of its whole character,—as postulated by the 
Naiyayika in regard to their ‘ Soul'; what happens is that its states of 
Pleasure, etc. go on disappearing and appearing again, but the form of 
‘ Intelligence ’ continues to permeate through all these states; hence there is no 
incompatibility between the ‘ exclusive ’ and * inclusive * character.—Such 
is tho sense of the Text as a whole. 

The meaning of the words is as follows:—Tho compound word ‘ nitya - 
chaUanyasvabhavasya' is to be explained as ‘that which has eternal Intel¬ 
ligence for its form’;—‘ whole character',— i.c. of the entire form;—‘con/i- 
nuily ’—‘there is not'; such is the construction;— ‘and these appear o<7ain\ 
—i.e. the states of * Pleasure * and the like.—(223-225) 


Question —Why is tho theory of Absolute Exclusion not accepted, 
—as it is by tho Bauddhas, who postulate ‘ absolute (traceless) Destruction ’ of 
tilings,—or even the theory of Absolute Inclusion (all-comprehensiveness), 
as it is by the Naiydyika and others ? 

The answer is as follows :— 
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TEXT (226). 

“ If there were Absolute Destruction of the Soul, there would 

BE ‘ DESTRUCTION OF WHAT IS DONE AND THE BEFALLING OF WJIAT 
IS NOT DONE ’ ; AND IF THE SOUL ALWAYS REMAINED OF 
THE SAME FORM, THEN THERE COULD BE NO EXPERIENCING 

of Pleasure, Pain and the rest.”—(226) 
COMMENTARY. 

If there were absolute destruction (of the Soul), then there would be des¬ 
truction (ineffectiveness) of the act done; as the doer would not be there 
to come into contact with the effect of the act; and there would bo ‘ be- 
falling of what is not done’; ns the Soul experiencing the effect of the act 
done would bo experienced by a Soul who did not do the act.—Further, 
if the Soul remained of one and tlio same form, there could be no expe¬ 
riencing of Pleasure, Pain, etc. for it,—just as there is none for Akusha ; 
specially as there would be no difference botween the * state of experiencing ’ 
and the ‘ state of not-experiencing ’. This has been thus asserted by 
Kumarila: —‘Thus both the absolute conditions being impossible, tho Spirit 
(Soul) should be held to be of the nature of both Exclusion and Inclusion,— 
just like tho Serpent in tho coiled and other forms ( Shlokavdrtika , 
Atmavada, 28 ).”—( 226 ) 

Objection —If the Spirit (Soul) is of tho nature of both states, tho 
state that does the act would not be the same that experiences its 
effects; so that tins doctrine also would involve the anomaly of the ‘des¬ 
truction of what is done and tho befalling of what is not done \ 

Tho answer to tliis is as follows:— 

TEXT (227). 

“The Soul’s characters of ‘Doer’ and ‘Experiencer’ are not. 

DEPENDENT UPON THE STATE J HENCE, AS IT IS THE SOUL ITSELF 
THAT REMAINS THE SAME THROUGH THE VARIOUS STATES, 

IT IS THE Doer OF THE ACT THAT ALWAYS OBTAINS 
(EXPERIENCES) THE FRUIT OF THAT ACT.”— (227) 

COMMENTARY. 

The character of being the Doer —and that of being the Experiencer —are 
not dependent upon the state of the Soul; they are dependent upon the 
Soul itself; as it is tho Soul itself,—not its condition or state—which does 
the Act and experiences its effects. Hence, for this reason, inasmuch ns 
the Soul to whom the states belong remains tho same and does not abandon 
its previous form, it is the Door himself who secures tho fruit of that Act.- 
—So that this doctrine is not open to tho said objection.—(227) 
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Question —What is the Proof (Means of Cognition) that establishes 
the existence of the Soul ? 

The answer is supplied by the following Text :— 

TEXT (228). 

“ The Spirit (or Soul) as described is proved by the presence of 
Recognition ; and the doctrine of 4 No-Soul ’ is disproved 
by this same (Recognition).”— (228) 

COMMENTARY. 

By the presence of Recognition, —involved in such notions as ‘ I cognised 
it \ ‘I am cognising it ’ and so forth, whore there is 4 recognition * of the 
same 4 doer ’ (cogniser)—is proved—the existence of the Soul.— By 
this same —Recognition—also is disproved the doctrine of ‘ No Soul \ as pro¬ 
pounded by the Buddhist and others; as has been thus declared—‘ Thus 
from this fact Recognition which is admitted by all men, follows the refutation 
of the doctrine of No-Soul '—( Shlokaodrtika , Atmavada, 13G).—(228) 

Question —How do these two conclusions follow from the fact of 
Recognition ? 

The answer is as follows:— 

TEXTS (229-237). 

“ The notion of ‘ I ’ involved in the conception 4 1 know ’ envisages 
the Cogniser ; this Cogniser may be either the 4 Soul ’ or the 
absolutely evanescent 4 Cognition ’ (Idea). If it is the 
‘Soul’ that is the objective of that notion, then all is 

SQUARE ; ON THE OTHER HAND, IF THE MOMENTARY ' COGNITION ’ 

(Idea) is held to be so, then all becomes inexplicably 
CONFOUNDED. FOR INSTANCE, THE NOTION THAT APPEARS IN 
THE FORM 4 IT WAS I WHO COGNISED THIS THING ON A 
PREVIOUS OCCASION, AND IT IS I WHO AM COGNISING IT NOW \ 
. —OF THIS NOTION, WHAT 4 COGNITIVE MOMENT ’ IS ASSUMED TO BE 
THE OBJECTIVE ? WOULD SUCH A 4 MOMENT ’ BE (a) past, OR (6) present, 
OR (c) IN THE FORM OF A CONTINUED SERIES ? Ip IT BE THE FIRST 
(tt), THE MOMENT COULD WELL BE THE OBJECTIVE OF THE NOTION 
4 1 COGNISED IT (IN THE PAST) ’ ; BUT IT COULD NOT BE THE OBJEC¬ 
TIVE OF THE NOTION ‘ I AM COGNISING IT (NOW) \ BECAUSE THE 
COGNISER IS NOT COGNISING THE THING AT THE MOMENT OF SPEAKING ; 
IT IS ONLY WHEN THE OBJECT IS PRESENT AT THE TIME (OF COGNITION) 
THAT IT CAN BE SPOKEN OF AS 4 I AM COGNISING IT \ BUT (IN 
REGARD TO SUCH A PRESENT OBJECT) IT WOULD NOT BE TRUE TO SAY 
‘ I COGNISED IT ’, BECAUSE THE OBJECT DID NOT EXIST IN THE PAST. 

—From this it follows that both of these (past and present) 
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CANNOT FORM THE OBJECTIVE OF THE SAID NOTION. NOR DID BOTH 

‘ Cognitive Moments * cognise the thing in the past ; nor do 

THEY BOTH COGNISE IT IN THE PRESENT. —(c) NOR CAN THE * SERIES ’ 

BE REGARDED AS THE ‘ COGNISED OBJECT ’, AS BOTH ARE IMPOSSIBLE ; 

the ‘ Series ’ could not cognise it in the past ; and as it is not 

an entity, it i cannot cognise in the present.—For all these 

reasons, it is established that that wherein 1 1-CONSCIOUSNBSS ’ 

SUBSISTS,—WHICH MUST BE SOMETHING DISTINCT FROM THE SAID 

Cognition,— is the ‘ Soul ’ of the eternal form.”— (229-237) 
COMMENTARY. 

That the conception ' 1 know ’ envisages the Cogniser, — in beyond nil 
dispute; as the verb ‘ I know ’ connotes the notion of the person who does 
tho cognising. Now in regard to this Cogniser, there are two theories 
possible : (1) that it is the ‘ Soul ’, or (2) thelabsolutely evanescent Cognition 
(Idea) as postulated by you (Buddhists).—If the theory that ‘it is the Soul’ 
bo accepted then all becomes square, as it accomplishes what is desired. If, 
on tho other hand, the other view is accepted—that it is the Idea, then nil 
becomes extremely inexplicable. Because, the conception appears in tho 
form ‘ I cognised this in the past and I am cognising it in the present ’, and 
heroin thoro is a clear conception, the notion of ‘ I ’ being the Cogniser in both 
cases ;—of tliis conception of ‘ I if tho ' Cognitive Moment ’ bo assumed 
to be the object, would this 1 moment ’ be (a) past, or (6) present, or (c) both 
present and past, or (d) in the form of a continued series ? There are these 
four possible alternatives.—Now as regards (a), the past 4 moment ’ being 
assumed as tho object of tho notion of ‘I’, tho idea that ‘I cognised’ 
might be all right, as tho thing had been cognised in the past; but the 
idea that 4 1 am cognising it now ’ could not be true, because tho past ' Cog¬ 
nitive Moment’ does not cognise the'tiling at tho present time,—as ex- 
hypothesi it has already disappeared.—(6) If tho second alternative is accepted 
that the present ' Cognitive Momont ’ is the object of the notion of 4 1 ’, 
then the idea that 4 1 am cognising ’ would bo all right, as it is really the 
Cogniser at the present moment; but the idea that ‘ I knew it in tho past ’ 
would not bo true,—why ?—because it did not exist at the previous time. 
Tho word ‘ idam ' (in tho Text) stands for the present Cognition. Thus 
then, inasmuch as the conception operates both ways, it becomes established 
that tho present and the past, both, Cognitive Moments cannot form tho 
object of the notion of 4 1 ’; as both these 4 Cognitive Moments ’ did not 
cognise the tiling in the past, nor do they cognise it in tho present; as a 
matter of fact, one 4 Moment ’ cognised it in the past, and another 4 Moment ’ 
is cognising it in tho present. 

For the same reason the 4 Scries' also cannot form the object of the 
notion of 4 1os both—the past and tho present acts of cognition—are impos. 
sible. Because this 4 Scries ’ did not cognise the tiling in the past, nor does 
it cognise it in tho pressnt; because being only ‘conceptual ’, it is not a thing, 
an entity; and wliat is not an entity cannot be the Cogniser, as being a 
Cogniser is a property that can belong only to an entity. 
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From all this it follows that, that thing wherein the notion of ‘I ’ (I* 
consciousness) subsists,—and as shown above, it must be something distinct 
from the said Cognition,—Is the SouL —(229-237) 

Question —How is it proved that the Soul is eternal ? ” 

The answer is as follows:— 

TEXTS (238-239). 

“ The ‘ Cogniser ’ WHO formed the object OF ‘ I-CONSCIOUSNESS ’ IN 
THE PAST MUST BE REGARDED AS CONTINUING TO EXIST TO-DAY,— 
BECAUSE HE IS THE OBJECT OF ‘ 1-CONSCIOUSNESS —LIKE THE 
COGNISER IN THE PRESENT.—OR, HE (THE PRESENT COGNISER) 

MUST BE REGARDED AS HAYING BEEN THE COGNISER OF 

YESTERDAY,—BECAUSE HE IS THE COGNISER ;-OR 

BECAUSE OF THE SAME REASON (OF BEING THE 
OBJECT OF ‘ I-CONSCIOUSNESS ’),—LIKE 
THE COGNISER OF Y'ESTERDAY ; AND 
ALL THESE FULFILL THE CONDI¬ 
TIONS OF THE PROBANDUM.” 

-(238-239) 

COMMENTARY. 

He who formed the object of ‘ I-consciousness' in the past continues to 
exist to-day ; just like the Cogniser in the present;—and the Cogniser in the 
present is the object of ‘ I-consciousness *;—this is the Reason based up 
the real state of things. 

‘ Or, fie ’—i.e. the present Cogniser.—‘ Because of the same reason ' —i.e. 
because of being the object of * I-consciousness ’. 

This argument has been formulated in reference to the Cogniser as the 
Subject. The Author next proceeds to set forth another argument on the 
basis of the present I-notions as appertaining totheProbandum— All these,etc. — 
‘ all these’ — I-notions, of the post and of the present— fulfil the conditions 
of the Probandum, —i.e. come to appertain to the Probandum.—(238-239) 

The following Text proceeds to show how this is so :— 

TEXT (240). 

“ All (I-notions) of yesterday and of to-day must have the same 

OBJECT,—BECAUSE THEY ARE I-NOTIONS BELONGING TO THE 

Cogniser connected with one and the same 
* Chain ’,—like any single Cognition.”— (240) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ A U I-notions of yesterday atid of to-day ',—this states the Subject in regard 
to which the Probandum is to be predicated;— 4 must have the same object'. — 
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this states the Probandumthe meaning is that they should have one and the 
same object.—The Probans is stated thus -.—Being such I-notions as belong 
to a Cogniscr who is connected with one and the same Chain,— such as that of a 
single person like DSvadaUa. The mere character of being 1-nolion is present 
in the 1-notions of other persons also ; hence if the Probans had been stated 
in that form, it would be ‘Inconclusive’; hence in order to avoid that con¬ 
tingency, the Probans has been stated as qualified by the qualification of 
‘pertaining to a Oognisor connected with one and the same Chain'. 'Like 
any single Cognition tliis is tho Corroborative Instance ; it means 4 like 
any single intended Cognition among these same I-notions'.— (240) 


With the next Text, the Author proceeds with the Answer to the above- 
stated doctrine of the Mxmdnsaka :— 


TEXT (241). 

In THIS connection, the following points are to be considered :— 

If Intelligence is held to be eternal and one, then, Cognition 

ALSO SHOULD HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS OF THE SAME 
CHARACTER.—(241) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Intelligence is held to be etornnl and one, then Cognition also—which has 
no form other than that of Intelligence,— should have to be regarded as eternal 
and one. Tliis however cannot be desirable for you ; as it would be contrary 
to your doctrine. For instance, the author of your Bhdsya (Shabara) has 
declared [under Sutra 1. 1. 5, pagoO.line 17, Bib. Indica Edition] that ‘Cogni¬ 
tion, being momentary, cannot be present at the time of another Cognition’. 
Jaimini also 1ms asserted (under SO. 1. 1. 5) that ‘Perception is that Cogni¬ 
tion of man which is produced on tho contact of an existing tiling ’ ; and if 
Cognition wore eternal, there could be no ‘ production ' of it. 

It would also involve self-contradiction on the part of Kwndrila himself: 
He has declared for instance that—* It docs not remain for a single moment, 
nor does it oven appear in the form of wrong cognition whereby it could 
operate later on towards the apprehending of its object, like the Sense-organs 
and the like’—( Shlokavdrtika, Pratyaksa-Sulra, 55). 

Further, if Cognition were held to be only one, this would be contrary 
to tho doctrine of ‘ Six Means and Forms of Cognition ’.—It would also bo 
contrary to Perception also ; as Cognitions are clearly perceived to be liable 
to appearance and disappearance in the course of the thinking of tilings 
with constant imposition of variations.—(241) 

Not perceiving all these incongruities and self-contradiction, Ivumiirila 
declares as follows:— 
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TEXT (242). 

“ Cognitions, and the Soul also, are held to be eternal and one, on 

THE GROUND OF THEIR BEING OF THE NATURE OF ‘ INTELLIGENCE ' ; 

IF THERE IS DIVERSITY, IT IS DUE TO THE OBJECT.”— (242) 

[This is a quotation from ShloJcavartika, Chapter 
on Etemality of Sound, 404]. 

COMMENTARY. 

Cognitions and the Soul also are regarded as eternal and one ,—why ?— 
because, they are of the nature of Intelligence ; that is, because, under our view 
Spirit is of the nature of Intelligence in the form of Cognitions. 

Question —How then is it that such diversity (in Cognitions) is recog¬ 
nised as 1 Colour-Cognition ‘ Taste-Cognition * and so forth ? 

Answer—“ If there is diversity, it is due to the object; the term ‘ if \ 
has been used as admitting (for the sake of argument) the opinion of the 
other party; the sense being—‘If—in case—diversity be assumed”.—(242) 


Objection (to Rumania's position)—If Cognition is eternal and one, 
then, how is it that it apprehends Colour and other things consecutively ? 
It should apprehend all at once, there being no distinction (to which the 
successiveness would be due). 

The answer to this (from Rumania's point of view) is given in tho fol¬ 
lowing Text:— 


TEXT (243). 

“ Though, by its very nature, Fire is always of the nature of 
a burner, rr burns only what is presented to it,—and that 

ALSO ONLY a THING THAT IS CAPABLE OF BEING BURNT, 

—NOT ANY OTHER THING, NOR AT ANY OTHER 

TDIE (243) 

COMMENTARY. 

Fire is eternally of the nature of a Burner , and yet it does not bum 
all things at all times. It bums only what is brougld to it ;-and then also, 
it burns only a thing that is capable of being burnt,— and not the Sky or any 
such thing.—(243) 

In the following Text, he cites another example 
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TEXTS (244-245). 

“ Or, the clean mirror, or the Rock-crystal, reflects the image 

OF ONLY WHAT IS PLACED BEFORE IT IN TOE SAME MANNER, 

Souls, though possessed of eternal Sentience, 

APPREHEND COLOUR AND OTHER THINGS ONLY 
WHEN THEY ARE THEMSELVES IN THE BODY 
AND THE THINGS ARE PRESENTED TO THEM 
BY THE ORGANS. AND IT IS THIS 

Sentience that we call 
‘ Intelligence 
(244-245) 

COMMENTARY. 

The epithet * clean ’ has been added because the dirty mirror is not 
capable of reflecting images.— 'Placed before it', —carried to it.— In tJic same 
manner ;—this introduces what has to be illustrated. Though, in reality, the 
Souls arc all-pervading, yot, it is only when, under the influence of the 
Unseen Force (of destiny), they subsist in the Body, that they apprehend 
things that are presented to them by the Eye and other organs,—not while 
they are away from the Body.—This eternal Senticnco is what wo call ‘ Buddhi ’ 
(Intelligence), and it is liot different from it,—like the ‘ Buddhi ’ (Cosmic 
Intellect) of the Sankhyas. —(244-245) 

Question —If that is so, how is it that this Cognition is known ns 
evanescent ? 

In answer to this, the next Text proceeds to show the reason, already 
indicated before, why Cognition is regarded as evanescent, and thereby 
explains that evanescence :— 


TEXT (246). 

“ It IS ON ACCOUNT OF the EVANESCENT CHARACTER OF THE FUNCTIONING 
OF THE PRESENTING ORGANS THAT THE COGNITION IS EVAN¬ 
ESCENT J JUST AS, EVEN THOUGH FlRE IS ALWAYS A 
BURNER, IT BURNS ONLY WHEN THE COMBUSTIBLE 
THING IS CLOSE TO IT.”—(24C) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Presenting organs', —the Eye and other organs winch present to the Soul 
the Colour and other tilings ;—the ‘ functioning' —operation—of these organs 
is * evanescent ’—fleeting ;—and on this account, the resultant Cognition 
is recognised ns evanescent; by itself, it is not evanescent, fleeting.—“If, 
by itself the Cognition is not evanescent, then the objection remains that 
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it should apprehend all tilings ”,—The answer to tins is that even though 
Fire is alicays a burner, etc. Similarly, the Cognition does not- always ap¬ 
prehend all tilings; for tho simple reason that all things are not always in 
close proximity (to the organs, etc.)—(24G) 

Question —How do you know that Cognition Is eternal ? 

A newer :— 


TEXT (247). 

“ Cognition is always recognlsed as being of the nature of 
4 Intelligence ’; as regards the Cognitions of the Jar, 
the Elephant and so forth, their diversity is 

HELD BY PEOPLE TO BE DUE TO THE DIVER¬ 
SITY AMONG THOSE THINGS.”—(247) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term 4 talra' is a meaningless term used as introducing tho sentence— 
4 Being of the nature of Intelligence 'because it is always recognised os 
4 Cognition it is eternal, like the Word-Sound. 

“ If tliat bo so, then how is it tliat in common parlance, we find such 
distinction among Cognitions accepted by observers as 4 this is the Cogni¬ 
tion of the Jar 4 that is the Cognition of the Cloth ’ and so forth ? ” 

Answer — As regards the Cognitionsof the Jar, etc. etc. ;— 4 due to thediversity 
among those things —i.c. the diversity among the Jar, the Elephant and 
the rest.—(247) 

Tho same idea is further clarified by the following Text 


TEXT (248). 

“ People who follow up the diversity among the objects cognised 

DO NOT SPEAK OF THE COGNITION AS 4 THAT SAME COGNITION ’ ; 

NOR IS THERE NON-RECOGNITION OP IT AS 4 COGNITION SO 
LONG AS NOTICE IS NOT TAKEN OF THE DIVERSITY 
AMONG THE OBJECTS.”—(248) 

COMMENTARY. 

People who follow up, etc. i.e. the Cognisers .—Wliat this Text shows, 
by means of affirmative and negative premisses, is tliat the diversity in Cog¬ 
nitions is due only to diversity among the objects cognised.— Nor is there 
non-recognition, etc. ; that is, there is recognition.—(248) 

The following Text proceeds to answer the above arguments 
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TEXT (249). 

If sdch is the case, then, on the occasion when there appear 

COGNITIONS IMPOSING THE CONCEPTS OF ‘ ELEPHANT ’ AND THE 
REST IN REFERENCE TO SPOTS WHERE THESE ANIMALS 
DO NOT EXIST,—TO WHAT IS THE DIVERSITY 
IN SDCH COGNITIONS DOE ? 

• COMMENTARY. 

If the diversity of the Cognition is due to the diversity in the objects 
cognised,—then, what is the basis for the diversity that appears in the cose 
of those Cognitions which successively impose the concepts of the ‘ elepliant \ 
* horse ’ and the rost upon a place where the elephants do not really exist ? 
Tho meaning is that in such cases there is no basis at all for the notion of 
such diversity. Because, there is no difference in the Cognitions per se; 
os all Cognition is held to bo one (by the Mununsaka). Nor con tho diversity 
be duo to tho multiplicity of tho objects imposed ; as there is no object that 
does the imposing. —(249) 

Tho following might be urged:—“Tho idea that a Cognition may be 
devoid of a rool object is not true; as has been doclorcd by Kumfirila— 
' It is not admitted that ovon in tho caso of Dreams and other such Cognitions, 
a roal external object is entirely absent; in every case there is an external 
background, only conceived of in connection with a wrong place and time’. 
[Shlokavdrtika, Niralambanavdda, 107-108].” 

This is the view presented in the following Text:— 


TEXT (250). 

IF THE INDIVIDUAL OBJECTS EXISTING AT OTHER TDIES AND PLACES BE 
HELD TO SUPPLY THE BASIS FOR SUCH IMPOSED COGNITIONS,— 

ON THE GROUND THAT IN ALL COGNITIONS THE BASIS OF 
REALITY IS SUPPLIED BY OBJECTS EXISTING AT TIMES 
AND PLACES OTHER THAN THOSE OF THE APPEAR¬ 
ANCE of the Cognitions themselves,— [then 
the answer would be as stated in tho 
following Text].—(250) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Basis —i.e. tho cause of the notion of diversity among Cognitions.— 
The compound 4 deshakalanyathalmakam ’ is to be analysed as— 4 that of 
which tho timo and place are otherwise \—or as 4 that of which tho differentia¬ 
tion is done by timo and place ’.—(250) 

The answer to this is given in the following Text:— 
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TEXT (251). 

But as a matter of fact, the Cognitions in question have no such 

CONNECTION WITH THAT PARTICULAR PLACE ; WHY THEN SHOULD 
THEY APPEAR IN THAT FORM AT THAT PLACE ?—(251) 

COMMENTARY. 

When at a certain place, a number of individual objects actually appear 
as ‘imposed’ upon Cognitions in a certain order of sequence,—there is no 
connection between the Cognition and those individual objocts existing at 
other times and places,—in the samo order of sequence. Under the circum¬ 
stances, how is it that they appear in the form that is imposed upon them 
arbitrarily ? Certainly it cannot be right for one tiling to appear in the 
form of another thing; if it were, then this would lead to incongruities; 
and in this way all Cognitions would come to liave all tilings for their objects; 
and there would be an end to all ordered usago regarding things.—(251) 

TEXT (252). 

Then again, under your view, the external form is not declared 

TO BELONG TO THE COGNITION ; NOR ARE THE ELEPHANT, POLE 
AND OTHER THINGS ACTUALLY EXISTENT AT THE PLACE 

DESIRED.-(252) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, under your — Mtmansaka ' s — view , the form that appears 
(in Cognition) does not belong to the Cognition; as you assert that the 
Cognition is formless . — “ What if it is so ? ”— At the place desired etc.;—i.e. at 
the place whore the ‘ imposition ’ is made—, the Cognitions should appear 
as connected with that same time and place wherewith the said objects— 
Elephant and the rest—are connected ;—how is it then that they appear 
at a time and place which are not connected with themselves and wliich 
are yet diff erent from those with which the objects are connected ?—From 
this it follows that these Cognitions have no real basis, and they are, in 
reality, unmixed in character and mobile; that they aro so is due to the 
fact of their appearing only occasionally;—and it also becomes established that 
tho Soul, which is of the nature of the said Cognition, must also bo evanescent 
and many . 

The following might be urged:—“ Cognition is a property of the Soul; 
hence tho diversity of the Cognition need not imply diversity of the Soul, 
the latter being only an object having that property.” 

This cannot be right; 1 Pratyaya ' (Cognition), ‘ Chaitanya * (Sentience), 
‘ Buddhi ’ (Intelligence), * Jhdna * (Knowledge) are all synonymous terms ; 
nor does a mere difference in names make any difference in the nature of 
things. Further, even with a difference in their names, all these are actually 
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accepted (by you) as being of the nature of Sentience (Chaitanya) ; and ns 
this Sentience is one and the same, there can be no distinction among the 
Cognitions that m e of the same nature. If it wore not so, then, on account 
of the attribution of contrary properties to them, the two (Sentience and 
Cognition) would ln-come entirely different from one another. 

This same argument in proof of Cognitions having no real basis serves 
also to provo the impcrcepiibiliiy of Cognitions. For instance, it has been 
proved that the form appearing in the Cognition cannot bo the external 
Elephant, etc.; so t hat it becomes established that the Cognitions apprehending 
tliat form os their own are of themsolves, because they ore self-luminous 
in their character.—(252) 

It has been argued (under Text 243 above) that—“ Though by its very 
nature, the File is always of the nature of a burner, etc. etc.”—This argument 
is refuted in the following Text:— 

TEXT (253). 

If Cognition remains for ever in the form of the apprehension 

OF ALL THINGS,—THEN HOW IS IT THAT THE COGNITION OF ALL 
THINGS IS NOT PRESENT AT ALL TIMES ?—(253) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Cognition, which is of the nature of Apprehension, exists for over, 
then all things should be cognised at all times.—(253) 

The following Text proceeds to show how tliis is so :— 

TEXT (254). 

That Cognition on which Sound has been imposed must be the 

SAME THAT APPREHENDS TASTE, COLOUR AND OTHER THINGS. 

IF THIS IS NOT ADMITTED BY YOU, THEN YOU HAVE, BY 
YOUR OWN WORDS, ADMITTED THAT THERE IS 
DIFFERENCE AMONG COGNITIONS.—(254) 

COMMENTARY. 

That Cognition on which Sound has been imposed,— Le. the Cognition of 
Sound,—is the same tliat apprehends Taste, Colour and other things,—and it 
cannot be different; so tliat at the time of the apprehension of one thing, 
there should bo apprehension of all things,—as the Cognition apprehending all 
these would be there always. This has been thus declared‘ Many things 
being approhendod by a single Cognition, all these would bo apprehended 
once for all, without any distinction; nor could it appear in any order 
of sequenco, as no distinction is possible ’. 
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If this is not admitted; if you do not admit that the Cognition of Sound 
is the same that apprehends Taste and other things, then you would be 
admitting that there is diversity among Cognitions.—(254) 

The following Text is going to show that the instance of Fire that has 
been cited (in Text 243) is itself ‘unproven’ (not admitted by all parties):— 


TEXT (255). 


Even Fire is not always a ‘ burner ’ of all combustible things ; 

OT HER WISE THE WHOLE (WORLD) WOULD BE INSTANTLY REDUCED 

TO ASHES.-(255) 


COMMENTARY. 

The Fire, in the form of the burner of all combustible things, is not 
always existent; if it were, then all combustible things would be reduced to 
ashes,—beca\ise they would always have their burner in contact with them,— 
like that combustible thing which is in actual contact with the firo-flamo. 

4 Even \ 4 api \ is meant to indicate that it is not only Cognition that 
cannot be of the nature of the apprehension of all things.—(255) 

Objection — 44 If that is so, then Fire is not always of tlie nature of the 
Burner (possessed of the power to bum); how then could it bum even the 
thing that is presented to it ? ” 

The answer is provided in the following Text:— 


TEXT (256). 

In FACT, IT IS ONLY WHEN IT IS IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO THE COMBUSTIBLE 
THING THAT FlRE CAN BE RIGHTLY REGARDED AS THE burner ; 

THUS IT IS WHY THERE DOES NOT HAPPEN THE CON¬ 
TINGENCY OF ALL THINGS BEING BURNT ALL 
AT ONCE.-(256) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thus it is ;—it is because of our acceptance of the view just expressed— 
that there is no simultaneous burning of all things;—i.e. there is no likeli¬ 
hood of any such absurd contingency.—(256) 

It has been argued (under Text 244, above) that— 44 Just os the clean 
Mirror or Rock-crystal, etc. etc.”—It is shown in the following Text that what 
has been alleged there would not be possible if the Mirror, etc. were eternal 
and always of the same form:— 

12 
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TEXTS (257-258). 

All such things as the Mirror, the Rock-crystal and the like are 

THEMSELVES IN PERPETUAL FLUXJ AND WHEN THEY BECOME 

CONNECTED WITH THE BLUE LOTUS AND SUCH OBJECTS,— 

THEY BECOME CAUSES OF BRINGING ABOUT THE ILLUSION 
REGARDING THEIR REFLECTIONS.—If THAT WERE NOT 
SO, EVERYONE OF THOSE THINGS WOULD BE ALWAYS 
ONE AND THE SAME,—WHEN IN CONTACT WITH 
THE SAID OBJECTS, AS WELL AS WHEN TIOt 
IN CONTACT WITH THEM AND AS 
SUCH IT SHOULD BE SEEN EITHER 
AS ALWAYS WITH ITS 
REFLECTION OR ALWAYS 
WITHOUT ITS 

REFLECTION.— 

(257-258) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Rock-crystal, the Mirror and the like are things that are in a stato 
of perpetual flux,—undergoing destruction every moment; and whon they 
come into contact with the Blue Lotus and such things, they become 
masters in the producing of illusions (regarding the reflections of these tilings, 
which have no real existence, and whoso Cognition, therefore, must be illusory, 
wrong). 

// that were not so,— i.e. if it could reflect the imago without being 
momentary,—then it would have to bo admitted that the Mirror in contact 
with the object is the same as that not in contact with it; so that, 
even in the absence of the Blue and other reflected tilings, the reflection 
of those would bo perceptible, as the reflector will not have abandoned its 
previous character (when in contact with the object);—or, conversely, even 
when in contact with the object, it would be seen without the said reflec¬ 
tions ; as its form would not be different from its previous state (when not 
in contact with the object). 

This argument serves to set aside the possibility of all reflections in 
general in any such reflecting substances as the Mirror and the like,—under 
the view that things are not-momentary. —(257-258) 

The Author now proceeds to refute the possibility of the perception 
of all Reflections,—under both theories—that things are momentary and that 
things are not-momentary:— 
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AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE MlRROR-SURFACE CAN NEVER CONTAIN THE 

REFLECTION (OF ANYTHING),—BECAUSE IT LS LASTING, BECAUSE 
IT IS INDIVISIBLE, AND BECAUSE SEVERAL THINGS WITH 
MATERIAL SHAPE CANNOT SUBSIST TOGETHER.—(259) 

COMMENTARY. 

Because it is lasting, —i.e. not momentary,—therefore the Mirror-surface 
cannot contain the reflection. 

Even if it is momentary, it cannot contain the reflection because it is 
indivisible; when the reflection is perceived it is perceived as if it were inside 
the mirror, just as tlie Water is perceived inside the well; and yet the Mirror- 
surface lias no parts— i.e. vacant space ;—because its component particles 
are closely packed. Hence the perception of the Reflection must be an 
illusion. 

Or the term ‘ nirvibhagatca \ ‘indivisibility’, may stand for absence oj 
difference between the previous and succeeding states ; and the reason for this 
absence is ‘ because it is lasting'; so that the meaning comes to bo—‘ because 
on account of its lasting character it is devoid of difference between its 
previous and succeeding states ’ ; that is. because it has no previous or suc¬ 
ceeding states. 

Further, because several things with material shape cannot subsist together, — 
‘ the Mirror-surface cannot contain the reflection ’,—tins lias to be construed 
here. Because what are perceived in the Mirror-surface are only reflections 
occupying the same space ; material things with forms can never occupy 
the same points in space; as if they did, they would become one and the 


This objection is applicable under both views—of things being momen¬ 
tary or non-momentary.—(259) 


The Rock-crystal also does not become transformed into the reflected 
image of the object placed by it; this is what is shown in the following 
Text 

TEXT (260). 


Persons standing on the two sides of it perceive only the purely 
white Rock-crystal ; hence it follows that this also does not 
become transformed into the Reflection.—(260) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, the man standing in front of the Rock-crystal placed in 
contact with the Hibiscus Flower, perceives it as red ; while persons who 
may be standing on two sides of it would perceive it as purely white ,—not 
even as partly red and partly white.—Now if the Rock-crystal liad become 
transformed into the reflection (of the Flower), then, just like the man standing 
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in front, the persons standing on the two sides of it also would perceive it as 
red. 

Tliis objection is applicable undor both views—of things being momentary 
and not-momentary, —( 260 ) 

With tho following Text, the Author proceeds to point out the objection 
that would be applicable only under tho view that things are not-momentary :— 

TEXT (261). 

The Opponent’s theory would also entail the incongruity of the 
Rock-crystal becoming different with each object placed 

BEFORE IT,—IF THERE WERE A REAL TRANSFORMATION OF 
IT INTO THE REFLECTION.—(261) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Rock-crystal and such things were roally transformed into the 
reflection of tho object placed before them, then,—just as tho reflections 
of tho various tilings placed before tho reflector appearing ono after the 
other, are different in character, and hence there is no identity among them,— 
in the same manner, in the Soul, and in tho Rock-crystal and such things 
also, there would be differences due to tho character of each tiling presented 
to it (and reflected therein).—If tho perception of tho Reflection, howover, 
be admitted to be an illusion, then there can be no objection to it,—this is 
what is meant by the epithet ‘ real ’. —(261) 

TEXT (262) — (First line ). 

From this it follows that the said perception of the Reflection 

is an Illusion,—appearing in connection with things pos¬ 
sessed OF DIVERSE UNTHINKABLE POTENCIES.—(262) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as, under both theories, it is not possible for the Reflector 
to becomo transformed into the Reflection,—it becomes established that it 
is an Illusion. 

Question —“ If that is so, then such Illusion appears only in connection 
with things like the Rock-crystal, and not with things like tho Wall." 

The answer is supplied by the words—‘In. connection with things 
possessed of diverse unthinkable potencies' — Diverse, —of various kinds ;— 
and * utithinkable \—are the potencies of tilings ; no objection can be raised 
against tho particular potentialities of things,—as these potentialities are the 
effects of the series of causes that have brought about oach thing. In fact, 
you also can have no dispute against this much; as you have yourself said— 
4 Who can take objection to the fact tliat it is Fire, not Akasha, that 

bums?’.—(262) 
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“ If that is so, then in the case of Cognition also, the idea of its being 
transformed into the reflection of its object may be mere Illusion; so that 
there is no transformation into the reflected form.” 

The answer to this is provided in the following Text:— 

TEXT (262)— (Second line ). 

In the case of Cognition, there cannot be even Illusion ; as 

THERE IS ABSENCE OF DIFFERENCE.-(262) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is not right that there should be Illusion in the case of Cognition. 
What is implied by the term 4 even * is that it is not only ‘ transforma¬ 
tion into Reflection ’ tliat is not right;—why ?—as there is absence of 
difference ; i.e. because there is no difference. In the case of the Rock- 
Crystal and other things, it is right that there should be Illusion, ns it is possible 
for the illusory cognition to be different from those things; in the cose of 
Cognition, however, there cannot be another Cognition in the form of an 
Illusion; as all Cognition is held (by the Mhndnsaka) to be one. Nor can 
it be said that the Cognition itself appears in the form of an Illusion; as 
Cognition has been held to be eternal (which Illusion can never be).—(262) 

It has been argued above (under Text 247). for the purpose of 
proving the one-ness and etemality of Cognition tliat— 4 Cognition is always 
recognised as being of the nature of Intelligence, etc. etc.' 

This is answered in the following Text:— 

TEXT (263). 

The character of being different from non-cognition ls one that is 

COMMON TO ALL COGNITIONS ; AND THE SAID RECOGNITION COULD 

PROCEED ON THE BASIS OF THE DIPOSITION OF THAT COMMON 
CHARACTER,—EVEN UNDER THE VIEW OF COGNITIONS 
BEING MANY AND DIVERSE.—(263) 

COMMENTARY. 

The 4 Recognition ’ that has been put forward is Inconclusive; because 
the said fact of 4 Recognition ’ can be explained, in regard to all Cognitions, 
as being due to the imposition of the character of being different from what 
is not-cognilion ;—i.e. such things as the Jar and the like ;—and this would not 
be incompatible even with the viow of Cognitions being many and diverse.— 
The following has to be definitely understood: It is only when Cognitions 
are many ,—and not when they are not many ,—tliat the said Recognition can be 
explained as being brought about by the 4 exclusion of all tliat is not homo¬ 
geneous to it’. For instance, in the case of such superimposed (assumed) 
Cognitions as have no real background, even when a diversity among the 
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objects is not admitted, there is no Recognition ; e.g. there is no such recog¬ 
nition as that ‘ this Cognition of the Horse and the Chariot is the same as 
what was the Cognition of the Elephant ’;—and it lias been already proved 
that, all these Cognitions are without any real background; hence we are 
not asserting tliat here again. Thus tho assertion—that “ there is no non* 
recognition of it as Cognition so long as notice is not taken of tho diversity 
among the objects ” (Text 248, above)—should be regarded as ‘ unproven * 
(untrue).—(263) 

Then again, if the Soul is held by you to be enternally of one and the 
same form, then such diverse states as ‘ Happiness ’ and the like are not 
possible. If you do admit these diverse states, then the Soul cannot be eter¬ 
nally of one and the same form. As ono and the same thing cannot have 
such contradictory characters as diversity and non-diversity. 

This Objection has been sought to be answered by Rumania ; and what 
has been said by him is now introduced in the following Text,—for the purpose 
of refuting it (below, under Text 268 el. seq .) 

TEXTS (264-265). 

“ The permanent Soul having been absolutely established as 

DEVOID OF DIVERSITY DUE TO THE DIVERSITY OF STATES,— 

WHAT PEOPLE ASSUME TO BE THE STATES OF HAPPINESS 

and Unhappiness and the rest,—even when under¬ 
going ALL THESE STATES, MY PERSON (SOUL) DOES 
NOT renounce his character of being sentient, 
being a substance, being an entity and so 
forth.” [Shlokav&rtika, page 695J—(265) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Undergoing'— passing through;—‘ Person ’—Soul. The term ‘and 
so forth' includes such generic characters as being Jcnoioable, being rightly 
cognisable, being the active agent, and tho like.—(265) 

The following Text proceeds to show that there is no disappearance 
of tho specific properties :— 

TEXT (266). 

“ Even on the appearance of a new state, the preceding state 
is not entirely destroyed ; IT becomes merged into the 
common character, in order to help the appearance 
of THE next state.” [Shlokavarlika, page 596]—(266) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Preceding state ’,—of happiness. 

“ 1{ that is so, then why is not Unhappiness also not felt during the state 
of Happiness ? ” 
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The answer is— It becomes merged, etc. etc. —While the state of ‘ Happiness * 
remains in its own form, the other state, of ‘ Unhappiness does not appear ; 
it remains merged in the common diameter, which permeates through all 
states,—such as being sentient, being substance and so on; and thereby ren¬ 
ders possible the appearance of the succeeding state of * Unhappiness ’ ; it is 
for this purpose that it becomes merged in the common character.—(266) 

Objection —If that be so, then the mergence of the states into the 
common character also should be as unreasonable as in the othor states; 
as that also involves an incongruity. 

In regard to this objection, the explanation is as follows:— 

TEXT (267). 

“ The States, in their own forms, are mutually incompatible ; 

AS FOR THE COMMON CHARACTER, HOWEVER, IT IS NOT 
INCOMPATIBLE WITH ANY STATE, AND IT IS ACTUALLY 
RECOGNISED, IN ITS COMMON FORM, IN ALL 
States.” SfUokavdrtika, page 696—(267) 

COMMENTARY. 

The States of * Happiness ’ and the rest are incompatible among thom- 
solves; hence it is not reasonable that thoy should becomo merged into 
each other ;—on the other hand, if any one State became merged into the 
common character, where would there be any incongruity, which would go 
against the acceptance of its mergence therein ! As a matter of fact, the 
said common character is actually seen to bo compatibly permeating tlirough 
all the States; as is clear from the fact that ‘ Sentience ’ and the other common 
characters are found to be present in all the States.—(267) 

With the following Text, the Author proceeds to answer the above 
arguments of the Mimdmsaka :— 


TEXT (268). 

If the States are not entirely different from the Soul, then 

THERE SHOULD BE DESTRUCTION AND ORIGINATION OF THE 

Soul also, following upon the destruction 
AND ORIGINATION OF THE STATES.-(268) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the States are not held to be entirely different from the Soul, then, 
on the destruction and origination of the States, there should be destruction 
and origination of the Soul also. The term ‘ entirely ’ is meant to show 
that, if there were even the slightest degree of non-difference, the said 1 des- 
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truction and origination ’ would be irrepressible. The argument is to be 
formulated as follows:—When one thing is non-different from another, 
its destruction and origination must follow on the destruction and origina¬ 
tion of the latter, just like the specific forms of those same States of Happiness 
and the rest,—and the Soul has been held to be non-different in nature from 
the States of Happiness and the rest; hence this is a reason based upon 
the nature of tilings.—(268) 

The following Text shows that the Reason just put forward is not 
‘ Inconclusive *:— 


TEXT (269). 

If there be presence of contradictory properties, then there 

SHOULD BE ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCE ; JUST AS IN THE CASE OF 

your Souls which are absolutely different from 

EACH OTHER, THROUGH THE DISTINCTIVE CHARACTER 
BELONGING TO EACH OF THEM.— (269) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it bo held that destruction and origination pertain to the States only, 
not to the Soul,—so tliat the two (the States and the Soul) have two contra¬ 
dictory properties—of 4 origination ’ and ‘ non-origination \—then thero must 
bo difference between them ; just as in the case of Souls, which are many,— 
each lias its own character restricted to himself,—and hence they are regarded 
as distinct from each other ; that is, this much alone serves as the basis 
of difference. 

The qualification 4 distinctive character belonging to each ' has been added 
for the purpose of avoiding the fallacy of the 4 absence of the Probandum * 
in the Probans, duo to the fact that in the case of the Souls also, there is no 
difference in their own pristine forms. As a matter of fact, the form belong¬ 
ing to each of the individual Souls is entirely different from each other; if 
that were not so, as there would be no restriction regarding the apprehensions 
and remembrances of different persons, there would be confusion in all 
matters. 

The argument may be formulated as follows:—When one thing is not 
subject to the same vicissitudes as another, there cannot be non-difference 
between them;—e.g. among Souls, each having its own distinctive form 
restricted to itself, they are not subject to the same vicissitudes,—the States 
of Happiness and the rest also ore not all subject to the samo vicissitudes; 
—hence, inasmuch as the wider condition is not found in thorn (they 
oannot be non-different).—(269) 

It has been assorted that 44 on the appearance of another State, the 
preceding State is not entirely destroyed ” the following Text supplies 
the answer to tliis :— 
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If your ‘ States ’ become merged into the Soul in their own 

FORM, THEN, ON THE APPEARANCE OF HAPPINESS, UNHAPPI¬ 
NESS ALSO SHOULD BE FELT.—(270) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the States become merged in the Common Soul, they could be 
so merged either in their own form or in some other form ; if it is the former 
that is meant, then on the appearance of Happiness,—i.e. when there is feeling 
of the State of Happiness,—Unhappiness also should be felt; as this latter 
also is possessed of the common character of ‘ feeling —(270) 

If they become merged in some other form, then there would be the 
following difficulty:— 

TEXT (271) 

. As A MATTER OF FACT, WHEN THERE IS TRANSFERENCE OF ONE FORM TO 

SOMETHING, THERE CAN BE NO TRANSFERENCE OF ANOTHER 
FORM. SO THAT IF THE STATES BECAME TRANSFERRED 
(MERGED INTO THE SOUL) IN THEIR OWN FORM, THEN 

the Soul also would be something liable 
TO origination.—(271) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, the transference (mergence) of Happiness and other States 
into the Soul could be possible only in their own forms; and in that cose, 
like Unhappiness and the other States, the Soul also, being non-different 
from them, would bo something liable to origination ,—capable of being pro¬ 
duced.—(271) 

It has been asserted (under Text 227) that “ the Soul’s characters of 
Doer and Experiencer are not dependent upon the State.” The answer to 
this is provided in the following :— 


TEXT (272). 

If the characters of Doer and Experiencer are not dependent 
upon the State,—then the said characters cannot belong 
to the Soul,—as they can belong to only one who 
has that State.—(272) 

COMMENTARY. 

If tho character of ‘ Doer \ etc. rested in the Souls themselves,—then 
these could never belong to the Soul, which never abandons its previous char- 
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actor. This argument may bo formulated thus:—One who has not aban¬ 
doned his previous States of non-doer and non-cxpcricncer can never do or 
experience, —e.g. the A kasha, —and the Soul never abandons its State of yxon- 
docr and non-cxperiencer ; hence we find (in the assertion concerned) conditions 
contrary to the more extensive character.—(272) 

The revered Diiinaga having declared that— 1 if the fact of the Soul being 
modified on the appearance of Cognition meant the non-eternity of that 
Soul, then, there can be no Cogniser in the shape of the Soul not modified ’;— 
in answer to this declaration, Kumdrila has argued as follows:—“ Wo aro 
not denying the fact of the Soul being expressed (spoken of) by the term 
‘ non-eternal'; but if the term meant mere modification, then that alone 
would not imply the destruction of the Soul.”— (Shlokaixirtika, Almamda, 
22 ). 

Against this the Author states the following objection, which also 
serves to sum up his own conclusion :— 


TEXT (273). 

For these reasons, we are not denying the fact of the Soul 

BEING SPOKEN OF BY THE TERM ' ETERNAL ’ J BUT ON ACCOUNT 
OF ITS FORM BEING SUBJECT TO MODIFICATION, THERE 
MUST BE DESTRUCTION OF IT.—(273) 

COMMENTARY. 

For these reasons, we are not denying the fact of the Soul being spoken 
of ns ‘ eternal \—on the ground tliat Sentience, which is in a State of perpetual 
flux, continues undestroyed, along with its Cause, as long as the world lasts. 
But its form —nature—being subject to modification, as there is always the 
abandoning of tho preceding and the appearance of the succeeding form,— 
its liability to destruction is clearly indicated.—(273) 

As regards the instance of tho Serpent, etc. that has been citod abovo 
(under Text 223),—the following Text proceeds to show that all thoso things 
are not found to be eternal and of one and the same form :— 

TEXT (274). 

The Serpent also is liable to become crooked and so forth, 

BECAUSE IT IS SUBJECT TO PERPETUAL FLUX ; IF IT HAD A 
PERMANENT FORM, THEN, LIKE THE SOUL, IT COULD 
NEVER COME BY ANOTHER STATE—(274) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as in the case of the Soul.—because of its being always of one lasting 
character,—there is no possibility of another State,—so in the case of the 
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Serpent also. If it wero subject to destruction (modification) every moment, 
then alone could it have another State; as the ' appearance of another State ’ 
is always in the form of the ‘appearance of another character’.—(274) 

It has been argued (under Text 229) that “ The conception of I in the 
notion I know apprehends the Cogniser ” ;—the following Text proceeds 
to show that this is * unproven ’ (not admitted by all parties):— 


TEXT (275). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE ‘ NOTION OF I ’ COMES ABOUT WITHOUT A REAL 
BASIS, THROUGH THE FORCE OF THE BEGINNINGLESS SEED OF 
THE VISION OF BEING; AND THAT ALSO ONLY 

IN SOME PLACES.—(275) 

COMMENTARY. 

The said ‘ I-notion ’ has no real background, by virtue of which the 
4 Cogniser ’ could form its object. 

“ If that is so, then what is the cause of its origin ? ” 

The answer is that— It proceeds from the beginningless, etc. etc. 4 Vision 
of Being ’ is the vision of the existing body ;—the 4 seed * of this vision is 
the Potency of Dispositions; and this ‘seed’ is beginningless;—and it is 
through the force of this that * I-consciousness ’ is brought about;— and that 
also only in some places, —i.e. only in the internal economy of the Sextuple 
Body.—(275) 

Question. —“Why does not the 4 I-notion ’ come about everywhere ? ” 
The Answer is supplied in the following :— 


TEXT (276). 

It is only some (not all) Impressions that secure the requisite 

POTENCY FOR BRINGING ABOUT THE SAID NOTION APPREHENDING 
THAT PARTICULAR FORM J HENCE IT DOES NOT APPEAR 
EVERYWHERE.—(276) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 The said notion, etc.', —i.e. the ‘ I-notion, apprehending the form of the 
Cogniser, as existing through the preceding and succeeding points of time ’.— 
4 Not everywhere ’,—i.e. in other 4 chains ’, like those of the Jar and other 
things.—(276) 
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TEXT (277). 

If this were not so,—THE objection in question could be urged 

WITH EQUAL FORCE AGAINST YOUR ‘ SOUL ’ ALSO ; BUT ALL 
DIFFICULTIES ARE REMOVED BY THE FACT THAT THERE 
IS DIVERSITY IN ITS POTENCIES.—(277) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, even when the 1 1-notion * is held to have the Soul for its basis,— 
the objection in question would npply with equal force .-—Why does the 
said notion not appear in connection with another Soul also ? —It might 
be answered tliat “ it is not so bocause of the restrictions imposed by the 
potency of tilings ”,—then, for us also the same answer would be available,— 
that the notion appears only in regard to some internal objects, and not in 
regard to all. So that all difficulties would be removed.—(277) 

It might bo urged tliat—“ There may be such restriction ; but how is 
the fact of its having no mil basis proved ? ” 

The answer is supplied by the following :— 


TEXTS (278-279). 

If THE SAID NOTION (OF * I ’) HAD AN ETERNAL THING FOR ITS BASIS, 
THEN ALL * I-NOTIONS * WOULD COME ABOUT ALL AT ONCE, 

AS THEIR EFFICIENT CAUSE WOULD BE ALWAYS PRESENT. 

—IF IT HAD A NON-ETERNAL BASIS, THEN ATT . THESE 
NOTIONS WOULD BE EQUALLY CLEARLY MANIFEST. 

Hence (it follows that) the other p ar ties 

NEEDLESSLY RAISE QUESTIONS REGARDING THE 
EXISTENCE OF THE BASIS OF THE SAID 

I-NOTION.—(278-279) 

COMMENTARY. 

The basis (background) of this ‘ I-notiou * could be either eternal or 
non-otorualif it is eternal, then all 4 1-notions 4 1-consciousness ’—would 
come about (appear) simultaneously, os their cause would bo present in 
its perfect condition; nor can the said basis bo without cause; as such an idea 
would lead to absurdities;—nor can an efficient cause stand in need of auxiliary 
causes;—all this has been discussed more than once.—Nor can it be urged 
that “ there is only one I-consciousness ”, because its multiplicity is clearly 
proved by its appearing only occasionally. For instance, during the states 
of deep sleep, or of intoxication, or of swoon, there is no 4 1-consciousness ’ 
felt, and yet at other times, it is actually felt; and this non-approlionsion of 
it at certain times shows that it appears only occasionally; and bocause it 
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appears only occasionally, therefore it must be regarded as many also. Thus 
it is clear that all these ‘ I-notions ’ would come about simultaneously, as 
their coming about is dependent upon the presence of the said cause only. 

If then the other view be accepted that the basis of the 4 1-notion ’ 
is non-eternal, then all I-notions should be all as clearly manifest as the 
Visual and other Cognitions; as they would be directly apprehending the 
specific individuality of the thing concerned. 

For these reasons, we conclude that ‘ other people '—other philosophers, 
like Kumdrila and others—needlessly raise questions regarding the basis of 
the I-notion in question,—in such words as (those under Text 232)—“ Of that 
notion, what cognitive-moment is assumed to be the object ! ” and so forth. 
—(278-279) 

In this connection, it has been asserted by the Buddhist that the 4 1- 
notion ’ is entirely baseless, and it appears only as an Illusion due to the 
beginningless Dispositions of the “ Vision of the Body of Being ”,—As against 
this, Kumdrila has raised an objection, which is set forth below :— 


TEXTS (280-281). 

“ What the Disposition can do is to bring about the Recognition 

OF THE COGNISER ; IT CANNOT BRING ABOUT THE COGNITION OF 
A THING AS WHAT IT IS NOT ; BECAUSE IT CANNOT BE THE 

cause of Illusion (Wrong Cognition).—Thus 

THE ‘ I-NOTION ’ CANNOT BE REGARDED AS AN 

Illusion ; as there is nothing to annul it 

(and HENCE PROVE IT TO BE WTOJig) ” ;— 

[STUokacdrtilca, page 720]—IF this is 
urged [then the answer is as given 
in the following Text]. —(2S0-2S1) 

COMMENTARY. 

What the Disposition can do is to bring about the Recognition of the 
Cogniser, and not the Cognition of a thing— Cogniser —as what it is not, 
—i.e. as not-Cogniser ; the construction is that Disposition cannot bring about 
this latter Cognition.—“ why ? ”— because it cannot be the cause of Illusion ; in 
fact it always brings about the Cognition of a thing exactly as it had been 
cognised on the previous occasion, and not a wrong Cognition.—Thus then, 
because this I-notion is produced from Dispositions, and because there is no 
valid roason for annulling it, it cannot be regarded as an Illusion. 

The term 4 chit ‘ if this be urged should be construed away from 
its place,—after the end of the sentence.—(280-281) 


The following Text answers this argument 
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TEXT (281). 

What has been urged is not right ; as the reasoning adduced 

ABOVE IS CLEARLY FOUND TO BE SUBVERSIVE OF THE SAID 

IDEA.—(281) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Adduced above '—under Text 278.—(2S1) 

It has been argued that “ Disposition cannot be the cause of Illusion ” • 
tliis reason is 4 Inconclusive ’this is shown in the following Text 


TEXT (282). 

HOW IS IT THAT, ENTIRELY FROM DISPOSITIONS—SUCH DIVERSE ILLU¬ 
SIONS COME ABOUT AS THOSE THAT DEVOTEES HAVE IN REGARD 
TO God and other Beings as being the cause of 
THINGS AND SO FORTH ? 

COMMENTARY. 

If Disposition wore not the cause of Illusion, then how could such Illusions 
appear, purely out of Dispositions, as 4 God is the cause of all products, 
omniscient, the receptacle of eternal cognition * and so forth ? In fact! 
Kumdrila himself lias denied a creator of the world, like God and other Beings! 

In the phrase 4 proceeding entirely from Disposition \ the term ‘ entirely ’ 
»s for the purpose of excluding a real background.—( 282 ) 

TEXTS (283-284). 

Thus then, the baselessness of ‘ I-consciousness ’ having been 

ESTABLISHED, THERE CAN BE NO Cogniser WHO COULD BE 
APPREHENDED BY THE SAID 1 NOTION OF I \ HENCE AMONG 
ALL VALID FORMS OF COGNITION, THERE IS NOT ONE 
WHICH IS FOUND ABLE TO SUPPLY A FIT EXAMPLE ; 

and the Reasons also that have been 

ADDUCED IN DUE COURSE ARE FOUND TO BE 
‘ UNPROVEN ’ REGARDING THEIR 
SUBSTRATUM.—(283-284) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thus 4 I-consciousness * being baseless, there can be no Cogniser who 
could be admitted to be the object of that consciousness. Hence the 
existence of the 4 soul ’ is not proved. 
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The other party has adduced (under Text 238, et seq.) such reasons as 
‘ because he has been apprehended by past I-notions ’ and so forth,—for 
proving the eternity of the Soul; against tins it is urged that there can be 
no Cogniser, etc. —i.e. neither an eternal nor a non-eternal Cogniser is there who 
could serve as the corroborative instance,- hence the corroborative instance 
(of the opponent’s inference) is * unproven ’ (non-existent). For instance, the 
first and second reasonings (set forth by the opponent) are open to the objec¬ 
tion that the corroborative Instance is beset with the defect of having its 
subject unknown; as there is no such Cogniser known as is the object of the 
‘ I-notion ’ of to-day and also of yesterday. —As regards the third reasoning, 
the Instance cited—‘ like the single Cognition ’—is devoid of the Probandum 
and the Probans ; because the ‘ one Cognition' intended to be the 1 I-notion ’ 
of the cogniser connected with the same chain.—and also to ap]>ertain 
to a single object,—is * not proven ’ (not admitted by all parties). Thus, 
on account of the two characters being ‘ unproven ’, the Instance itself 
has been declared to be 4 unproven ’. 

Adduced indue course, —i.e. those Reasons that liave been adduced above ; 
— 4 in due course ' —according to the nature of the defect found in each.— 4 Un¬ 
proven regarding their substratum', —for instance, in the first and second 
arguments, the Reasons adduced are 4 unproven regarding their substratum ’, 
as it is not admitted that there is any such object as ‘ the Cogniser appre¬ 
hended by I-notion' ;—in the third argument, though the substratum is not 
4 unproven’, inasmuch as the ‘Cognitions’ which form the subject are well- 
recognised entities,—yet, what is * not proven ’ in regard to them is the fact 
of their being qualified by a 4 Cogniser connected with a single chain', 
—because it is well known that Cognitions are baseless (devoid of any basis 
in reality). Tills is the reason why tlie Text has used the qualifying term, 
4 in due course (283-284) 


End of section 7 (6) dealing with the Mimamsaka's Doctrine of the 4 Sotd ’. 




CHAPTER VII. 


SECTION (C). 

The Sdnkhya doctrine of the 1 Soul ’ {Spirit). 
COMMENTARY. 

The Text proceeds now to refute the ‘ Soul ’ as postulated by the 
Sdnkhya :— 


TEXTS (285-2S6). 


Others hold Chaitanya ‘ Sentience * to be distinct from the form 
of Buddhi, Intellect (Cognition). They postulate ‘ Sentience ’ 
as the * Spirit’s ’ own form ; he only enjoys the fruits 

PRESENTED TO HIM BY PRIMORDIAL MATTER J HE IS NOT 
THE ‘ DOER ’ ; THE CHARACTER OF ‘ DOER ’ IS HELD 
TO BELONG TO PRIMORDIAL FLATTER 
ALONE.—(285-286) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Others ’—the Sankhyas. They postulate the Spirit’s own form as consist¬ 
ing of Chaitanya, ‘ sentience ’,—whioh is something different from Buddhi (of 
the Sankhyas, which is Cosmic Intellect); as their doctrine is that Buddhi is 
of the nature of Primordial Matter, while Chaitanya is the form of the Spirit 
alone.—This * Spirit ’ is the enjoyer of the fruit of good and bad deeds, pre¬ 
sented by Primordial Matter,—but ho is not the doer of the deeds ; as the 
character of the doer is held to belong to Primordial Matter alone, which 
contains within itself the evolution of the whole world. In support of this 
doctrine they adduce the following proof:—Whatever is of the nature of an 

aggregate is found to bo for another’s purpose,—e.g. Beds and such things ;_ 

the eye and the rest are of the nature of aggregates; hence this is a reason 
based on the nature of things ;—and this ‘ another ’ is, by implication, the 
Spirit (or Soul). This is what the other party means.—(285-286) 

With tho following Text proceeds the refutation of the said doctrine (of 
the S 5 filthy as) :— 
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TEXT (287). 

AS REGARDS THIS DOCTRINE, IF ‘ SENTIENCE ’ IS HELD TO BE ONE ONLY, 
THEN HOW IS IT THAT, IN THE COGNITIONS OF COLOUR, SOUND 
AND OTHER OBJECTS, WHAT IS CLEARLY PERCEIVED 
IS A FORM BESET WITH DIVERSITY ?— 

(287). 

COMMENTARY. 

To explain—When the SahkJiya says that “ Sentience is the Soul’s own 
form ”, what becomes postulated is that sentience is eternal and of one form,— 
inasmuch as it is non-different from the Soul who is eternal and of one form.— 
This however is contrary to facts of perception; inasmuch as in the Cogni¬ 
tions of Colour, Sound and other things, what is clearly—distinctly—per¬ 
ceived, through their own Cognition itself—is a form beset with diversity, —i.e. 
a diverse character is perceived ;—and this could not be possible if Sentience 
were only one.—(287) 

The following Text shows that the said doctrine is open to the chargo of 
being contrary to doctrines of the SdrUJiya himself :— 

TEXT (288). 

If ' Sentience ’ ls of one form and continues to exist for all time, 

THEN, HOW LS IT POSSIBLE FOR THE SENTIENT SOUL TO BE 
THE ENJOYER OF THINOS OF MANY KINDS ?—(288) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho Soul is of ono form, and yet the enjoyer of many kinds of things,— 
tliis involves self-contradiction; specially as it cannot bo distinguislied 
from the state in which one is not the enjoyer.—(2S8) 

It might be argued tliat “ there is no self-contradiction, because of the 
presence of the desire to see and other characters ”. 

Tho following Text supplies tho answor to this:— 

TEXT (289). 

The ‘ Desire to see ’ and the like, which are diverse, do not 
COME INTO EXISTENCE AS FORMING THE BASIS OF THE SPIRIT’S 
EXPERIENCE ; FOR, IF THEY DID SO, THEN THE SOUL 

itself would be somethino produced. -(289) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, in regard to colour, etc. the ‘ desire to sco ‘ desire to hear ’ and so 
forth,—which are different from one another,—be assumed to be the basis of 

13 
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the Spirit’s experience,—then no such can come into existence. If thoy did 
come into oxistonco, then,—i.o. if thoy came into existence as distinct from 
each other,—the Spirit also would bo something produced, just like the 
* desiro to see etc. ns it is non-different from those.—(289) 

This same point is made clearer in the following:— 


TEXT (290). 

The ‘ Desire to see ’ and the rest are not anything distinct 
from ‘ Sentience ’; and if this latter were liable to 
‘ APPEARANCE and disappearance then the same 
could not be denied of the Soul.—(290) 

COMMENTARY. 

If thoy wore something entirely distinct, then there could be no such 
connection between thorn as that ‘ these nro his ’; as there is no benofit 
conferred which could be the basis of such connection. 

‘ Z7*c same ’,—i.o. the attributing of ‘ appearance and disappearance’. 

Tins argument may be formulated as follows When there is no basis 
for any restriction regarding the existence of a thing, that thing should not 
be so restricted by any intelligent person,—e.g. Akdsha as having a material 
shapo;—in tho case of the Spirit there is no basis, in the shape of * Desire to 
see ’ and the rest for restricting tho character of 4 being tho oxperiencor ’ to it; 
so that no reason is porceived for such restriction.—This Reason cannot be 
said to be 4 unproven ’; as has been explained already.—(290) 

For the following reason also tho character of 4 experioncer ’ cannot 
bolong to tho Soul, on the ground that it cannot be the 4 doer ’:— 


TEXT (291). 

If good and bad deeds are not done by the Soul, then wherefrom 

DOES THIS DIVERSITY IN HIS EXPERIENCES PROCEED ?—(291) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, no one enjoys the fruit of the act that he has not 
done ; for if ho did, then this would involve the incongruity of tho 4 accruing 
of what lias not been done ’, etc. etc.—(291) 

The following Text states a likoly answer from the other party:— 
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If it be held that—“ it is Primordial Matter that bestows the 

FRUITS, IS ACCORDANCE WITH THE DESIRES OF THE SOUL J AND 
THIS RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TWO STANDS LIKE THAT 
BETWEEN THE LaME AND THE BLIND PERSONS ”,— 

[then the answer is as given in the 
following Text]. —(292) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though the Soul is not tlie doer of deeds, yet it is Primordial Matter that 
presents to him things, in accordance with his desires, and then he enjoys these 
tilings.—So that there is none of the incongiuity that has been urged. 

Question : —“ Primordial Matter being insentient, how con it be the 
Doer of good and bad deeds, by virtue of which it brings about the fruits of 
deeds for tlio Soul according to his desires f” 

Answer:—This relationship, etc. ; just as the Blind man acts towards 
things, through his connection with the man with eyes,—so do the Cosmic 
Intellect and other ‘ divergent * things perform the functions of ‘ deter¬ 
mining ’ and the rest towards such effects as Merit, etc., through their contact 
with the Soul, which is sentient. —This has been thus asserted—“ The Soul 
serves the purpose of bringing about Perception (of Matter), and Prim¬ 
ordial Matter serves to bring about Liberation (of the Soul); the connec¬ 
tion between these two thus is like that between the Lame and the Blind ; 
and creation (evolution) proceeds from this connection ” ( SdfJchyakdnka , 
21).—(292) 

The above argument is answered in the following— 


TEXT (293). 

If THAT IS SO, THEN HOW IS IT THAT EVEN WHEN THE DESIRE FOR THE 
DESIRED THING IS THERE, IT IS NOT FULFILLED ? PRIMORDIAL 

Matter cannot stand in need of anything 
else.—(293) 

COMMENTARY. 

If what is meant is that Primordial Matter brings to the Soul tho desired 
fruit of even such acts os he has not done, then how is it that, at all times, 
on the desiro appearing for anything, the desires of all men do not become 
fulfilled ? 

It might be argued that—** It does not become fulfilled because its cause, 
n the form of Merit, is not present ”. 
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The Answer to Hint is that Primordial Matter cannot aland in need of 
anything aba—Merit is a product of Primordial Matter, and as such non- 
difforent from it; consequently it must bo always present; and the desired 
fruit must therefore always appear. For instance, all tilings (for the Sdhkh/a) 
aro included under the two categories of ' Primordial Matter * and ‘ Soul *, 
and these aro always close to one another; so that the fruit should bo always 
there. 

Then again, if it is tho desired fruit that Primordial Matter brings to 
the Soul, why then does it present to him what is undesirable ? For 
certainly no one desires what is undesirable.—( 293 ) 


Further, if Primordial Matter presents the tiling to tho Soul,—oven 
so, it cannot bo right to regard liim as the ‘ enjoyer ’, as he is unmodifiable— 
This is what is pointed out in tho following— 


TEXTS (294-295). 

If, at the time of his enjoying a thing, there is NO MODIFICATION 
IN THE SOUL,—THEN HE CANNOT BE THE dtjoi / er ; NOR CAN 

Primordial Matter be of any service to him._If 

(ON THE OTHER HAND) THERE IS MODIFICATION IN HIM, 

THEN HIS ETERNALITY DISAPPEARS ; AS ‘ MODIFI¬ 
CATION ’ consists in becoming changed into 
something else ; and how could any such 
change be possible if the Soul 

REMAINED IN THE SAME CONDITION 
ALWAYS ?—(294-295) 

COMMENTARY 

If the Soul is not made to undergo ‘ modification ’ into Joy and Sorrow 
duo to Pleasure and Pain and so forth,—then he would be just like Akdsha, and 
honco lie cannot bo tho Enjoyer; and Primordial Matter also cannot be of any 
service to him,— [such is tho construction of tho Sentence];—because no service 
can be rendered to that which is immodifiable.—If then, it be admitted that 
the Soul is modifiable,—then there is tho undesirable contingency of his losing 
his oternality; because what we moan by the ‘ Non-otemality ’ of a thing 
is that it doos not remain in tho same form always; and as this would bo 
there, if tho Soul were modifiablo, how could ho bo eternal ? As wliat is 
moant by ‘ oternality ’ is that the thing should retain the same form always 
—(294-295) 


The following text provides another explanation of the Soul being the 
' enjoyor ’—from the standpoint of the other party :— 
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TEXTS (296-297). 

The following might be urged—“ First of all the Cosmic Intellect 
BECOMES EVOLVED IN THE FORM OF THE OBJECT; AND WHEN 
THIS OBJECT HAS BEEN * DETERMINED UPON ’ (DEFINED) 
by Cosmic Intellect, the Spirit attains it. Thus 

HIS CHARACTER OF BEING THE * ENJOYER * IS 
THROUGH THE APPEARANCE OF THE REFLECTION ; 
and the Spirit never renounces his own 
NATURE.”—(296-297) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ The Spirit is not hold to the * enjoyer ’ in the sense that he becomes 
modified ; wliat is meant is that he becomes so by way of the nppenranco 
therein of the object ‘ determined * by Cosmic Intellect. That is to 
say, the object, first of all, enters as a reflected image in tho mirror 
of Cosmic Intellect,—this reflected image of the object then becomes 
transferred into Spirit, which Is tho second reflecting mirror; and this 
is what constitutes the Spirit being the ‘ enjoyer * (of the object); and 
not his undergoing modification. By the mere transference of the reflected 
imago, the Spirit does not renounce his own nature, because, like the 
Mirror ho remains just as ho was.—Thus, in tho argument that was 
urged above (by the Buddhist against the Sankhya) to tho effect that 
‘ what is non-differentiated from the non-onjoyer cannot be tho enjoyer etc. 
etc.’ (under Text, 288)—the Reason is found to be •inconclusive’.—(290-297) 

The answer to this is supplied in the following— 

TEXT (298). 

Our answer to this is as follows :—If the Reflection appears in 
the same form (as the Reflecting Substance), then the 
same liability to ‘ appearance and disappearance ’ 
remains.—If, on the other hand, it is different, 
then the Spirit cannot be the enjoyer. — (29S) 

COMMENTARY 

You hold that the reflection of the object in Cosmic Intellect becomes 
transferred to the Spirit, who is like a second mirror;—now if this reflection 
in Spirit is non-differont from the Spirit itself, then the Spirit remains liable to 
‘ appearance and disappearance ’ as urged above ; for the simple reason that 
ho is non-different from (identified with) the Reflection, which is liable to 
appearance and disapj>earance.—If, on the other hand, the view held is that 
the Reflection is something different from the Spirit, then ho cannot be the 
‘ enjoyer as his condition would not be different in any way from what it 
was when he was not the ‘ enjoyer ’.—Nor can it be right to regard the Spirit’s 
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character of being the ‘ Enjoyor ’ as being due to his contact with the rofloction 
of the object; as there can bo no * contact * between two such ontitios as 
do not benefit each other in any way.—(208) 


TEXT (290). 

If Prdiordial Matter operates towards bringing about the 

DIVERSIFIED CREATION, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE (SPIRIT’S) 

‘ DESIRE TO SEE ’ AND THE REST,—THEN HOW CAN IT 

be insentient ? —(299) 

COMMENTARY 

Then again, if Primordial Matter knew of the Spirit’s ‘ desire to seo ’ 
etc.—then it might bo resonable to rogard its activity to bo for the sake of 
tho Spirit, and to bo in accordance with his ‘ desire to seo ’ otc.;—as a mattor 
of fact, however, the said Matter is itself insentient, —even when in contact 
with the Sentiont Spirit;—it cannot then be right to regard its activity as 
brought about ns by tho contact of the Lamo and the Blind. Becauso even 
though tho Blind man does not soe tho road, yet ho knows of the Lamo man’s 
dosire, because ho is himsolf sentient. Primordial Mattor however cannot know 
the Spirit’s ‘ desire to seo ’ otc., because being insentient by its very nature, 
it is unconscious.— Nor is it possible for these two—Spirit and Primordial 
Matter—to be related like the Lamo and tho Blind,—as there can be no 
mutual benefit in their case.—(299) 


TEXT (300). 

Prdiordial Matter knows how to produce the Soup and other 

THINGS, AND YET DOES NOT KNOW HOW TO EAT (ENJOY) THEM, 

—WHAT CAN BE MORE INCONGRUOUS THAN THIS ?—(300) 

COMMENTARY 

If it bo hold that Primordial Matter actually knows of tho Spirit’s «desire 
to seo ’ and tho rest of it.—then it must have to be regarded as being tho 
‘ Enjoyor ’ also. How can one who knows how to produce a thing not know 
how to enjoy it ? Hence what can be more incongruous than that Primordial 
Matter knows how to produce things, but does not know how to enjoy thorn ? 
The moaning is that nothing can be more incongruous. The Cook who 
prepares the soup and othor things cannot bo regarded as not knowing how 
to oat (enjoy) thorn. The particle ‘ iti ’ should bo taken as understood 
after ‘ vija &ti ’.—(300) 

In tho following text the Author sots forth the answer likely to be given 
by the other party :— 
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TEXTS (301-302). 

If it bf. argued that—“ inasmuch as Primordial Matter is equipped 
with Cosmic Intellect, all this cannot be incompatible 

WITH ITS NATURE ”,—THEN, ON THE GROUND OF ITS BEING 
EQUIPPED WITH INTELLECT, IT WOULD HAVE TO BE 

possessed of Sentience also,—like the Sentience 
in Spirits. Because * Intellect ’, ‘ Volition ’, 

* Consciousness \ * Feeling ’, ‘ Knowing ’,— 
all this is expressive of Sentience. — 

(301-302) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ All this ’—i.o. acting in accordance with the Spirit’s ‘ desire to see ’ and 
the rest;— 1 its nature ' —its character of Primordial Matter.—Wliat is meant 
is this—" Even though Primordial Matter is not of the nature of Sentience, 
yet it is equipped with Cosmic Intellect which is of the nature of ‘ deter¬ 
mination \—and thus it can know of the Spirit’s ‘ desire to know * etc., and act 
accordingly ; so that there is no incongruity at all 

The answer to this is that on the ground of its being equipped with Intellect, 
etc. etc. That is to say, if it is admitted that Primordial Matter is equipped 
with Intellect, then it should have to bo regarded as endowed with Sentience 
also, like the Spirit; as ‘ Buddhi ’ (Intellect) etc. are only so many synonj-ms 
of ‘Sentience ’. For instance, that which is of the nature of light and has 
its form known by itself and shines independently of all else, is ‘ Sentience 
and this character is present in Buddhi (Intellect) also; why then should 
this latter not be the same as Sentience ? specially as apart from Intellect, 
we do not perceive any other form of Sentience, by virtue of winch this 
distinct nature could be attributed to Spirit.—(301-302) 

In the following Text, the other party proceeds to show that Buddhi 
(Intellect) is something different from * Sentience — 


TEXT (303). 

“ Cosmic Intellect must be insentient by its nature,—like Sound 
Odour, Taste and other things,—on account of the two 
reasons of being produced and being perishable ”,— 
if this be your view— [then the answer is as 
stated in the following Text].—(303) 

COMMENTARY 


The opponent’s argument is formulated thus :—“ Whatever is character¬ 
ised by the character of being produced , being perishable , and the like,—must 



200 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER VII. 


be insentient, —e.g. Tost© etc.-Cosmic Intellect is so characterised; hence 
tliis must bo a reason based upon the nature of things (for regarding it as 
insentient). ”—(303) 


The following Text answers this argument:— 


TEXT (30*). 

If the Reasons adduced are meant to be self-sufficient, then 
they ARE not admitted by both (parties) ; if the reasons are 
MEANT TO BE INDIRECT, THEN THERE IS NOTHING TO ANNUL 
THE CONTRARY CONCLUSION.—(304) 

COMMENTARY 

The reason that lias been put forward,—is it meant to prove the conclu¬ 
sion directly or indirectly (per Rcdnctio ad absurdum) ?—If directly, then the 
Reason adduced is ‘not admitted’ by either one or the other of 
the two parties; for instance, the ‘ producibility ’ of things that the 
Buddhist admits is in the form of the production of something that 
did not exist before,—similarly, tho ‘ perishability ’ of things that the 
Buddhist acbnits is of tho nature of complete destruction,—while such is 
not tho ‘producibility’ or ‘perishability’ that is admitted by you, tho 
Sdril-hya ; as you regard thorn os being of the nature of ‘ appearance ’ and 
‘ disappearance ’ respectively; and the form in which you admit these is 
not the ono tliat is admitted by tho Buddhist; hence tho reason comes to bo 
‘ not admitted ’ by either ono or the other party. Tho mere admission of tho 
verbal expression does not prove tho admission of tho Reason ; tho admission 
of a fact is proved by a fact, as it is only a fact that can be tho cause. This 
has been thus declared—* In the case of such fallacies ns Falsity and tho like* 
even though tho verbal expression may be quite correct, the Reason may 
bo regarded ns fallacious, as it is only a fact that can prove a fact.’ 

If it be held that tho Reason adduced is monnt to prove the conclusion 
indirectly; even so, inasmuch as no reason has been adduced which would annul 
(and make impossible) a conclusion contrary to tho ono intended, the two 
reasons adduced must be regarded as ‘inconclusive’. What is there, for 
instance, to obstruct the notion that ‘ producibility ’ and ‘ perishability ’ bolong 
to Sentience ? 

As for the assumption of tho Sufikhya in tho following KSrika —“ As the 
insentient milk flows out for the growth of the Calf, so does Primordial 
Matter act towards the liberation of tho Spirit ” (Sdnkhya-Karikd, 57),—this 
is not a sound assumption at all; because it is not independently by itself 
that the Milk flows for the Calfs growth; what happens is that tho milk 
is produced by particular causes functioning occasionally; and when produced, 
the milk becomes the means of the calf’s growth ; and it is in this sonse that 
it is said that ' evon the insentient thing acts ’. No such activity however 
is possible for Primordial Matter; because, inasmuch as Primordial 
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Matter is eternal, and there can be no other cause except itself,—it cannot 
bo right to regard its Potency as only occasionally active, on account of being 
dependent upon certain causes operating only occasionally. Nor can it be 
right to regard the said Potency of Primordial Matter to be inherent in it; 
for, if that were so, then as the Cause in its perfect form would be always 
present, the entire purpose of all men, in the form ‘ prosperi ty' and * highest 
good \ would be brought about all at once.—(304) 


It might be argued that—“ There may be non-difference between Cosmic 
Intellect and Sentience ; even so the fact of its being Spirit remains undenied ”— 
The answer to this is given in tho following— 


TEXTS (305-306). 

There is no harm done to ds by the mere application of the term 

‘ Spirit * to Sentience ; what we assert is that its eternality 

IS DIFFICULT TO PROVE ; BECAUSE THE EYE AND OTHER 

things serve a fruitful purpose. If Sentience 

WERE EVERLASTING, THEN ALL SUCH THINGS AS TITK 

Eye and the rest would be useless ; e.o. there 

WOULD BE NO USE FOR THE FUEL IF FlRE 

WERE EVERLASTING.-(305-306) 

COMMENTARY 

What wc deny is not merely the applying of the same ‘ Spirit ’ to Sentience ; 
what we do deny is the property of ‘ eternality * that is imposed upon it,— 
‘Why ? ’—Because such tilings as the Eye, tlio Light, the Mind and the like servo 
a fruitful purpose. Otherwise, if Sentience were everlasting—eternal—then 
the Eye and the rest would be entirely useless; as the only purpose served by 
these is the bringing about of Sentience (Cognition); and there can be no bring¬ 
ing about of what is eternal.—An example is cited.- There t could be etc.; 

—i.e. if firo were everlasting, then people would not fetch fuel for the lighting 
of fire. 

From all this it follows that Sentience cannot be Eternal. (305-300) 

Another argument put forward by the SankJnja (in Kurika 17) is that 
“ all composite things are found to be for another’s use ”.—Tho author pro¬ 
ceeds to examine who this * another * is :— 
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TEXTS (307-310). 

The fact of the Eye etc. being for ‘another’s use ’ is asserted 
(by the Safikhya ), on the ground of their being * composite 

THINGS LIKE THE BED, SEAT AND SUCH THINGS.—If IT IS 
MEANT BY THIS TO PROVE THAT THEY SERVE THE PURPOSE OF 
SOMETHING ELSE WHICH IS CAPABLE OF HAVING ADDITIONAL 
PROPERTIES PRODUCED IN IT,—THEN WHAT IS SOUGHT TO BE 
PROVED IS ALREADY ADMITTED ; INASMUCH AS THE SAID EYE 
ETC. ARE ADMITTED BY US TO BE HELPFUL TO COGNITION. 
ON THE OTHER HAND, IF IT IS MEANT TO PROVE THAT THEY ARE 
HELPFUL TO SOMETHING THAT IS Unmodifidble, —THEN THE REASONING 
IS OPEN TO THE FALLACY OF THE CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE 
BEING DEVOID OF THE PROBANDUM ; AS THE THINGS CITED AS 
THE INSTANCE ARE ALSO HELPFUL ONLY TO WHAT IS MOBILE 

(perishable).—Lastly, if what is meant to be proved is 

MERELY THE VAGUE GENERAL FACT OF THEIR BEING HELPFUL TO 
‘ ANOTHER —EVEN SO, THE REASON WOULD BE SUPERFLUOUS; AS 
THEY ARE ALREADY ADMITTED TO BE HELPFUL TO THE MlND._ 

(307-310) 

COMMENTARY 

Tho ‘ another ’ that is meant,—(a) is it one capable of having additional 
properties produced in it ?—or ( b ) one incapable of having such additional 
properties produced, and hence unmodifiable ?—or (c) what is meant to 
bo proved is the mere vague fact of ‘ being for another’s purpose \ 
which is pleasing enough so long as it is not examined ?— 1 These are tho three 
alternatives possiblo. 

Under the first alternative (a), tho reasoning proves what is already 
admitted; ns.we also admit that tho Eye etc. are helpful to Cognition; 
as is clear from tho statement that 1 That Cognition which originates from the 
Eye and the Colours is Visual Perception, and that Cognition which 
originates from the whole body and the touchable tilings is Bodily 
[Tactile) perception' 

Under tho second alternative (6), the Reason is ’ contradictory ’; this 
is what is shown in the text 309. If tho Eye, etc. are moant to be proved 
as helpful to something that is unmodifiablo (eternal), then as the Reason 
is found, in the instance cited, to bo concomitant with the contrary of the 
Probandum, it becomes ‘Contradictory’; because tho Bed and other things 
(cited as instances) are actually found to be helpful to what is mobile, i.o., 
non-eternal; in as much as it is impossible to add to the properties of what 
is unmodifiable. 

(c) Lastly if these alternatives are excluded, and what is meant to be 
proved is merely the vague general fact of * being for another’s purpose 
even so it would be proving what is already admitted; as the Eye and tho 
rest are actually ndmittod (by us) to bo helpful to the Mind. If tho Mind 
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also is included in tho Probandum (along with the Eye etc.), as hold by the 
NaiySyikas, even so, what you desire is not proved; as you do not hold the 
Spirit to be other than the Mind. Xor does the argument prove what is wanted 
by the NaiySyikas ; because it is already admitted that the Eye and tho 
rest are ‘for another’s purpose’, in the sense that they are helpful to one 
another; specially as the notion of 4 another ’ is purely relative, like the notion 
of 4 near and far 

Then again, the 4 composite character ’ tliat is assumed in tho Mind 
is actually there, inasmuch as it takes in the help rendered by several causes ; 
and to t his extent your reason would be ‘unproven’ also (if the Mind also 
is included among 4 tho Eye and the rest ’).—(307-310) 


End of the Examination of the Sahkhya Doctrine of 4 Soul ’. 


CHAPTER VII. 


SECTION (D). 

The Doctrine of‘Soul’ according to the Digambara Jainas. 


COMMENTARY 


The Author now proceeds to refute the ‘ soul ’ postulated by the Dig • 
anibara (Jnina):— 


TEXT (311). 

The Jainas, lke the Mimdmsakas, assert that the Person (Soul) 
is characterised by * Sentience *; that, in the form 
of ‘ Substance \ it is inclusive , and in the form of 
‘ Successive Factors \ it is exclusive. —(311) 


COMMENTARY 

' .Jainas', i.e., tho Digantbaras.— They assert as followsThe Soul 
is characterised by Sentience only; and in the form of Substance, it remains tho 
same under all states, and as such is 4 inclusive ’ (comprehensive) in its nature ; 
while in the form of successive factors, being distinct with oach state, it is 
‘ exclusive ’ in its nature. This two-fold character of tho Soul is cognised 
by direct Perception, and hence doos not stand in need of boing proved by 
other proofs. Thus tlrnt ‘ Sentience * which is found to continue to oxist 
through all tho states, even though these states oro diverse, in tho forms of 
Pleasure and tho rest, —is ‘ substance ’; wliilo tho ‘ success!ve factors ’ con¬ 
sist of the diverse states which appear one after the other; and all these 
oro distinctly perceived 

Such is tlie view of the other party (the Digambara Jainas).—(311) 

The refutation of this view proceeds with the following— 


TEXT (312). 

Under this view also, if the unmodified Substance is connected 
with the Successive Factors, then there is no difference 
(change) in it, and, in that case, it could not be 
liable to modification.—(312) 

COMMENTARY 

There are two opinions possible(a) Tho Substance that exists in tho 
form of Sentience may bo connected with the ‘ successive factors in its un- 


(D) DOCTRINE OF ‘ SOUL ’ ACCORDING TO THE DIGAMBARA JAINAS. 205 


modified form, i.o., without renouncing its previous character of * Sentience 
or (6) it is connected with the ‘successive factors’, in its modified form, i.e., 
in a form in which the previous character has been abandoned. If this 
latter view bo accopted, then there is disappearance of the ‘ etemality ’ 
(of the Soul); as under this view, there would bo no single entity existing 
throughout the series of successive factors. If the former view bo accepted 
—that it is connoctod in its unmodified form,—then there is no difference, i.o., 
change, as between tho preceding and succeeding states ; so that the senti¬ 
ence would not be liable to modification; i.o., it has to bo regarded as unmodi- 
fiable; as ‘ modification is of the nature of * change ’, becoming somctliing 
olso. And yot it is hold to be modifiable. The argument may be for¬ 
mulated as follows :—-When a tiling cannot be differentiated between its 
preceding and succeeding states, it cannot bo regarded as modifiablo ; o.g. 
the Akdsha ; Sentience is not differentiated at all in any state ; so that 
tho widor character being absent (tho narrower one must bo denied).—(312) 

In the following texts, it is urged from the standpoint of tho Jaina 
that the roason just put forward is ‘ unproven ’, ‘ not admitted ’:— 


TEXTS (313-315). 

“ When Sentience is spoken of as ’ one ’, it is with reference to 
Space, Time and Nature ; when it is spoken of as ‘ dif¬ 
ferent ’, it is with reference to Number, Characteristic, 
Name- and Function.—When we speak of the ‘ Jar ’ (Singular) 
and its ‘Colour and the rest’ (Plural), there is difference of 
‘Number’ and ‘Name’; there is also difference of ‘nature 

INASMUCH AS ‘ INCLUSIVENESS ’ (COMPREHENSIVENESS) IS THE 
NATURE OF THE substance Jar, WHILE 4 EXCLUSIVENESS ’ (DISTRI- 
BUTIVENESS) IS THE NATURE OF THE Successive Factors IN THE 
form of Colour and the rest ; and there is difference also of 

* FUNCTION ’ ; INASMUCH AS THE PURPOSES SERVED BY THE TWO 
ARE DIFFERENT.— SI MILAR LY BETWEEN THE ‘ SUBSTANCE ’ AND THE 

‘ Successive Factors ’.—Thus Substance is not absolutely 
undifferentiated, as it does become differentiated in the 
form of the Successive Factors .”—(313-315) 

COMMENTARY 

If tho Substance were absolutely different from the success ire factors, 
then no differentiation in it would be possible; because, on tho ground of 
their non-differonco regarding place, time and nature, tho two are held to 
bo one and tho same ; as a matter of fact, however, tho two are different as 
regards number and othor factors; for instance, tho differenco regarding 
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number is that wlulo the substance is one, fcho successive factors are many ; that is, 
the Substance is characterized by the number ‘ one \ wliilo the Successive 
Factors —Pleasure and the rest—arc characterized by tho number ‘ many ’ ; 
the nal/ire of tho two also is different: inasmuch as tho Substance is ‘ com¬ 
prehensive ' in nature, wliile tho Successive Factors are ‘ distributive ’ (ex¬ 
clusive). The term ‘ sanjhd ’ stands for Name ; and 4 artha ’ for action, 
function. Tliis lias been thus stated:— 4 Between the qualified and tho 
qualification, there is non-difference, duo to non-differenco in thoir place, 
time and nature, but there is difference due to difference in thoir number, 
namo, naturo and function, as is found between the Jar and its Colour and 
other properties ’ ; that is, between the Jar and its Colour, etc., there is non- 
difforonco regarding place, etc., while tho Jar is different from Colour etc., 
regarding number, etc. ; e.g. tho Jar is one while its properties, Colour and 
tho rest, are mnay. There is difference in their namo also : whilo the one 
is named 4 Jar ’, tho other is named 4 Colour and the rest ’. There is differ¬ 
ence regarding thoir nature also: while the Substance, in the shape of the Jar, 
etc., is comprehensive in its nature, tho Successive Factors, Colour 
otc., are distributive. There is difference in thoir function also: the Jar 
serves the purpose of containing water, while Colour and tho rest servo the 
purpose of lending colour to the cloth and so forth. 

What lias been said above (regarding tho Jar and Colour etc.) should bo 
understood to hold respecting tho substance 4 Soul ’ which is of the nature 
of 4 Sentience * and the Successive Factors, 4 Pleasure, Pain and tho rest In 
this cose, the difference of 4 function ’ should be understood as follows: 
Tho function performed by Sentience is the 4 apprehension of things \ 
while that performed by Pleasure, Pain, etc. is happiness, unhappiness, and 
the like. This is what is shown by the Text, in tho words 4 Rupddayah,. . . 
saAkhydsahjildvibhSditd' ; the latter term is to bo construed with the term 
4 dravyaparydyayoh' appearing later on (under text 315); the various terms in 
the second line of Text 314 aro to be construed along with thoir respective 
correlates : tho construction being 4 Kdrydbhlda ' 4 difference of purpose ’ 
constitutes the 4 difference of functions and 4 anuvjiti, . . vydvptti 4 Compre¬ 
hensiveness and Distributiveness ’ constitute the 4 difference of nature’. One 
sentence ends with the word 4 dravyaparydyayoh ' 4 similarly between the 
substance and the successive factors' (in line 1 of text 315); and another sen- 
tonco bogins with the terms 4 Evam naikdntina.' 

4 Thus the Substance, etc .’, tliis sums up tho fallacy of being 4 unproven ’ 
in tho Reason (put forward by the Buddhist as against tho Jaina). What is 
meant is tliat, as shown above, the Substance is not absolutely undifferentiated; 
as a matter of fact, it becomes differentiated through the diversity in the 
forms of the Successive Factors ; and thus Substance not being absolutely 
different from the Successive Factors, the reason put forward (by tho 
Buddhist, in Text 312) 4 because there is no difference ’ |ia 4 unproven ’, 4 not 
true'. —(313-315) 


Tho answer to the above argument of the Jaina is providod in tho 
following— 
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TEXT (316). 

* One-ness ’ (Sameness, Identity) consists in non-difference of nature 

WERE THERE IF THIS ‘ ONE-NESS ’ (BETWEEN TWO THINGS), 
THEN ' DIFFERENCE ’ (BETWEEN THEM) WOULD BE HARD TO 
PROVE IN ANY WAY J AS IN THE CASE OF THE FORMS OF 

the Successive Factors themselves.—(316) 
COMMENTARY. 

Even admitting that thoro is non-difference between the ' Substance ’ 
and the ‘ Successive Factors ’,—such being the case, the ‘ non-difference ’ 
should be absolute; how then could there be ‘ difference ’ botween them, which 
is the contradictory of' non-difforence ’ ? It cannot be right to affirm and deny 
a thing,—affirmation and denial being mutually contradictory. For instance, 
when two things are spoken of as 4 one \ what is meant is that there is ‘ non- 
difforoncoin their nature (character)’,—this 4 non-difference ’ being inseparable 
from ‘ negation of difference ’; and when thoro is such ‘ non-difforence of 
character’ (botween tho ‘substance’ and the ‘successive factors’), how 
could thoro be, at the samo time, ‘ clifforonco ’, which is the negation of ‘ non- 
difference ’ ? This argument may bo formulated as follows:—In a caso 
where there is non-difference between two things, there can be no room for 
difference, which is tho contradictory of ‘ non-difference ’ ; e.g. as is found 
in tho case of the same * successive factors ’ and the ‘ substance ’, in regard 
to tho specific individuality of each, whore there is non-difference of character ; 
and botween ‘ substance ’ and ‘ successive factors ’, non-difforenco! is clearly 
present (henco there is perception of what is contrary to the Probandum, 
i.e. differonco).—(316) 

Thus in reality, thoro being non-difference betweon ‘ Substance ’ and tho 

* Successive Factors \ there cannot be any difference betweon them as regards 
their ‘ characteristics ’ also ; tliis is what is shown in the following— 

TEXTS (317-318). 

The 4 One-ness ’ thus between 4 Substance ’ and the 4 Successive 

Factors ’ being not-figurative (i.e. Real), the 4 Substance * 
also should be distributive (Exclusive), like the forms 
of the 4 Successive Factors ’; or those 4 Successive 
Factors ’ themselves should be comprehensive 

IN THEIR CHARACTER, LIKE THE 4 SUBSTANCE 
BECAUSE THE ONE-NESS OF THESE WITH 
4 Substance ’ is duly established. 

-(317-318) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a tiling is non-different from another thing which is ‘ exclusive ’ 
in its naturo, tho former also must be exclusive; as for examplo, the forms 
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of the Successive Factors themselves ;—and Substance is non-different from 
the Successive Factors, which are exclusive ; so that there is a natural reason 
(for the Substance also being exclusive). —Or (the arguraont may bo stated in 
another form)—When a thing is non-different from another which is inclusive in 
character, the former also must, bo inclusive; e.g. the form of the ‘ Substance’; 
and the ‘Successive Factors’ in the form of Pleasure, otc. aro non-different 
from the 1 Substance ’ which is inclusive ; honco this is a natural reason (for 
regarding these as inclusive). If this were not so, then as the fate befalling 
thorn would be different, the two would have to bo regarded as different. 

There is also an argmnent which annuls the contrary of the conclusion, 
in the form that—" if tilings possessed of contradictory properties would 
lx» regarded as one, there would bo an end to all business."—(317-318) 


TEXT (319). 

From all this it follows that there is no such lasting * Substance ’ 
as the ‘ Soul ’ and the like ; because they are not different 
from THE 4 Successive Factors ’like the form 
of the * Successive Factors ’ themselves.—(319) 

COMMENTARY. 

The plirase ‘ and the like ' is meant to include the Jar, Grains and other 
tilings.—(319) 

The following text sots forth the upshot of the second, ‘indirect’, 
proof:— 


TEXT (320). 

None of the ‘ Successive Factors ’ also can be beset with 4 appear¬ 
ance AND DISAPPEARANCE BECAUSE THEY ARE NON- 
DIFFEKKNT FROM 4 SUBSTANCE ’—LIKE THE PERMANENT 
FORM OF THE 4 SUBSTANCE. ’—(320) 

COMMENTARY. 

The text has added tho clause ‘ like the permanent form of tho Sub¬ 
stance ’ in view of tho argument that 44 Inasmuch as Substance also is hold 
to be beset with appearance and disappearance, thero can be no absence 
of tho Probandum in the Reason Tho compound 4 niyatdtma ’ is to be 
taken as a Karmadhdraya, tho moaning being 4 the eternal form—nature- 
in the shape of Substance and so forth ’.—(320) 

Tho following Text clinches the argument:— 



(d) DOCTRINE OF ‘ SOUL ’ ACCORDING TO THE DIGAMBARA JAIN AS. 209 

TEXT (321). 

For this reason it should be admitted, either that there is 

ABSOLUTE DESTRUCTION OF ALL, OR THAT ALL IS PERMANENT 

(eternal) ; exclusiveness and inclusiveness could not 
EXIST IN ANY SINGLE THING.—(321) 

COMMENTARY. 

Any such comprehensive entity os ‘ substance \ cannot bo accepted, 
not only because it is non-difforent in nuturc from the 1 successive factors 
but also for the following reason (shown in the next toxt), it is not perceived 
apart from the ‘ successive factors ’ even when the conditions of its per¬ 
ception are present, and hence it should be treated as ‘ non-existent This 
is what is explained in the following— 


TEXT (322). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THERE- IS NO PERCEPTION OF * SUBSTANCE ’, WHICH 
SHOULD BE PERCEPTIBLE, AS SOMETHING PERMEATING THROUGH 
(AND COMPREHENSIVE OF) THE ‘ SUCCESSIVE FACTORS 
—HENCE IT CANNOT BE REGARDED AS EXISTING, 

—like the ‘ Sky-lotus \—(322) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows that the statement tliat “ The Soul, in the form of Substance, 
is permeating tlirough tho ' Successive Factors \ is approhended by perception 
itself ” is not true; because as a matter of fact, no such substance as 1 Soul ’ 
is porcoived to appear, in that comprehensive (all-embracing) form, in any 
such Cognition as is admitted (by all parties) to bo ‘ Sonso-porception \—(322) 

Question. —“If it is so,—i.e., if thoro is no such substance as ‘Soul’, 
apart from the ‘ Successive Factors —how do tho distinctions of Numbor 
etc. come about ? ” 

The Answer is provided in tho following— 

TEXT (323). 

In fact. Things are capable of diverse fruitful actions ;—they 

ARE CAUSES OF THE NOTIONS OF ‘ SIMILARITY ’ AND THE REST; 

—AND THEY ARE AMENABLE TO CONVENTIONAL VERBAL 
EXPRESSIONS CONNOTING SUCH THINGS.—(323) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho ‘fruitful actions \—of the ‘ successive factors Colour etc.,—aro 
‘ diverse ' —of various kinds—distinguished ns similar and dissimilar ;—tho 

14 
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' similar * actions are the Holding of water and the like, and the * dissimilar ’ 
actions are the colouring of cloth, the bringing about of visual perception and 
the like;—of these actions, the 1 Successive Factors ’ are cnpablo. Thus is 
the compound to be analysed. As regards tho ‘ similar action nil the 
‘ Successive Factors ’ aro used simultaneously; hence in order to indicate 
their common causal efficiency,—oven though there is no common identical 
Substance permeating through them, and oven though they are different 
from each other, yet—they are spoken of by means of the single term ‘ Jar ’, 
as being one in number; and when it is intended to indicate tho dissimilar 
spocific actions of each of tho ‘ Successive Factors ’, they are spoken of by 
means of words expressive of tho plural numbor ;—it is in this way that the 
diversity in number , as also diversity in action (purpose) is explained. 

“ How then is there diversity of characteristics ? ” 

They are causes of the notions, etc. etc .—Tho things, Jar o.g., become 
‘ causes of notions of similarity ’, when under all conditions, of baked, un¬ 
baked, etc., they are conceived of as ‘ Jar ’ and ‘ Jar ’ only,—boing approhon- 
ded as objects of indeterminate cognitions;—os ovon though they aro destroyed 
overy moment, they are produced at each succeeding moment as particular 
things, but of similar shape. But when they become produced in the different 
colours of dark, red-, and tho like, they become ‘ causes of notions of dis¬ 
similarity ’. Thus oven in the absenco of any simple comprehensive entity 
permeating through them, tho tilings become the causes (basis) of notions of 
similarity and dissimilarity, and thereby como to be regarded as ‘ comprehen¬ 
sive’ and ‘exclusive’ in character; and thus the diversity of character 
becomes established. 

The term 1 adi ’ in the compound ‘ tulyadi ' is meant to include the 
4 alulya ’, 4 notions of dissimilarity ’. 

“ To what then is the diversity in Name due ? ” 

' They are amenable etc'—'Such things', —i.e. tilings like Colour, which 
are capable of diverse fruitful actions and are causes of notions of similarity and 
dissimilarity; such things form the ‘object’—connotation—of such conven¬ 
tional verbal expressions as 4 Jar ’ and 4 Colour ’ etc.; and tho said things 
are amenable to such verbal expressions {names). —(323) 

Thus what is proved by Perception is the fact that things aro without 
‘ Soul ’,—this is what, by way of recapitulation, is pointed out in the 
following— 

TEXT (324). 

In faot, it is only the ' Successive Factors ’ that are cognised 

AS CHARACTERISED BY ‘ APPEARANCE AND DISAPPEARANCE ’ ; 

HENCE PURE ‘ SOULLESSNESS ’ BECOMES CLEARLY 
ESTABLISHED. 

COMMENTARY. 

‘Successive Factors' —i.e. Colour etc., os also Pain etc. ns felt in their 
own nature;— 4 only ’—i.e. without any one 4 substance ’ non-different from 
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them :—because for an eternal entity, any fruitful action, either simultaneous 
or consecutivo, is incompatible. In fact, fruitful action in the case of tilings 
is possible only when they are liablo to ‘ appearance and disappearance ’. 
Thus, through Inference also, it becomes established that those tilings which 
aro capable of fruitful action aro 1 without Soul \ this being indicated by then- 
more existence. —(324) 

Against what the Buddhist lias said under Text 322 abovo, the author an¬ 
ticipates tho following objection from the opponent’s ( Jaina's) standpoint:— 

TEXT (325). 

It MIGHT BE URGED THAT—“ WHAT exists IS THE MIXED FORM OF THE 

‘ Substance * and the ‘ Successive Factors —because it 

IS HELD TO BE DUAL IN FORM, BUT BIPARTITE,—LIKE 

Narasimha. ’ ’—(325) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Mixed' —joined together ; that is why the form of the * Substance \ 
though existent, is not perceived:—Tho noxt sontonce explains tho reason 
for its boing thus * mixed ’ in character: Because it is held to be etc., —i.o. 
because tho Soul and othor things, though dual in form, are held to bo im- 
partite, — like Narasimha; and bocause tho Soul is impartito, therefore it exists 
in tho joint dual form, and hence is not percoivod sepax-ately.—(325) 

That this assertion (of the Jaina) involvos self-contradiction is pointed 
out in tho following— 

TEXT (326). 

The assertion that ‘ a certain thing is of dual form * can be 

BASED ON THE EXISTENCE OF SEVERAL THINGS,—BECAUSE THE 

term ‘ form ’ connotes nature. —(326) 

COMMENTARY. 

If tho tiling is ‘ impartite ’, then, to speak of it as ‘ of dual form ’ is a 
contradiction in terms; bccauso such an assertion can be based only upon 
the existence of several things; because when a tiling is spokon of as ‘ dvi- 
rupa ', ‘ of dual form what is meant is tliat * it has two forms—two natures ’ ; 
and one and tho samo tiling cannot havo ‘ two natures ’; ns that would 
doprivo it of its one-ness. What you havo proved is only tliat thoro aro 
two forms or characters, and not tliat there is a single ontity with two forms ; 
and that for tho simple reason tliat the characters- of being one and being 
many are mutually contradictory and preclusive.—(32G) 

As regards Narasimha, he is ono only and is not regarded as of ‘ dual 
form *,■—this is pointed out in tho following— 
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TEXT (327). 

Narasiniha also cannot be one and also of ‘ dual nature *; as 

He is perceived as such because He is an aggregate op 
MANY ATOMS(327) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wliat is moant by ‘ also ' is that it is not only the tiling under dispute 
that cannot bo ‘ of dual form ‘ He' —i.o. Narasinha —‘ as such through 
the diverse character of tho parts of his body, and also through His occupying 
larger space; otherwise He would not appear as Ho does. If even a small 
part—of the size of tho fly’s leg—of His body wero concoaled, He would be 
liidden to that extent. 

This samo argument also sets aside the fact of His being of tho Colour of 
the Emerald. 

All this we are going to oxplain in detail under tho cliapter on ‘ The 
Ref utation of the Composite Whole \ 


End of Cliapter on the Jaina 4 Doctrine of the Soul 



CHAPTER VII. 


SECTION (E). 

The ' Advaita ’ Doctrine of the Soul. 

COMMENTARY. 

Others, upholding the Advatia (Monistic) system of Philosophy, who aro 
followers of the Upani$ads, postulate the * Soul ’ to be Eternal, One and 
of the nature of Consciousness, which appears in the form of the illusory modi¬ 
fications of Earth otc.—This is the view set forth in tho following Texts.— 


TEXT (328). 

Others assert that—“ The Earth, Fire, Water etc. are the 
ILLUSORY MODIFICATIONS OF ETERNAL CONSCIOUSNESS, AND 
THIS IS WHAT CONSTITUTES THE ‘ SOUL —(328) 


COMMENTARY. 

This is what constitutes the Sold —That is, the Soul is of the nature of 
one Eternal Consciousness of which Earth otc. are illusory modifications. 
—‘ Others ’—i.c. tho followers of the Upani$ads. —(32S) 


Question :—‘ What is tho proof of this ? ’—Tho answer is given in tho 
following— 


TEXT (329). 


“There is nothing in this world which is endowed with the 
character of apprehensibility ; and all this is held to be 
the illusory modification of Consciousness.”—(329) 


COMMENTARY. 

Apart from Consciousness (Cognition), Earth otc. aro not found 
to fulfil the conditions of ‘ apprehensibility —whoroby they could appear 
(bo perceived) as composites;—and Atoms do not exist (for the Veddntin); 
hence, by implication, it is concluded that Earth etc. aro merely so many 
reflections in Consciousness. 

‘ This ’—i.e. Earth and the rest.—(329) 


The above view of the Veddntin is controverted in the following— 
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TEXTS (330-331) 

The ERROR IK THE VIEW OF THESE PHILOSOPHERS IS A SLIGHT ONE,— 
DUE ONLY TO THE ASSERTION OF ETERNALITY (OF COGNITION) ; 

AS DIVERSITY IS CLEARLY PERCEIVED IN THE COGNITIONS OF 
Coi-our, Sound and other things.—If all these 

COGNITIONS WERE ONE, THEN, COLOUR, SOUND, TASTE 
AND OTHER THINGS WOULD BE COGNISABLE ALL AT 
ONCE ; AS IN AN ETERNAL ENTITY THERE CAN 
BE NO DIFFERENT STATES.—(330-331) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The error is a slight one —as they postulate only Cognition (Conscious* 
ness, os tlio only entity), which is quite reasonable. 

“ If that is so, then what is even the ‘ slight error ’ in their viow ? ” 

It is due to the assertion of 4 eternality \ 

“ But why should not the acceptance of ‘ otornality ’ bo reasonable ? ” 

Answer — Diversity is clearly perceived etc. etc.; — 4 Etornality ’ connotes 
remaining in the same state always, and 4 non-eternality ’ connotes not remain - 
ing in the same slate always ; and ns a matter of fact, the Cognition that mani¬ 
fests (apprehends) Colour, Sound and other tilings is not found to bo in one 
and the same state always ;—actually it appears at ono time as manifesting 
Colour and at another time, as manifesting Sound and other things, in a certain 
order of sequence. Under the circumstancos, if all these things, Sound and 
the rosfc, were manifested by a singlo Eternal Cognition, then all of thorn 
would appear (be Cognised) simultaneously, like tho bedspread of variegated 
colours; as tho Cognition manifesting thorn would ( ex hypothesi) bo always 
there. 

It may bo held that 44 tho Cognition of Sound and other tilings aro 
different 4 states ’ of it appearing one after the other,—so that tho apprehon- 
sion of Sound ote. could not be simultaneous ”. 

Tho nuswor te this is— 4 In an Eternal Entity there cati be no different 
states —because tho 4 states ’ nro not difforont from the Entity to which 
they bolong; so tliat tho Entity to which the states bolong would bo liable 
to 4 production and destruction \—appearance and disappearance,—in tho 
same way as tho States are liable ; or, conversely, tho states also would bo 
eternal, like the Entity to wliich they belong.—If, on the other hand, the states 
are different from tho entity to which they belong, then there can be no 
idea of tho states belonging to this entity ; as there is no benefit conferred by 
the one on the other ; and this alternative (of the states boing different from 
the Cognitions) would also be contrary to the doctrine that tho denial Cogni¬ 
tion is tho only one Entity.—(330-331) 

Further, if the Eternal Cognition existed, it could be known either 
through Perception or through Inference; that it cannot be known through 
Perception is shown in tho following— 
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TEXT (332). 

Cognition or Consciousness is never apprehended as anything 

DISTINCT FROM THE COGNITIONS OF COLOUR AND OTHER THINGS J 
AND INASMUCH AS THESE LATTER UNDERGO VARIATIONS 
EVERY MOMENT, WHAT REMAINS THERE THAT COULD 
BE LASTING (PERMANENT, ETERNAL) ?—(332) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, apart from tho Cognitions of Colour etc., which appear 
one after tho other, wo do not approhond any lasting Consciousness, otornal 
and one,—whereby it could bo held to bo known through Perception.— 
Then, inasmuch as it is well known that tho Cognitions of Colour and other 
tilings aro apprehended one after tho other, and arc destroyed every moment 
—it has to bo explained what remains there that is non-different from those 
Cognitions ? Thus, inasmuch as there is no approliension of any such 
Cognition, which would bo approhended if it wore there,—it cannot but 
be regarded as * non-existent \ This is what the Text moans. 

Nor can it bo held that tho said Eternal Cognition is known through 
Inference. Because such an Inforonco would bo based either upon tho nature 
of the Cognition itself, or upon that of its effects. It cannot bo tho formor, 
as there is notliing which can prove that such is the nature of tho said Eternal 
Cognition; on tho contrary, there is Perception itself which precludes any such 
notion. 

Thus the doctrine that ‘ the world is tho illusory modification of tho 
Etornal Consciousness ’ is not right.—(332) 

Then again, under this doctrine, the notions of ‘ Bondage * and 
‘ Liberation ’ are not possible.—This is wlrnt is shown in the following— 


TEXT (333). 

There can be no distinction in Cognition as ‘ wrong ’ and * right ’ 
—if the ‘ Soul ’ consists of a single (eternal) Cognition ; 

HOW THEN CAN THERE BE ANY ‘ BONDAGE ’ AND 

‘ LIBERATION * ?—(333) 

COMMENTARY. 

For one who holds the view that—Cognition is in perpotual flux, different 
with different persons, undergoing variations in a series,—tho notion of 
1 Bondage and Liberation ’ is quite reasonable, as being duo to the coming 
about of a series of cognitions, wrong and right; and tlirough tho practice 
of yoga, gradually purer and purer Cognitions corning about, the series of 
impure cognitions ccaso and the final Aim (of Liberation) is attained; and 
thus tho attempt at Liberation becomes fruitful.—For you, on tho other hand, 
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tho ‘ Soul ’ is of the nature of one Eternal Cognition ; how then coil there be 
any ‘ Bondage ’ and 4 Liberation * for such a Soul ? Because if the one Cogni¬ 
tion is eternally wrong, then, as there could bo no other state for it, thero 
could bo no possibility of 4 Liberation on the other hand, if the one Cognition 
wore eternally right, then os it would be always pure, there could be no 
‘ Bondago ’.—As regards our doctrine, the Cognition is held to bo defective 
(wrong) or pure (right), in accordance with the varying character of tho 
Serios (in wlxich it appears), and lienee the notion of 4 Bondage and Liberation ’ 
is ontirely reasonable. This has been thus declared— 4 Cognition is defective 
and free from defects, beset with impurities and freo from impurities ; if it 
wore novor impure, thon all embodied beings would be always liberated ; if it 
wore never pure, thon tho attempt to secure Liberation would bo fruitless 
—(333) 

If it be held that 4 Bondage and Liberation are only assumed, not real — 
then it becomes necessary to explain the basis of this assumption. What 
this basis is under the doctrine of 4 Cognitions boing non-eternal ’ has been 
shown above. Thus the Effort —in the form of the contemplation of Truth, 
—that you put forth for the attaining of tho 4 Ultimate Aim * and for passing 
beyond the cyclo of Birth and Death, can only lead to futilo fatigue.—This 
is shown in tho following— 

TEXTS (334-335). 

What could the Mystic set aside or accomplish by the practice 
of Yoga ? What too is there that could be rejected ? 

As Wrong Cognition also is of the nature of the same 
(eternal Cognition).—The Knoxdedge of Truth also 

CANNOT BE SOMETHING TO BE BROUGHT ABOUT ; AS, 

BEING OF THE NATURE OF COGNITION, IT IS ALWAYS 

there. —So that the entire Practice of Yoga 
ALSO IS ENTIRELY FRUITLESS.—(334-335) 

COMMENTARY 

If, by tho contemplation of Truth, tho Mystic could set aside, or bring 
about, anything, then his Effort would bo fruitful. As it is howovor, he can 
never set aside Wrong Cognition, because it is of the nature of the same, —i.e. 
of the nature of Eternal Cognition.—For the same reason it cannot be rejected ; 
because wliat is eternal cnimot be destructible and honco its rejection is 
impossible.—How can the Yogin accomplish—bring about—the Knowledge 
of Truth ? Being of tho nature of Eternal Cognition, the Knowledge of Truth 

would be always there.—Thus the doctrine in question cannot be right._ 

(334-335) 
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SECTION (F). 

The Doctrine of' Soul ’ according to Vdtsipulriyas. 
COMMENTARY. 

Tho Author proceeds to refute the doctrine of ‘ Pud gala ’ (Soul) set up 
by the Vdtsiputnyas. 


TEXT (336). 

Some people who regard themselves as ‘ Bauddhas ’ describe the 
Soul BY THE NAME OP ‘ Pudgala AND DECLARE IT TO BE 
NEITHER THE SAME AS, NOR DIFFERENT FROM—(THE 

Skandhas , Thought-phases).—(336) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Sorao people tho Vdtsipulriyas.— Though these peoplo regard 
thomsolves as 4 Saugatas sons of Sugata, Buddha,—yet, under tho 
pretended namo of 1 Pudgala ’, they postulate tho ‘ Soul \ which cannot bo 
said to be either the ‘ samo as or ‘ different from tho 4 thought-phases ’. 
The question arising as to how persons, who admit their being 4 Sons ’ of tho 
Blessed Buddha who has taught tho doctirno of ‘ No-Soul \ have wedded 
themselves to a falso view of 4 Soul \—tho Author answers it in a joking 
spirit, by the term 4 who regard themselves as Bauddhas ’, 

The character of tho 4 Soul ’ is held to be as follows :—(a) He who is tho 
door of the diverse good and bad deeds, (6) the enjoyer of the agreeable ami 
disagreeable fruits of liis deeds, and (c) who moves from tho point of the 
abandonment of the preceding Thought-phase to tho point of the assuming 
of another Thought-phase, and is also the Experience!',—is the Soul.— All 
this is held to bo true (by tho Vdtsipulriyas) of their 4 Pudgala * also; the 
only difforonco is in regard to the name.—(336) 


Question What is the reason for regarding tho Pudgala ns 4 incapable 
of being spoken of ’ (cither as the samo as, or as different from, tho Thought - 
phases) ? 

The answer is given in the following— 
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TEXT (337). 


The 4 Pudgala ’ cannot be spoken of as 4 different ’ from the Thought- 
phases, —AS IN that case this doctrine would be the same 
as those of the ‘ Tairthika Philosophers ’;—nor can it be 
spoken of as the 4 same ’ (non-different) ; AS, IN 
THAT CASE, IT would have to be regarded as 
4 MORE than one ’ (many) and so forth ;— 
nENCE IT IS BEST to REGARD IT AS ‘ INCAP¬ 
ABLE OF BEING SPOKEN OF * (AS 
EITHER THE ONE OR THE 

OTHER).—(337) 


COMMENTARY 

If the Pudgala woro hold to bo diffcront from the Thought-phascs,—thon it 
would como to bo tho viow of tho 4 Soul ’ propounded by tho Tairthika Philoso¬ 
phers,—winch would moan the acceptance of tho doctrino of tho Eternal 
‘ Soul and ifc “ not possiblo (as shown above) for tlxe Eternal Soul to be tho 
doer and the enjoyer, because it is always undifferentiated, like A kasha ; and 
the Blossod Lord also has domed the Eternal Soul; whoso words— 4 all 
entities are devoid of the Sold would thus become contradicted. 

“ In that cose, the Pudgala may bo regarded as non-different from the 
Tliought-plxasos ”. 

Nor can it be spoken oj as 4 non-different ’ from the Thought-phases.— 
If tho Thought-phases, Colour and the rost, wero tho Pudgala, then, as it would 
be non-different from many Thought -phases, tho Pudgala itself would have 
to be rogarded as many,—like tho various forms of tlxe Thought-phases ; and 
tho Pudgala is hold to bo one; as lias been asserted in the sentence— 4 Tho 
Pudgala is one, and is bom in tho world as one; and so also tho Tathdgata 
Tho phrase 4 and so forth ’ is meant to include 4 non-enternalitv ’ and such 
other characters.—Under tho circumstances, the Pudgala would be something 
liable to destruction, liko tho Thought-phases ; which would mean tlxat thoro 
is 4 destruction of what has boon dono ’ [i.o. there would be no accruing of 
tho fruit of one’s deeds to tho man, who would bo disappearing every moment); 
and the Blessed Lord has rejected the doctrine of the absolute destruction 
of tilings.—From all this it follows that tho Pudgala is 4 incapable of being 
spokon of ’ (either as tho same as, or as different from, the Thought- 
phases).—(337) 

Tlxe following Text procoeds to show that like other tilings, the Pudgala 
also caimot bo rogarded as existing, because it is incapable of being spoken 
of /—this conclusion being deducible from your own words 
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TEXT (338). 


These people should be told that (according to what they have 
said), the Pvdgala oannot be regarded as existing in 

REALITY ;—BECAUSE IT IS INCAPABLE OF BRING SPOKEN 
OF EITHER AS THE SAME OR AS DIFFERENT (FROM 

Thought-phases) ;—just like the ‘ Sky-lotus * 

AND SUCH NON-ENTITIES.—(338) 


COMMENTARY 

The argument may be formulatod as follows :—That winch is incapable 
of being spoken of either as tho same as, or as different from, a thing cannot 
bo an ontity,—as tho sky-lotus ;—and tho Pudyala is {ex hypoOicsi) incapable 
of being so spokon of ;—hence tho wider character boing nbsont (tho nnrrowor 
character must bo absent); tho corroborative instance per dissimilarity 
is supplied by Poolings etc.—(33S) 


Question— How is tho invariable concomitance (Promiss) urged hore 


arrived at ? ’ 

Tho answer is providod by tho following— 


TEXT (339). 

A THING CANNOT ESCAPE BEING EITHER ‘ SAME AS ’ OR DIFFERENT 
FROM ANOTHER THING ; IN FACT, IT IS ONLY WHAT IS ENTIRELY 
FORMLESS THAT CAN BE REGARDED AS ‘ INCAPABLE OF 
BEING SO SPOKEN OF’.—(339) 

COMMENTARY 

A thing cannot escape from boing cither the same as, or different from 
another thing,—as there is no other third alternative possible. If that 
were not so, then Colour and the rest also would bo ‘ incapable of being spoken 
of’ (oithor as tho same as or different from one anothor).—It is for this 
reason that it is only what, by its very nature, is formless that is regarded as 
‘ incapable of being spoken of ’—not so any Entity.—(339) 

“ How is that ” ? 

Tho answer is given in tho following— 
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TEXTS (340-342). 

It is only an entity that can be liable to the alternatives of 

BEING ‘ DIFFERENT ’ OR ‘ NON-DIFFERENT ’ ; HENCE IT IS ONLY IN REGARD 

to things that are formless (i.e. NON-ENTITIES) that it can be correct 

NOT TO SPEAK OF THEM EITHER AS ‘ DIFFERENT ’ OR ‘ NON-DIFFERENT ’ 

(from one another) ;—not so in regard to an entity ;—because 
IN THE CASE OF THE DENIAL * this IS NOT WHAT that IS,—LIKE A DIFFERENT 
thing — IT is difference that is clearly spoken of ;—similarly 
WHEN THERE IS DENIAL ‘ this IS NOT WHAT that IS NOT ’, WHAT IS CLEARLY 
spoken of is non-difference (between the two) ; thus it is mat an 
entity can never escape from being either different or non-dfferent 
from another entity.—(340-342) 

COMMENTARY 

As a matter of fact, an Entity alone can bo the substratum of difference 
and non-difference ; —never a non-entity; henco tho non-mention of both 
difference and non-difference is possible only in regard to things that are 
formless, —i.e. luivo no character of their own ; such non-mention is not 
right in regard to an Entity ;—such is tho construction of the sentence; and 
tho reason for this lies in the fact that no third alternative is possible. 

“ Why is no tliird alternative possible ? ” 

Answer: — Because in the case of the denial etc. etc.; —that is, when there 
is the donial, ‘ Tho Pudgala is not of the nature of Colour and other things 
what is mentioned is tho difference of tho Pudgala from Colour and othor things; 
because tho denial of tho fact of ono thing being tho same ns another is invari¬ 
ably concomitant with tho affirmation of a difforont character for tho former. 
This argument may bo formulated as follows :—When ono thing is devoid of 
tho character of another thing, it is different from it,—e.g. Colour is different 
from Feeling; —the ontity named ‘ Pudgala' is devoid of tho character 
of Colour and the rest; hence this is a reason (for its being rogardod as different 
from them) based upon the nature of things.— Similarly where there is denial 
‘this is not what that is', —i.e. tho denial of its not being of tho same 
character as tho othor thing,—what is meant is its non-difference from tliat 
thing ; boenuso tho donial of a real Entity being difforont from another 
thing is invariably concomitant with tho affirmation of its boing tho same as 
that tiling; if it were not so,—and no character is affirmed regarding that tiling, 
—thon all cluiractor being denied of it, it would bocome a non-entity ; because 
a non-entity is characterised by the denial of all character in regard to it. This 
argument may be formulated as follows:—When one thing is doniod tho 
character of boing sometliing other than another thing, it must bo tho samo as 
this lattor,—just as Colour is denied tho character of boing sometliing different 
from itself;—tho Pudgala (according to tho opposite party) is denied the 
cliaracter of being something other than Colour and the rest; hence tliis 
is a reason (for its being regarded os non-different from the latter) based 
upon tho nature of things.—Thus we conclude that an Entity cannot escape 
from the alternatives of being different or non-different from another thing ; 
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so that the Premiss of our main reason (against the doctrine of the Vatsi- 
putrhjas) is fully established.—(340-342) 

It has thus boon proved that, under the theory of its being ‘ incapablo 
of boing spoken of the Pudgala can have an existence only in imagination. 
The author now proceeds to clinch the argument by showing that if the Pudgala 
is regarded as an entity, it cannot bo right to regard it as ‘ incapablo of being 
spoken of otherwise the conclusion would be contrary to your own asser¬ 
tion— 

TEXT (343). 

Your words that “ the Pudgala is not different from the Thought- 
phases * ARE A CLEAR ASSERTION OF ITS 71071-difference ; WHILE 
the words ‘ the Thought-phase is not the Pudgala ’ 
clearly ASSERTS its difference. —(343) 

COMMENTARY 

Further, when you assert that ‘ the Pudgala is incapablo of boing spokou 
of V yo’> loudly proclaim quito clearly that the Pudgala is different from 
the Thought -phases. Tliis is what is pointed out in the following— 

TEXT (344). 

The presence of contrary properties is spoken of as constituting 

4 DIFFERENCE ’ AMONG ENTITIES J IS THERE NO SUCH ‘ DIFFERENCE ’ 

between the Pudgala and the Thought-phases ?—(344) 
COMMENTARY 

This argument may be formulated as follows:—Where two things are 
possessed of properties that are mutually exclusive, they must be different 
from one another,—e.g. between Colour and Feeling, the former boing 
endowed with material shape and the lattor boing devoid of material shape 
Pudgala and Thought-phase are (according to you) possessed by such mutually 
exclusive properties as * capablo of boing spoken of ’ and ‘ incapable of 
boing spoken of hence tliis is a natural reason (for regarding the two as 
different). —(344) 

Tho following Text proceeds to show that tho reason here put forward 
is not ‘ unproven ’:— 

TEXT (345). 

For instance, the Pudgala is said to be ‘ incapable of being spoken 

OF ’ AS DIFFERENT OR NON-DIFFERENT FROM FEELING AND THE 
REST, WHILE COLOUR, NAME AND OTHER THINGS ARE 
SAID TO BE ‘ capable OF BEING SPOKEN OF ’ AS 
DIFFERENT FROM THEM.—(345) 

COMMENTARY 

That is to say, the Pudgala is said to be 1 incapable of being spoken of ’ 
as differont or non-different from Feeling, Name and the rest; while Colour, 
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Name, and tho rest are spoken of as quite ‘ capable of boing spoken of’ 
as different from each other ; so tliat our Reason is not ‘ unprovon —(345) 

The following Text shows another reason why the prcsenco of contra¬ 
dictory properties in the two ( Pudgala and Colour, etc.) must bo admitted :— 


TEXT (346). 

The ‘ Colour-phase ’ and the rest are held to be * capable of 
BEING SPOKEN OF ’ AS ‘ NON-ETERNAL ’ ; WHILE THE Pudgala IS 
NOT SO ; SO THAT THERE IS A CLEAR DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 

THE TWO.—(346) 

COMMENTARY 

The assertion that * all impressions are non-eternal ’ shows that Colour 
and the rest are quite ‘ capable of boing spoken of ’ as ‘ non-eternal whilo 
the Pudgala is not hold to bo so ‘ capable of boing spoken of ’ as ‘ non-otornal 
on tho ground that it is entirely ‘ incapable of boing spokon of ’ (as anything 
at all). 

Nor is our Reason ‘ inconclusive because all idea of ‘ difference ’ is 
based upon tho said fact (of the presenco of contradictory properties); if 
it were not so, then the whole Universe would bo a single Entity; which 
would moan the possibility of all things being produced and destroyed 
simultaneously.—(346) 

The Pudgala is a non-entity, not only on account of its being * incapable 
of boing spoken of as different or non-difforont from Colour etc.’, as explained 
above,—but it is a non-entity for tho following reason also, on account of its 
being ‘ incapable of being spoken of as non-eternal —this is what is explained 
in the following— 


TEXT (347). 

Capacity for effective action is the differentia of the Existence 
(of a thing) ; and such Capacity is restricted to 

MOMENTARY ENTITIES ONLY ; HENCE IF ANYTHING IS 

‘ incapable of being spoken of (as momentary) IT 
CANNOT be an existent entity.—(347) 

COMMENTARY 

What characterises ‘ Existence \ the naturo of an ‘ Entity,’ is Capacity 
for effective action ;—as a matter of fact, a non-entity is characterised by the 
absence of all Capacity; which implies that Capacity for effective action 
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is tho only cliaracteristic of an Entity. This Capacity is restricted to momentary 
Entities only ; —that is, it is invariably concomitant with mornentariness ; 
specially as any effective action would bo impossible for an Eternal Entity, 
whoso activities could not bo either successive or simultaneous. So that, if 
tho Pudgala is ‘incapablo of being spoken of as momentary ’.—then it 
cannot have the nature of an ‘ Entity as tho moro extensive character 
of ‘ mornentariness’ is absent in it;—just as the absence of the character of 
‘ Tree ’ means the absence of tho character of the ‘ Shimshapd ’ (a particular 
tree). This is what has been thus declared :—‘ That which is incapablo of 
being spoken of as non-eternal cannot bo tho cause of anything.’ 

The following might bo urged :—“ If tho Pudgala wore eternal, then 
Effective Activity would be incompatible as, being neither successive nor 
simultaneous;—but as a matter of fact, it is as ‘ incapable of being spoken 
of ’ as non-eternal as it is of being spoken of as eternal ; so that effective action 
cannot be incompatible with it.” 

This is not right; there can bo no ontity with a specific individuality 
which is devoid of both thoso characters (of elernalUy and non-eternality); 
asl 1 eternal ’ and ‘ non-eternal ’ are mutually exclusive (and contradictory) 
terms; so tliat in any entity, the absence or presence of one of these must 
mean the presence or absence (respectively) of the other. 

Wo are not objecting to the application of the term ‘ incapable of being 
spoken of ’, to tho Pudgala ; because the applying of names to things depends 
entirely upon tho wish of tho speaker, and as such, cannot be objected to by 
anyone. What wo are doing however is to examine the nature of 
tho * Entity ’,—is this nature always present in tho tiling called ‘ Pudgala ’, 
or not ? If it is present, then the tiling must bo eternal, because 
* eternality ’ consists in nothing else except that character which is always 
present and is never destroyed;—and it is only a thing having this 
character that is called ‘ Eternal as has been declared in tho words—‘ Tho 
learned call that thing Eternal which, in its own form, is never destroyed \— 
If, on the other hand, tho other view be held, that tho said nature is not 
always present in tho Pudgala, —then tho Pudgala must lie non-eternal; 
as tho only characteristic of tho non-eternal thing is that it should not bo 
lasting (permanent).—Thus then there being no other alternative apart 
from being ‘ momentary ’ ( non-eternal) or 1 non-momentary ’ (eternal), — 
and effective activity—either successive or simultaneous—being incompatible 
for the non-momentary (Eternal) Entity, tho Existence of a thing must be 
invariably concomitant with ‘ momentariness so that if 1 mornentariness ’ 
is absont in the Pudgala, * Existence ’ also must bo absent,—and it becomes 
established tliat it is non-existent. —(347) 


Says the Jaina :—“ If it is so, and if tho Pudgala does not exist at all,— 
thon how is it tliat the Blessed Lord ( Buddha ) when asked—as to whothor 
tho Living Entity is this and the Body is that, —the Living Entity being differ¬ 
ent from tho Body, —said ‘ this has not been explained ’ ?—Why did ho not 
say straight away that there is no such thing as the Living Entity (Soul) ? ” 
This is answered in the following— 
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TEXT (348) 

Great men have successfully explained all those cases where 

THERE IS CONFLICT BETWEEN ‘ SCRIPTURE ’ AND THE REAL STATE 
OF THINGS. IN FACT THE DIVERSE TEACHINGS OF THE 

Merciful One are for the purpose of rebutting 
* Unbelief ’ (Ndstikya). —(348) 

COMMENTARY 

If there were such an object as the 1 Pudgala then alono could it have 
deserved an explanation as to whether it is different or non-different (like 
other tilings); as a matter of fact, however, the object itself has not been 
proved ; how thon could its character bo explained ? An absolute non-entity, 
as the ' Haro’s horn ’ can have no sharpness or other properties, which could bo 
explained. Hence wliile propounding the notion that tho Pudgala has only 
an ideal (imaginary) existence, tho Blessed Lord said ‘ it has not been ox* 
plained ’. 

He did not declaro straight away that ‘ it does not exist ’, because 
tho question had not been asked about the nature of the object itself [the 
question having been only about its difference or non-difference from 
the Body]. 

Or it may bo tluit, ovou though tho tiling had a merely ‘ ideal ’ existence, 
Ho wished to avoid tho extreme view that ‘ it does not exist —in considera¬ 
tion of tho welfaro of such disciples as were not yet fit for receving the extreme 
Doctrine of the ‘ Void * (Nihilism), He did not say tliat' tho Soul or Pudgala 
does not exist.’—It lias been thus doclared :—‘ Noting tho difference between 
the Tusker and the Tusk, and the destruction of Actions, the Jinas propound 
tho Dharma, —on tho analogy of tho Tigress’ Cub (?).’—In this way have 
Vasubandhu and other teachers succeeded in disclosing tho real import 
of tho toncliings in such works as the Koshaparamdrlhasaptati and tho rost; 
hence it should be learnt from those works. In the present context the 
details are not written down for fear of becoming too prolix. 

“ If that is so ”—says the opponent—“ how do you construe tho assertion 
that * there is existence which proves it ’ ? ” 

Tho answor is— 4 For the purpose of rebutting unbelief etc. etc.' —There are 
divino teacliings of the Merciful One which speak of ‘ saliva ’ and ‘ astitva ’ 
(Existence),— which are not incompatible (with tho Buddhist doctrine);— 
tliis has to be taken as understood. The ‘ mental series ’ in which the ‘ idea 
of existence ’ appears,—it is with reference to the non-cessation (continuity) 
of that series, that the Blessed Lord has said ‘ there is existonco If ho had 
not dono so, then there would bo an idea tliat oven those ‘ Impressions ’ 
do not exist in tho causo-effect-chain of whoso ‘ moments ’ there lias been no 
break,—which would mean that things of tho 4 othor world ’ do not exist,— 
and this would demolish tho whole idea of the 4 othor world ’, and the disciples 
would become inclined to 4 unbelief [The form 4 Ndstikya ’ here is used 
in the old sense of tho idea that there is no such tiling as tho 4 Soul ’ or the 
4 other world.’]—(348) 
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The following argument has been urged by the opponent :—“ It has been 
declarod by the Blessed Lord as follows— 1 0 Bhikkhus, I am describing to 
you the Burden, the Taking up of the Burden, the Throwing up of the Burden 
and the Bearer of the Burden ; the term ‘ burden ’ stands for the five consti¬ 
tuent thought-phases, the ‘taking up of the Burden ’ for satisfaction (pleasure), 
the ‘ throwing up of the Burden ’ for Liberation, and the 1 Bearer of the 
Burden ’ for the Pudgalas ’. —Now, how do you explain this ? Certainly 
tho ‘ Bearer of the Burden ’ cannot be the same ns the ‘ Burden * itself." 

The answer to tliis is supplied by the following— 


TEXT (349) 

The mention of the ‘ Bearer of the Burden ’ and so forth 
is made with the Aggregates, etc. in mind ; 

AS REGARDS THE PARTICULAR DENL\L,—THAT 
IS OF USE AGAINST THOSE WHO HOLD 
THOSE VIEWS.—(349) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho Thought-phases that appear at tho same time, when meant to bo 
spoken of collectively, come to be called ‘ aggregates ’; when these appear 
at the same time, in tho form of Cause and Effect, they come to be called a 
4 series * or * Chain *; and when they are usod ns tho basis of conception as a 
single concept, they como to bo called by such names as 4 members of tho 
Series ’ and ‘ Components of tho'aggregate ’;—and it was with those 4 aggre¬ 
gates ’ in mind that the Teacher spoke of the 4 Bearer of the Burden ’ ; and 
there is thus no incongruity in this. 

The term 4 etc.' in the expression 4 aggregates, etc .’ includos the Series 
and tho term 4 and so forth ’ in the phrase 4 Bearer of the Burden and so forth' 
stands for tho Burden and the rest. 

Tims then, those samo Thought-phrases wliich aro spoken of as 4 aggregate,’ 
‘ series ’ and tho like, aro spoken of as 4 the Pudgala, the Bearer of the Burden ’, 
as in common parlance it is this to which the namo 4 Pudgala ’ is applied. 
It is for tliis reason that the Blessed Lord has described tho Pudgala in tho 
following words :— 4 What is Pudgala, the Bearer of the Burden ’ ?—having 
asked thus. He goes on— 4 It is that which, O Long-lived one, bears such and 
such a namo, belongs to such and such a caste, to such and such a clan, takes 
such and such food, feels such and such pleasures and pains, and lives so 
long ’. Thus being of the nature of tho 4 aggregate of thought-phases *, the 
Pudgala should bo understood to bo only ideally existent, and not as an Eternal 
Substance, as postulated by others;—it was with a view to show tliis tliat tho 
Lord used the above words. It has to bo accepted as true; otherwise, as the 
4 Burden ’, etc. also have been spoken of as something different from the 
Thought-phases, (in tho passage under reference), these also, like tho Pudgala, 
would have to be regarded as not included among the Thought-phases. Thus 
it is clear that those preceding Thought-phases themselves which operate 

15 
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towards tho bringing about of another succeeding Thought-phase have boon 
spoken of as ‘ Burden \—those tliat are going to appear as tho result have 
boon spoken of as tho ‘ Bearer of the Burdon So tliat the passage quoted 
doos not warrant tho conclusion desired by tho Opponent. 

Uddyotakara has argued as follows :—[This is a clear reference to Nydya- 
vdrlika 3-1. 1, page 341, but the passage found extends only up to tho words 
‘ naiva tvamasi ', in lino 26, of the present text]— “ Ono who does not admit 
the ‘ Soul ’ cannot make sense out of the words of the Buddha who has declared 
—‘ 0 BhadarUa, I am not Colour, I am not Feeling, Name, Impres¬ 
sion or Cognition, O Bhadanta ; similarly O Bhik$u, you are not Colour, 
or Feeling, Name, Impression, or Cognition, you are not, O Bhadanta ’ 
—hero Colour and the other Thought-phases have been denied to bo tho 
object of * I-consciousness ’, this denial is particular, not Universal ; while 
one who denies the 4 Soul ’ should assert the denial in tho Universal form 
4 1 am not—you are not A particular denial always implies a corresponding 
particular affirmation ; o.g. when it is said 4 1 do not seo with my left eyo ’, 
it is clearly implied that 4 1 do see with my right Eye ’; if the man did not 
see with tho right Eyo also, thon the mention of tho qualification 
4 loft ’ in the former assertion would bo useless ; the assertion should 
have beon in the general form 4 1 do not seo Similarly in tho case in question 
when it is said 4 Colour is not tho Soul, Cognition is not the Soul ’, it becomes 
implied that tho Soul is and it is sometliing different from those (Colour, 
Cognition, aud tho rest). It may be 4 incapable of being spoken of ’ or any- 
tiling else, but in any case the Soul is there.” 

It is in answer to this that the Text adds— 4 As regards the particular 
denial, etc.'. —That is to say, the mountain of the doctrine of tho extant Soul 
propounded by evil-minded persons has risen up with twenty peaks,—such 
as 4 Colour is Soul, Cognition is Soul, the Soul has Colour, the Soul has Cogni¬ 
tion, Colour subsists in the Soul, Cognition subsists in tho Soul’ and so forth. 
—It is as against tho first five of those views that the denial has its use 
as against persons who hold those views. The term 4 Taddrstin' moans thoso 
who hold the view that 4 Colour is Soul ’ and so forth. What is denied 
in tho assertion (made by our Teacher) is exactly those points where the 
foolish-minded persons might have their doubts ; and it is not intended to 
affirm, anything. Otherwise, by saying what could not benefit His hearers, 
the Expounder would prove himself to be lacking in intelligence.—(349) 


End of the section on the Vdlsipulriyas' doctrine of 4 Soul 


CHAPTER VIII 


Examination of the Doctrine of the Permanence of Things. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author lias spoken of his doctrine (in the opening lines of his Intro¬ 
duction) as 1 mobile 4 impermanent The following Texts proceed 
with the proof in support of this :— 

TEXT (350-351) 

Or, all this Effort (to refute the various doctrines regarding 

THE ORIGIN OF THE WORLD) IS MADE NEEDLESSLY ; AS ALL SUCH 

Doctrines are really set aside by the well-established 

DOCTRINE OF THE 4 PERPETUAL FLUX ’ OF THINGS.— 

Hence it is this 4 Perpetual Flux ’ that is 

GOING TO BE CLEARLY ESTABLISHED FOR THE 
REFUTATION OF ALL THAT HAS BEEN 

REFERRED TO ABOVE AND AL L SUCH 
THINGS AS THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ AND 
THE LIKE WHICH ARE GOING TO 
BE MENTIONED LATER ON,— 

A REFUTATION THAT IS 
APPLIED EQUALLY TO ALL 
THOSE DOCTRINES.— 

(350-351) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, by establishing the Perpetual Flux of things, all the 
various entities postulated by others,—such as those of 4 Primordial Matter ’ 
4 God ’ and the like—become discarded at a single stroke ; under the circum¬ 
stances, all the effort that we have put forth in the above extensive portions 
of our work, towards the setting forth in detail of the sovoral doctrines and 
refuting them, is practically useless ; that is to say, all these are refuted by 
the much simpler method (of establishing the Perpetual Flux). That is to 
say, 4 Primordial Matter ’ and the rest are not held by othors to be undergoing 
destruction immediately on appearance, or to be liable to absolute destruction ; 
hence by the establishing of the doctrine of 4 Perpetual Flux * which includes 
all tilings, all those postulated entities become set aside ; holding this opinion 
as wo do, we proceed to establish this 4 Perpetual Flux ’ with special care,— 
for the purpose of discarding (a) all those doctrines that have been discussed 
so far,—beginning with 4 Primordial Matter ’ and ending with 4 Pudgala \— 
and (6) all those that are going to be discussed later on,—such os the 4 Univer¬ 
sal ’, 4 Quality ’, 4 Substance etc., Words and their denotation, the Means 
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and tho Objects of Right Cognition, the Tiling of Variegated Character coloured 
with tho various tints of the Emerald, etc., an Entity continuing 
during all these points of time, the four Elemental Substances postulated by 
the Churvdka and the Materialists, and the Mass of Words (Voda) posited by 
tho followers of Jaimini. 

‘ Clearly —because for the proof set forth, there is a Reason that satisfies 
all tho three conditions of the valid Probans. 

What is meant by this is that in reality, tho whole purpose of our philo¬ 
sophy roaches its culminating point in this examination of the ‘ Permanent 
Character' of things. —(350-351) 

Tho Author proceeds to show how this Perpetual Flux is established :— 

TEXT (352) 

Some people hold that there are two classes of things— 
Created and Uncreated ; others have held that 
THE TWO CLASSES OF THINGS ARE 
Momentary and Non-momen¬ 
tary.—(352) 

COMMENTARY. 

In this connection, the followers of Nydya and others do not regard any¬ 
thing as ‘ momentary and they hold that there are two classes of things in the 
shape of ‘ Created ’ and ‘ Uncroated among tilings some are ‘ created ’,—as 
the jar and the rest, while some aro ‘ uncreated ’—as the Atom, Akdsha, etc. 

Others however,—like Vdtsipulnyas— hold that there is a further classi¬ 
fication of things imder tho two heads of ‘ momentary ’ and ‘ non-momentary ’; 
that is, according to thoso people, such tilings as Cognition, Sound, Light-rays, 
are ‘ momentary ’, while such tilings as Earth and Akaslia are ‘ non- 
momentary \—(352) 

Such being tho diversity among the various views, the Author first of 
all proceeds to set forth reasonings in support of the ‘ Perpetual Flux ’ of thoso 
tilings that are held to bo 4 Created ’,—which thus form tho 4 Subject ’ of 
tho Reasoning set forth:— 

TEXT (353) 

Among these, all those things that are ‘ Created ’ are in 
‘ PERPETUAL FLUX —BECAUSE, AS REGARDS THEIR 
DESTRUCTION, ALL OF THEM ARE ENTIRELY 
INDEPENDENT.—(353) 

COMMENTARY. 

As regards their destruction, tilings are independent of other Causes.— 
This briofly indicates tho Reason which fulfills all the three conditions of the 
Valid Probans.—(353) 

This reason is more clearly stated in tho following— 
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TEXTS (354-355) 

When a certain thing does not need any other cause for the 

BRINGING ABOUT OF A CERTAIN CONDITION, THAT CONDITION SHOULD 
BE REGARDED AS ATTACHING TO IT PERMANENTLY,— BECAUSE, OUT 
OF ITS OWN CAUSES, THAT THING APPEARS IN THAT CONDITION ;— 

JUST AS THE CAUSAL CONDITIONS ARE INDEPENDENTLY, BY THEM¬ 
SELVES, CAPABLE OF PRODUCING THEIR EFFECT AND ALL 
THE THINGS THAT ARE PRODUCED ARE INDEPENDENT OF ALL 
ELSE IN THE MATTER OF THEIR DESTRUCTION.—(354-355) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument is to be formulated as follows :—When certain things are 
independent in regard to a certain condition, they should be regarded ns per¬ 
manently attached to that condition :—as for example, the causal conditions 
that produce their effect immediately, are permanently restricted to those 
effects;— all things that are produced, —i.e. all created tilings—are independent 
in regard to their destruction ; hence this is a natural reason (for concluding 
that they are permanently attached to tliis destruction).— 'Any other Cause', 
—i.e. any cause other than that which has produced the thing itself.—The 
reason for this statement is added— because out of its own causes, it appears 
in that form; —i.o. because it is produced in a form so permanently 
attached to the said condition.—When certain tilings are not permanently 
attached to a certain condition, they are not independent in regard to that 
condition ; as for instance, the unbaked jar in reference to the Baking. Tliis 
forms the corroborativo instance per dissimilarity. —(364-355) 

Says the Opponent:—“Tlio Reason put forward is Inconclusive: Even 
though things are independent regarding their destruction, yet it is quite 
possible that the destruction of a tiling may come about at some other time 
and at some other place ; so that it cannot provo the immediate destruction 
of the tiling, which is what is desirod by the upholder of the ‘ Perpetual 
Flux the doctrine of all tilings being 4 momentary 

The answer to tliis is provided in tho following— 

TEXT (356) 

Even though independent, if the destruction were to 

COME AT ANOTHER PLACE AND TIME,—THEN, ON ACCOUNT 
OF ITS BEING DEPENDENT UTON THOSE, 

the Thing could not be 

REGARDED AS ‘ INDEPEN¬ 
DENT ’.—(356) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 E$a ' —i.e. the Destruction. 

4 On account of its being dependent upon those ' —i.e. dependent upon the 
other time and place. 
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If a cortain tiling boing independent in regard to a certain condition, 
wore to bo in this condition only at a certain time and place,—then, ns depen¬ 
dent upon that time and place, it would not be ‘ independent ’ at all. How 
then is there any ‘ inconclusivoness ’ in our Reason ? For instance, if a certain 
condition wore to be present only at a cortain timo and place,—and nover 
apart from theso,—then, how could it be regarded os ‘ independent * ? As 
such existence itself would constitute its ‘ dependence which term cannot 
stand for 4 desire for the simple reason that the tiling is devoid of all 4 inten¬ 
tion ’.—(356) 

44 If then what is meant to bo the reason is the fact of its being entirely 
independent, —then such a Reason is 4 not proven 4 not admitted ’; for 
instance, somo tilings aro dependent, for their destruction, upon such 
causes as the stroke of a Bludgeon—as in the case of things like the Jar. 
Even those things which,—like Cognition, Words, and the like,—aro known to 
bo ‘independent’,—though they do not depend, for tlicir destruction, on 
any such cause as the stroke of a Bludgeon, yet they do depend upon the 
peculiarities of time and place. Thus the Reason, as put forward by the 
Buddhist, is entirely 4 unproven 

The answer to this is provided in the following— 

TEXT (357) 

All produced things are always and everywhere 

INDEPENDENT IN REGARD TO THEIR DESTRUCTION J 
AS IN THIS MATTER, ALL CAUSES OF DESTRUC¬ 
TION ARE ENTIRELY INEFFICACIOUS.— (357) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Always and everywhere ’,—i.e. at all times and places,—the produced 
tilings are independent of the cause of their destruction ; because those 
that aro not accepted as the cause of the destruction are inefficacious, —i.o. 
of no uso; and thoro can bo no 4 dependence ’ upon what is of no use,— 
it renders no help;—as if there wore, then it would lead to an absurdity.—(357) 

The following Text shows why they are inefficacious:— 

TEXT (358) 

For INSTANCE, THE 4 DESTRUCTIVE CAUSE ’ CANNOT BE 
RIGHTLY REGARDED AS THE BRINGER ABOUT OF A 
4 DESTRUCTION ’ WHICH IS NOT-DIFFERENT FROM 

the Thing itself ; as the positive Thing is 
PRODUCED FROM ITS OWN CAUSE.—(358) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the destruction is brought about—is it an entity or a non-entity 1 — 
if it is an entity, then it must be brought about by the 4 Cause of Destruction — 
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now, would the destruction, as an entity, bo brought about os something 
not-different from tho tiling that was the ‘ cause of the destruction ’ ? or as 
something different from that tiling ? In regard to any existing ontity, 
there can bo only thoso two alternatives ; and only one of thoso two can bo 
right; both cannot be right; nor can both bo wrong ; as tho denial of one cha¬ 
racter of a thing must always imply the affirmation of the contrary of that 
character, and tho affirmation of the former must imply tho denial of the 
latter ; and one and the same character cannot bo both donied and affirmed, 
as lias boon explained above. 

Of the two alternatives shown above, it cannot bo right to hold that 
4 tho Destruction, as an entity, is brought about os something not-ilifferent from 
the cause of that destruction ’; because that which is of tho naturo of a positive 
thing is always produced—bom—from its own causo; as that also, like 
tho thing itself. Is produced out of what is not-different from it; and what 
has bcon alroady brought about cannot have another Causo; as if it did have 
one, then thoro would bo no end to the series of such causes.—(358) 

Tho following might be urged :—“ When tho thing is born out of its 
cause, it is not in its complete form ; hence wliat it obtains from another 
causo is another cliaracter in the shape of ‘ Destruction 

This is answered in tho following— 


TEXT (359) 

When a certain thing that comes out of its Cause is 

WITHOUT PARTS,—THE ‘ DESTRUCTION ’ THAT WOULD BE 
IMPOSED UPON IT BY OTHER CAUSES MUST BE OF 
THE SAME NATURE.—(359) 

COMMENTARY. 

A single thing cannot liavo two natures , by virtue of which it could 
bo produced in parts ; on tho contrary, tho thing is without parts ; and when 
a tiling is produced from its Cause, it must be produced in its entire form; 
how then can another nature be imposed upon it, later on, by other Causes ? 
In fact, what is not produced at the time that a thing is produced, cannot 
form the nature of that thing; because ‘ non-difference ‘ sameness \ implies 
complete identity of condition. Hence that which comes about at a later 
time, in tho form of 4 Destruction ’, must bo a difforont 4 nature’ (character); 
and how can this, which is thus different, belong to the thing itsolf ? Hence 
thoro is nothing in tins theory.—(359) 

If tho other alternative be accepted that 4 the Destruction produced 
is something different from the thing ’, oven so, the cause of the destruction 
of tho thing would be useless. This is what is shown in the following— 
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TEXTS (360-361) 

If the destruction that is brought about is something 

DIFFERENT FROM THE THING, THEN THERE IS NOTHING 
PRODUCED IN THE THING ITSELF BY THOSE OTHER CAUSES 
(OF THE SAID DESTRUCTION) ; SO THAT THE EFFECTS, LIKE 
THE APPREHENSION OF THE THING AND OTHER PHENO¬ 
MENA, SHOULD CONTINUE AS BEFORE. AND AS THE 

Thing continues to remain in the same condi¬ 
tion, IT IS NOT POSSIBLE THAT THERE SHOULD 

be any ‘ Concealment ’ etc. of it. 

-(360-361) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlio bringing about of one tiling cannot confer any benefit on another 
tiling; if it did, then this would load to an absurdity. Nor can it bo right 
to assort tliat ‘the bringing about of the Destruction related to a tiling 
helps the tiling itself ’; because no relation is known to subsist between them. 
For instance, inasmuch as the two aro, ex hypoihesi, different, the relotion 
between the two cannot bo one of * identity ’; nor can the relation bo that 
of ‘ being produced from it ’, as the destruction is produced only from the 
‘ Cause of destruction *; and there can bo no other real relation between 
the two. Even if thoro were some relation between the two, as the Tiling is 
(ex kypothesi) an established positive entity, the apprehension and other 
effects produced by it must also bo positive entities (and Destruction is not 
positivo):—In the compound ‘ Upalatnbhakdryadi \ tho 4 Upalambha ’, 
4 Approhonsion \ itself is meant to bo tho 4 K&rya ’, 4 offcct ’; and the term 
4 ddi ’, 4 and the other phenomena ’, is meant to include tho containing of xcaler 
(of the Jar), the breaking of the thighs, and so forth. 

It might be argued that—"when the thing bocomos concealed—or 
obstructed—by tho destruction, which is something different from it, it ceases 
to produce such effects as its own approhension and the like.” 

In answer to this it is added— 4 As the thing continues to remain in the 
same condition, etc. etc' —Nothing is possiblo ns a 4 concealer’ or 4 obstructor ’ 
of a thing unless it removes its properties or does not produce thorn; if 
it were, it would load to absurdities. Hence it follows that, on account of 
its previous nature being unabandoned, unconcealed, and unobstructed, thoro 
can bo no ‘concealment’ or ‘obstruction’ of tho thing.—(360-361) 

Tho following argument might be urged:—" It is not possible for the 
thing (whoso destruction has boon brought about) to bring about its appre¬ 
hension and other phenomena; because the destruction of tho tiling—being 
different from it,—has destroyed it.” 

This is answered in tho following— 
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TEXT (362) 

It is not true to assert that “ The Thing is destroyed by 

ANOTHER THING NAMED * DESTRUCTION ’ ”,—BECAUSE THE 
ARGUMENTS BASED UPON THE ALTERNATIVES OF ITS BEING 
* DIFFERENT ’ OR ‘ NON-DIFFERENT ’ AND SO FORTH ARE 
APPLICABLE, BY IMPLICATION, TO SUCH AN ASSER¬ 
TION ALSO.—(362) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the Destruction destroys the thing,—is the thing destroyed different 
or not-differcnt (from the Destruction)? Or again, if it be asserted tliat ‘ it 
brings about that destruction of the tiling which consists of its annihilation, 
like the Bludgeon and other things the same alternatives may bo put 
forward. And tho objections urged above would all become applicable; 
as is going to be explained later on. This is what is meant by the sentence 
‘ the arguments based, etc. etc .’; i.e. even against the assertion that what is 
called ‘ destruction ’ brings about another destruction. ‘ Are applicable by 
implication ’, i.o. tho alternatives of being different or non-different and so 
forth aro applicable to this also. 

Thus it is established tliat the Destruction of a tiling cannot be an entity, 
[the first alternative put forwurd above, under Text 358].—(362) 

Tho following Text proceeds to show that tho ‘ Destruction ’ of a tiling 
cannot bo of the naturo of a non-entity :— 


TEXTS (363-364) 

IF IT BE HELD THAT—“ THE * DESTRUCTION ’ (‘ NasTut ’) BROUGHT 
ABOUT IS OF THE NATURE OF TIIE * NEGATION OF ENTITY ’, OTHER¬ 
WISE called * Disruption ’, ( Pradhvarnsa ’),—there 

CAN BE NO REASONABLE CAUSE FOR THAT ALSO.— 

If Negation were an Effect, then it would 
be an Entity , like the sprout and other 
Effects ; because while there is 

POSSIBILITY OF ITS BEING REGARDED AS 

something ‘ not-produced it is 

FOUND TO COME ABOUT THROUGH THE 

POTENCY OF A CAUSE.—(363-364) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is brought about, produced, is always an entity, not a non-entity, 
because of the latter, wliich is of tho naturo of the absence of positive clia- 
ractor that could bo predicated of it, there is no form that could be produced. 
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Honce what is of the nature of the negation of entity, i.e. what consists of tho 
denial of existence,—cannot bo brought about by anything,—simply because 
it is a non-entity,—like tho ‘ Haro’s Horns Otherwise (if it wore something 
produced) then it would be an ‘ effect and os such an entity, —like the sprout 
and other effects. This argument may bo formulated as follows:—What 
is an effect must be an entity, as the sprout and other things,—and Destruction 
is an effect (ex hypothesi), honce this is a natural reason (for regarding it as 
an effect). 

Tho author states tho ‘ invariable concomitance ’ (Premiss) of tins 
reasoning— Because it is found to come about through the potency of a Cause. 
As a matter of fact, that alono is said to bo an ‘ effect * which acquires an 
accretion to its nature through tho potency of a Cause; and it is only an 
entity that can acquire such accretion to its nature. 

This point is not disputed even by tho Naiyayika and others: As 
these peoplo also declaro tho character of the ‘ offoct ’ to be either ‘ inherence 
in Being ’ or ‘ inherence in a Causo ’; and Destruction cannot inhero either 
in Being or in its Causo; for, if it did, then, like Substanco and other tilings, 
it would havo to bo regarded as a substratum of 4 existence ’ (i.e. an entity). — 
(363-364) 

Says tho opponent—“If that is so, lot tho Destruction bo an ontity, 
what is tho harm in that ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (365) 

The view that * Negation ’ is brought by an ‘ affirmation * 

HAS BEEN SOUGHT TO BE SUPPORTED BY HAVING RECOURSE 

to * Preclusion ’ (as the form of the negation so 

BROUGHT ABOUT) ;—BUT THE ARGUMENT BASED UPON 
THE ALTERNATIVES POSSIBLE REGARDING DIFFERENCE OR 
NON-DIFFERENCE, ALL BECOME APPLICABLE TO THIS 
VIEW.—(365) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ How is Negation brought about by Affirmation ? * In answer to this 
question the other party lias recourse to 4 Preclusion ’, i.o. the assertion 
that it is Negation in the form of 4 Preclusion ’ that is so brought about; 
that is to say, through the speaker’s choice sometimes even an entity is spoken 
of as a different form (negation) of some other entity. With tliis explanation 
also tho view is opon to all those arguments that have been urged above 
as based upon the alternatives of 4 difference ’ or * non-difference’ etc.—(365) 

If, for fear of this criticism, it be held that—“ what is brought about 
by the Causes of ‘ Destruction ’ is Negation,—not in the form of * Preclu¬ 
sion’,—but in the form of the absolute negation." —But here also, the 
inofficacy of tho cause of * Destruction ’ would be still clearer. 

This is what is shown in tho following— 
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TEXT (360) 

If it be held that “ what is meant by ‘ Destruction * is the 

NEGATION OF EFFECTIVE ACTION, AND THIS DOES NOT BRING 
ABOUT A POSITIVE ENTITY ”,—EVEN SO, IT BECOMES ESTABLISHED 
THAT WHAT BRINGS ABOUT THE DESTRUCTION CANNOT 

be its ‘ Cause ’,—because it is devoid of the 
CHARACTER OF ‘ CAUSE ’.—(366) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, if ‘Destruction’ means the ‘ negation absolute’—as in 
the expression ‘brings about Destruction, i.e. Negation’—the negative 
term would be related to the term denoting action, and the meaning would be 
that it does not bring about an entity (in the form of Action) ; and as this 
would be the denial or negation of Action, what it would imply is the fact 
of the ‘Cause of Destruction’ not being a ‘Cause’; for how can a thing 
devoid of action be a ‘ cause ’ ? So that nothing can bo tho Cause of 
Destruction.—(366) 


In this connection, the Author proceeds to sot forth those arguments in 
proof of Destruction having a Cause which have boon propounded by 
A viddhaka rna :— 


TEXTS (367-368) 

“ This Destruction of the Thing is not present at the time 

THAT THE THING IS IN EXISTENCE ; NOR IS IT PRESENT BEFORE 

(the Thing has come into existence) ; nor very long 
after (the Thing has come into existence), in fact, 

IT COMES IMMEDIATELY AFTER (THE THING HAS COME 
INTO EXISTENCE); THUS, INASMUCH AS IT COMES INTO 
EXISTENCE ONLY AT A PARTICULAR TIME, IT 
MUST HAVE A CAUSE. If IT WERE INDE¬ 
PENDENT (of all Causes), then this 

OCCASIONAL CHARACTER WOULD 
BE IMPOSSIBLE, AS SHOWN 

BEFORE ”.-(367-368) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, tho Destruction of a tiling cannot be present at the time 
that the thing is in existence, as if it did, then tho momentarily existent 
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tiling could novor exist. Nor can.it be present before tho tiling has been 
produced, as what has not been born cannot bo destroyed ; o.g. the ‘ son of 
the Barren Woman ’ and sucli nonentities are not destroyed while unborn. 
—Even whon coming after the thing has come into existence, it cannot como 
very long after it; because all tilings (ex hypothec i) being destroyed at tho 
third moment (of existence), thoro cannot be another destruction very long 
aftorwards, as is found in the cose of Fire that has become reducod to ashes. 
The destruction of the thing, therefore, must come immediately after it has 
como into existence, i.e. at the second moment. Thus it is established that, 
os it lias the time of its coming definitely fixed, the Destruction must liavo 
a Cause, just as the sprout has—' as it has the lime, etc. etc. ; i.e. because it appears 
only occasionally. The invariable concomitance of this reason is next 
shown—‘ If it were independent etc. etc.’ if it were independent of all Cause, 
then its occasional character could not bo possible ; as in that case its existence 
would be there at all times. Hence, from its occasional character, it is deduced 
that it must have a Cause.—(367-308) 


Another reason for tho same conclusion is set forth in tho following- 


TEXT (369) 

‘‘As IT COMES IMMEDIATELY AFTER THE THING, THE DESTRUCTION 
MUST HAVE A CAUSE ; ALSO BECAUSE, NOT HAVING BEEN 
IN EXISTENCE, IT COMES INTO EXISTENCE,—JUST r.TKR 
THE FOLLOWING MOMENT.”—(369) 

COMMENTARY. 


Thus tlirco roasons liave been stated : Destruction must have a Cause, 
(a) because it is occasional, (6) because it comes immediately after tho tiling, 
as admitted by the Bauddhas, and (c) bocauso not having been in existence, 
it comes into existence, like the following Moment. Tho ‘ Hare’s Horn * 
and such other non-entities serve as Corroborative Instances per dissimilarity 
—(369) * 


The author noxt states the reasons adduced by Uddyotakara [in Nya- 
yavdrtika on 3.2.14, page 415, Bib. Indica, from where large portions of the 
Commentary on this Text aro bodily quoted}— 
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TEXTS (370-372) 

“ Then again, if Destruction had no Cause, it would be either a 
NON-ENTITY, LIKE ‘ THE SON OF THE BARREN WOMEN * AND 
OTHER NON-ENTITIES, OR AN ETERNAL ENTITY, LIKE Akashd ; 

AS NO OTHER ALTERNATIVE IS POSSIBLE.—If DESTRUCTION WERE 
A NON-ENTITY, THEN ALL THINGS WOULD BE ETERNAL, AS . 

THERE WOULD BE NO DESTRUCTION (OF ANYTHING); AND 
THE IDEA OF THE DestrUCtibiUtl/ (FLEETING CHARACTER) 
of all Properties would be baseless.—If Destruc¬ 
tion WERE ETERNAL (EXISTING AT ALL TIMES), 

THEN IT WOULD BE POSSIBLE FOR THE THING TO 
EXIST ALONG WITH ITS OWN DESTRUCTION J AS 
THERE COULD BE NO INCOMPATIBILITY IN THIS 
CASE ; AND THE ASSERTION OF THE * DES¬ 
TRUCTION ’ OF WHAT HAS NOT BEEN 
PRODUCED WOULD NOT BE IN KEEPING 

with Reason.”—(370-372) 

COMMENTARY. 

Uddyotakara has argued as follows :— 

“ One who doclaros that ‘ there is no Cause for Destruction * should 
bo questioned as follows : Does this mean that there boing no Cause for Des¬ 
truction, Destruction does not exist (come into existence) at all, like the 
‘ sky-lotus’ ? or tlxat having no Cause, it is eternal (ever-lasting), like Akdsha 
and other tilings ? According to your view what is causeless is found to 
be of two kinds— eternal and non-existent, there is no other alternative to these 
two— existence and non-existence :—Now, if being without a Came, Destruction 
is non-existent , then all tilings must be eternal; as there is no Destruction 
at all. And the idea that ‘ all properties become destroyed ’ becomes, in 
this case, baseless ; because when there is no movement, the idea of anything 
‘ moving ’ is impossible. If, on the other hand, liaving no Cause, Destruc¬ 
tion is eternal,—then it becomes possible for it to co-oxist with the Tiling 
(destroyed), as the Destruction would be always there. And this would 
be highly improper, as the Presence and Absence of a Tiling nro mutually 
negatory. If then the said co-existence is not admitted, thon there can be no 
producing of any effect, as its contrary, the Destruction of the effect would 
be there always :—and when a thing is not produced at all, tliero can be no 
Destruction of it; for instance, such unproduced things as the ‘ Hare’s Horns ’ 
are not known among people to be destroyed; hence any such assertion as 
that ‘ there is destruction of what has not been produced ’ cannot bo in 
keeping with Reason.”—(370-372) 


The Author answers all these criticisms in the following Texts :— 
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TEXTS (373-374) 

What sort of ‘ Destruction * is it (the causelessness of) 

WHICH THE OTHER PEOPLE OBJECT TO ? (rt) IS IT THE 
‘ MOMENTARY EXISTENCE ’ OF THINGS, AS EXPLAINED BY 

us ? Or the ‘ Cessation of the form of the Entity *, 
called ‘ Disruption ’ .( Dhvamsa , Annihilation) ? 

—If it is the former, then there is no quarrel.— 

(373-374) 

COMMENTARY. 

Destruction is of two sorts— positive aud negative. For instance when, on 
account of the thing being mobile and liaving only a momentary existence, it 
becomes 1 destroyed this is called ‘ Destruction ’ (of the Positive kind); 
aud there is the other kind of Destruction which consists in the thing losing 
its positive character and becoming what is called ‘ disruption ‘ anni¬ 
hilation \ If it is in reference to the former kind of ‘ Destruction ’ to whose 
‘ causelessness * objection has been taken (by other peoplo) on the ground 
of the reasons adduced abovo,—then it is entirely futile (as what is objected 
to is denied by us also).—(373-374) 


Tho futility of the arguments is further explained:— 


TEXT (375) 

That thing which, having a momentary existence, is called 
‘ Destruction ’,— This Destruction we also admit as 
having a cause ; it is only the other kxnd of Destruc¬ 
tion which we regard as without cause, on the 
ground of there being nothing else (which 
COULD be its cause).—(375) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question. —“ If that is so (and you admit what we have arguod), then 
why have you held Destruction to be ‘ without cause ’ ? ” 

The Answer is—* It is only the other kind etc. etc.’; i.e. there being nothing 
else, —apart from the Cause that brought tho tiling into existence,—coining 
later on, in the shape of the Bludgeon and such things,—that we regard the 
Destruction to be without cause. —(375) 

Tho Subject (of the inference) in the form of ‘ Destruction ’ being as 
explained, tho two Reasons,—‘ because it is occasional ’ and ‘ because not 
having boon in oxistonco, it comos into existence’,—are duly admitted 
(by us also). As regards the character of ‘ coming immediately after tho 
tiling ’, if that is intended to be true only in a general way, thon that too is 
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duly admitted (by us), because its existence immediately after that thing 
which is the Cause is admitted by us.—If, however, what the other party 
means by 4 the Destruction coming immediately after the thing ’ is that it 
comes immediately after tliat thing which forms its own self (essence),— 
then such a Reason is not admitted .—This is wliat is shown in the following— 


TEXT (376) 

The CHARACTER OF * COMING IMMEDIATELY AFTER THE THING ’ 
DOES NOT SUBSIST IN THE DESTRUCTION AS DESCRIBED ; 

BECAUSE THE DESTRUCTION IN THE FORM OF THE 
MOBILE (MOMENTARY) THING APPEARS ALONG WITH 

the Thing itself.—(376) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ In the Destruction as described ’, i.e. in the form not different from the 
nature of the mobile thing itself. Thero can be no 4 parts ’ of a thing which 
is devoid of parts, by virtue of which such Destruction could come imme¬ 
diately after such a thing: bocause, like the nature of the Thing itself, its 
Destruction also comes about on the coming about of the thing itself ; other¬ 
wise its forming the very nature of the thing would not be true; as already 
explained.—(376) 

It has been argued abovo that 4 There is no basis for tho notion that 
all Properties are destructible ’ (under Text 371);—this also becomes rejected 
by what has been just said.—This is wliat is shown in tho following— 


TEXT (377) 

Thus then, the Destruction being there, Things cannot 

BE ETERNAL ; AND THE NOTION THAT 4 THINGS ARE DESTRUC¬ 
TIBLE ’ CANNOT BE BASELESS.—(377) 

COMMENTARY. 

Simply because all things have tho character of existing for a moment , 
and those very things that are regarded os so destructible form the basis 
of tho notion of 4 destructibility of tilings this notion theroforo, camiot bo 
baseless.—(377) 

If then the 4 Destruction ’ intended to bo tho Subject of tho arguments 
adduced by the other party is that in tho form of 4 Disruption ’ (Annihila¬ 
tion),—thon all tho three Reasons adduced are 4 unproven ’, 4 not admitted ’ 
(by us).—This is what is shown in the following— 
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TEXT (378) 

AS REGARDS ‘ ANNIHILATION AS IT CAN HAVE NO ESSENCE (CHARAC¬ 
TER), IT CANNOT ‘ COME INTO EXISTENCE IMMEDIATELY AFTER 
the Thing *;—and as regards the presence op the 
CHARACTER OF ‘ COMING INTO EXISTENCE AFTER 
HAVING NOT EXISTED BEFORE \ THIS IS PRE¬ 
CISELY like the ‘ Sky-lotus ’ and 
OTHER THINGS.—(378) 

COMMENTARY. 

Such characters as ‘ coming into existence immodiatoly after the thing, * 
and the like can exist in things only, novor in a non-entity, like the ‘ Haro’s 
Horns ’; and ‘ Annihilation ’ has no ‘ essence ’, no character how then 
can it liavo any such character as ‘ coming immediately after the thing ’ 
and the like ? 

As regards the presence of die diameter of * coming into existence, having 
been not in existence before ’ ; the particle 4 cha ’ includes the character of being 
occasional. —(378) 


“ If tliat is so, if Annihilation has not the character of coming into 
existence immediately after the thing, then what can bo the meaning of the 
assertion that 4 there is Annihilation of the tiling ’ ? When somotliing does 
not belong to a tiling, it can never be attributed to it.” 

The answer to tliis is provided in the following— 


TEXT (379) 

When it is said that ‘ there is Annihilation of the Thing ’, 
WHAT IS MEANT IS THAT ‘ THE THING IS NOT THERE \ 

And IT IS NOT MEANT to convey the AFFIRMATION 
(predication) of ANY THING.—(379) 

GO JIM ENT ARY. 

Even though the assertion ‘ there is Annihilation of tho thing ’ appears 
to be affirmative of Annihilation, yet what is really meant is only the nega¬ 
tion of the Tiling itsolf, and not tho affirmation of any positive entity.—(379) 

“ In such expressions as 4 It is Oliaitra’s Son ’, it is the existence of the 
son that is affirmed; so in the expression 4 There is Annihilation of the thing’, 
it must be the presence of the Annihilation that is affirmed.” 

This is answered in the following— 
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TEXT (380). 

The MERE NAMING OF A PERSON AS ‘ DONKEY ’ DOES NOT 
LEAD TO THE ATTRIBUTION OF THE WHOLE CHARACTER 
OF THE ASS TO THAT PERSON.—(380) 

COMMENTARY. 

The existence and non-existence of things are not dependent upon the 
use of mere words, as the using of words depends upon tho whim of the 
speaker; if it were not so, then if, through a whim, the name 4 Donkey ’ 
were given to a man, tho ontire character of the Ass would have to bo attri¬ 
buted to tliat man. 

The term ‘ baleya ’ (in tho Text) is a synonym for ‘ rdsablia ’ (Ass).— 
<380) 

The following Text asserts that it must be understood that when 
4 annilulation * is spoken of in regard to a thing, it is only the negation of tho 
nature of the tiling itself, and there is no affirmation of anything— 

TEXT (381). 

IF THE CATEGORY NAMED 4 ANNIHILATION ’ WERE AFFIRMED 
IN REFERENCE TO A THING, THERE BEING NOTHING 
ACTUALLY PRODUCED IN THE THING,—HOW 
IS IT THAT THE THING CEASES 
(TO EXIST) ?—(381) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it were not as declared by us, and if the category of 4 annilulation’ 
were regarded as affirmed in reference to tho tiling,—then, as there is nothing 
actually produced in the thing concerned,—why should that tiling cease 
to exist ?—(381) 

As regards the argument put forward above (under Text 371)—‘If 
Destruction were non-existent, all things would bo eternal —it is answered 
in the following — 

TEXT (382). 

Thus it is t ha t the Existence of any 4 Destruction of 
Things * of the nature of 4 Annihilation ’ is not 
admitted ; because the 4 Destruction of a 
Thing’ consists in the Dissociation 
of a 'particular form, and not in the 
negation of its existence .—(382) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thus :—because it is really of the nature of the dissociation of a parti¬ 
cular form of the Tiling,—and it is not of the nature of the negation of the 
Thing due to tho cessation of the existence of the nature of the Thing itself, 
16 
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Why then should our doctrine involve the absurdity of all tilings being 
eternal ? If the ‘ Destruction of things ’, in the form of the negation of 
their cliaracter, were non-existent, then alone the tilings would be eternal; 
as a matter of fact, however, the Destruction in the shape of the negation 
of character, though itself negative in character, is actually therehow then 
could the things bo eternal ? 

As for the notion of all properties being destructible,—the basis for this 
has boen alroady explained.—(382) 

It has been argued by the Opponent (under Text 372, above) that ‘ If 
the Destruction of the thing be eternal, then it would be co-existent with the 
Tiling itself \ This is answered in the following — 

TEXTS (3S3-384). 

When it is asserted that ‘ Destruction is of the nature of 
Cessation \ it does not mean the affirmation of its 
positive character ; it only denies the continuity 

OF THE PARTICULAR FORM OF THE THING BEYOND 
ONE MOMENT. THUS NO LASTING FORM IS 
AFFIRMED IN REGARD TO THE ‘ ANNIHI¬ 
LATION AND THERE IS NO ROOM 
FOR THE ALTERNATIVE THAT 

it is eternal. —(383-384) 

COMMENTARY. 

When it is said that ‘ there is cessation \ it does not mean the affirmation 
of the positive form of ‘ cessation ’ in regard to ‘ Annihilation ’,—for the 
simple reason that it has no positive form; it means only the denial of the conti¬ 
nuity of the particular form of the Tiling beyond one moment. Thus there is 
no room for the alternative that it is something absolutely eternal; because, 
on account of its having no character at all, it is impossible for it to have 
a permanent form. Specially because the properties of etemality or non- 
oternality are invariably concomitant with the nature of tilings. 

It has been argued by Uddyotakara (under Text 371, above) to the effect 
that—“ Under your view, what is without Cause may be either eternal or 
non-existent, etc.”—But this assertion is based upon his ignorance of the 
doctrine of his opponent. As a matter of fact, for Bauddlias who are fully 
conversant with Logic, what is without cause must be non-existent ; this 
has been thus declared by the Blessed Lord—‘ The Wise Ono seeking for the 
common property among similar things does not perceive any such property 
in the slightest form ’.—As for the Vaibh&sikas (a particular sect among 
Buddhists), who posit such existent tilings as Akdsha and the rest, they are 
converts to your view, and they cannot be regarded as Followers of the Buddha ; 
hence the putting forward of their view cannot bo relevant. 

Thus all causes of Destruction being inefficacious, our Reason (put 
forward under Texts 353-36G) cannot be said to bo ‘ Unproven ’. 
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For the following reason also the Causes of Destruction should bo 
declared to be inefficacious:—When a Thing is produced from its Cause, 
is it produced sometimes as evanescent by its very nature,—and sometimes 
as mot-evanescent (eternal) ? If it is produced as evanescent , then it cannot 
bo the cause of Destruction, because it is destroyed through its own nature. 
When a certain nature (or character) bolongs to a Tiling, this tiling, when 
produced, is produced with that same nature ; and it doos not depend upon 
any other cause (for producing that nature). For instance, the things that ore 
bright or fluid or solid and tho like—when produced—are produced along with 
these properties,—and they do not depend upon another cause for the bring¬ 
ing about of these properties. It might bo arguod that—“ In the case of tho 
scod and such things, it is found that though the seed has the nature of produc¬ 
ing the sprout, yet by itsolf it cannot produce it, it needs tho help of other causes 
in the shape of water and such tilings,—and in the same way, though tho 
Thing may have the evanescent nature, yet for its destruction it would 
requiro other Causes.” This cannot bo right; because wliafc is regarded 
as the 1 causo * of a thing is what brings it about in its final complete form; 
nothing else is regarded as its ‘ Cause ’. So when a tiling has a certain nature, 
it must produco it by itself, and it does not need another Cause. If tho seed 
in tho granary does not produce the sprout, it is because such productivity 
does not constitute its ‘ nature ’; it may be called ‘ the cause of the Cause ’ 
(of the Sprout), not the direct Cause ; so that this does not vitiate our position. 

If the alternative view be accepted,—that when the Thing is produced 
it is produced in the non-evanescent (permanent) form, then, for that also, 
any Cause of its destruction would bo entirely inefficacious; because any 
change in the nature of such a thing would bo impossiblo. Because if tho 
nature of a tiling were not destroyed immediately after its production, then, 
later on also, as the same character of permanent standing would bo there, 
what is there that would be dono by the ‘ cause of destruction ’, by virtue 
of which tho thing could be destroyed ?—The following might be urged—“ In 
tho case of Copper and other things it is found that, though they are solid, 
yet, on tho contact of fire, their condition becomes clianged ; similarly oven 
though the tiling may be naturally indestructible, the Causo of its destruction 
may cliange its condition ; and by reason of this, it may become destroyed on 
its coming into contact with that Cause of Destruction ”.—Tliis cannot be 
right; as a mattor of fact, it is not the same thing that bocomes changed ; 
becauso ‘ Change ’ consists in tho production of another nature or character ; 
now this ‘ change ’ that you speak of—is it something different from tho 
Tiling itself ? or is it the Thing itself ? It cannot be the Thing itsolf ; as that 
has been already produced by its own Cause [and lionco could not be produced 
again by the Cause of the change ]. If it is something different from the 
Tiling, then the Thing itself remains ns before, retaining its permanence ; so 
that it has not changed. As regards the example of Copper and other things, 
that is not admissible. Because what happens in their case (according to 
us) is that the preceding ‘ solid-moment ’ of the Copper being inherently 
perishable (destructible) becomes destroyed by itsolf,—then under the influence 
of such auxiliary causes as Fire and tho like, there is produced, out of its 
own constituents and under other circumstances, a different character in the 
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shape of fluidity; again this character of fluidity, being inherently perish* 
able, becomes destroyed, and there is produced, out of the auxiliary causes 
and out of the same constituents, another character in the shape of solidity. 
So that there is no change of one and the same tiling. 

Thus the ‘ Cause of Destruction ’ is in ovory way infructuous ; and our 
Reason is not ‘ unproven \ 

Nor is our Reason ‘ Contradictory ’; as what is put forward doos actually 
happen according to our view. 

Nor is the reason * inconclusive ’; as it has been already established 
before. 

The following might be urged—“ The Akdsha does not need a cause for 
becoming corporeal (with a shape), and yet it is not permanently liablo to 
corporeality; in the same manner, though the Things may be products, yet 
there may be some thing which is not permanently liable to destruction." 

This is not right. Thero is no Product which is not regarded as non- 
eternal (evanescent); as all caused things are held to be evanescent; and 
those same Products are mode the ‘ subject ’ of the inferential argument; 
how then can the Reason be * inconclusive ’ ? Those things which, though 
Products, aro yet expected to be eternal, on account of their indestructibility, 
—these are really included under the category of ‘ uncreated things ’, and 
as such should bo regarded as discarded by the discarding of that category 
itself. So tliat there is no defect in our Reason. Nor is it admitted that 
Akdsha and such other things are independent in the matter of their corporea¬ 
lity ; because as a matter of fact, when a Property does not belong to a thing, 
tliat thing is certainly ‘ dependent upon something else ’ in regard to that 
property; things are never regarded as ’ dependent on something else ’ for 
the purpose of those properties that aro already present in them; in fact, 
they aro so dependent, only in regard to Properties that are not there already. 
So the Corroborative Instance cited by the other party is one that cannot 
be admitted.—(384) 

The Author proceeds to say something regarding the category of ‘ un¬ 
created tilings ’:— 

TEXTS (385-386). 

The Akdsha and other things which have been held to be * un¬ 
created ’ ARE REALLY NON-EXISTENT, IN THE FORM OF ‘ ENTITIES ’ ; 

AS THEY ARE DEVOID OF ALL POTENTIALITY ; HENCE THERE CAN BE 
NO ROOM FOR ATTRIBUTING TO THEM ANY SUCH ALTERNATIVE 
CHARACTERS AS THAT OF ' MOMENTARINESS ’ OR ‘ NON- 
MOMENTARINESS ’; WHEREBY THEY COULD BE RE¬ 
GARDED EVEN AS AN ‘ ENTITY ’•— BE IT EITHER 
MOMENTARY OR OTHERWISE.—(385-386) 

COMMENTARY. 

If things like Akdsha were such as have their existence established, 
then alone could there arise any discussion as to their being momentary, etc.; 
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because Properties have no existence by themselves;—if they did, then they 
would ceaso to bo Properties. Nor are Akdsha, etc. uncreated tilings,—be¬ 
cause, being devoid of all potentiality, they are to be spoken of as ‘ non¬ 
existent ’,—like the ‘ son of the Barren Woman Tliis argument may be 
formulated as follows:—A thing that is devoid of all potentiality must 
be non-existent,—like the ‘ son of the Barren Woman ’;— Akasha , etc. 
are devoid of all potentiality ; so that this is a natural reason (for regarding 
them as non-existent); or in reality, there is absence of the more extensive 
character (which implies the absence of the less extensive character).— 
Nor can tho Reason adduced be said to be * inconclusive ’, as tliis alone is 
Enough to justify the notion of 1 non-existence \ Nor can the Reason be 
said to be 4 unproven ’; as wo shall explain later on. Nor, lastly, can it bo 
said to be ‘ contradictory as it is found to be present in all cases where the 
Probandum is known to bo present.—(385-386) 

Question :—“ Why cannot the question of momentariness or non- 
momentariness arise in regard to a non-entity ? ” 

The answer is provided in the following— 


TEXT (387). 

That Thing is said to be * momentary ’ whose form persists 

FOR A MOMENT ; WHILE THAT THING IS SAID TO BE ‘ NON- 
MOMENTARY ’ WHICH IS ENDOWED WITH A LASTING 
(PERMANENT) FORM.—(387) 

COMMENTARY. 

The meaning of this is clear.—(387) 

Uddyotakara has put forward the following argument:—“ Tho term 
4 Ksanika' (‘momentary’) contains the Possessive Affix (‘J/taft', by Pacini 
5-2-115); how does this affix come in ? If, in accordance with tho Nir- 
vkla, 4 ksana ’ stands for Ic?aya, Destruction, and tho term 4 fyanika ’ means 
that which has destruction, —this cannot be right; because of the difference in 
time; that is, at the time that there is Destruction, the tiling to which it 
belongs is not there (having ceased to'exist); and the Possessive affix is never 
found to be used in connection with tilings that exist at different times. If 
(with a viow to escaping from that difficulty) it be held that tho positive 
entity itself, as qualified by its impending destruction, is what is spoken 
of as 4 Jc&mika ’, (‘momentary’),—even so, it is not possible for the tiling 
qualified by the destruction to be spoken of as possessing that Destruction ; 
and thus also the use of tho Possessive affix would be iujustifiable. If what 
is meant by tilings being 4 ksanika ’ 4 momentary ’, is that the time of their 
existence is only one moment; and that having posited the 4 ksana ’, 4 Moment 
as tho lowest conceivable measure of time, we call those tilings 4 mo¬ 
mentary ’ which continue to exist only during tliat point of time ;—then 
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this also cannot be right; because the Bauddha admits of Time only ns a 
mere name (a hypothetical entity, without reality); and it is not right for 
what is a mero name to bo regarded as tho qualification of an entity.” (Nyd- 
yavartika on 3-2-14, page 418, lines 8-16, Bib. Jndica Edition.) 

Tliis is answered in tho following— 


TEXT (388). 

That form of the thing which does not persist after its 

PRODUCTION IS WHAT IS CALLED ‘ ‘ MOMENT ’ J 

AND THAT WHICH HAS THIS FORM IS HELD TO BE 

‘ K$a$ika ’, ‘ momentary \—(388) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is called ‘ moment * is the character of the thing which is 
destroyed immediately after it has been producod; and that which lias 
tliis character is called 4 raomontary \ This has been thus declared— 
4 Moment is tliat whioh is destroyed immediately after tho tiling lias come 
into existence, and that which lias tliis is called momentary.' —(388) 

44 Even so, as the 4 nature ’ of a thing is not-differont from the Tiling 
itself, there can be no such idea as that 4 this belongs to that ’,—which idea 
is based upon the difference of tho two factors concerned.” 

Tho answer to tliis is provided in tho following— 


TEXT (389). 

Even when there is no difference between two things, 
there is nothing to prevent the notion OF ‘ THIS 

BELONGING TO THAT AS EVERY EXPRESSIVE 
WORD IS APPLIED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
AN ARBITRARY WHIM.—(389) 

COMMENTARY. 

In such expressions as 4 one’s own nature 4 the body of the stone- 
image ’, and so forth,—even though there is no actual difference between 
the two things spoken of, the Possessive ending implying difference is used 
on tho basis of an assumed difference ; so would it be in the case in question 
also. Verbal expressions arc used, not always in accordance with the real 
state of tilings, but in accordance with the whim of tho speaker.—(389) 

Further, when a man utters a verbal sound, that sound donotos, in 
that form alone, only that much of a thing as to which it is applied,_such 
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denotation being duo to convention ; and in reality there is no ‘ basic term * 
or an 4 affix ’; the term (vorbnl sound) ‘ lafanika' is applied by the learned 
to only such a tiling as does not continue to exist after its coming into exist¬ 
ence ; and such a thing being meant to be denoted by tho term 4 momen¬ 
tary *—it may be used along with an affix or without an affix,—wo have no 
regard for any such use, which is used on the basis of conventions that are 
purely arbitrary.—This is what is shown in the following— 


TEXT (390). 

What is meant to be spoken of (by the term ‘ K$anika', 

4 MOMENTARY ’) IS THE THING THAT DOES NOT CONTINUE 
TO EXIST AFTER ITS COMING INTO EXISTENCE ; AND THAT 
TERM MAY BE USED EITHER WITH THE AFFIX OR 

without the affix (to WHICH Uddyotakara 

HAS TAKEN OBJECTION). 

COMMENTARY. 


4 Emm ' —i.e. by the term 4 k?a>iika 4 momentary.’ 

4 With the affix' —i.e., with the Possessive affix (Thaft). —(390) 

Thus it lias been shown that if A kasha and the rest are regarded as 
uncreated, they must bo regarded as being non-existent ; and it is now going 
to be shown that if they are regarded as existent, they must be momentary :— 


TEXT (391). 

If A kasha, Time and such things are existent, then, 

BEING SO, THEY CANNOT ESCAPE FROM BEING 

momentary , —just like the created 
THINGS.—(391) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Krtah ’—stands for 4 lcrtakdh ’, 4 created things ’. 

This indicates 4 being \ 4 existence \ as tho Reason (for regarding things 
as momentary). —(391) 


This Reason is stated more explicitly:— 
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TEXTS (392-394). 

For instance, whatever things are existent are all in a state 

OF PERPETUAL FLUX,—JUST AS ALL CREATED THINGS HAVE 
JUST BEEN SHOWN TO BE;—THESE THINGS, Akdsha, 
Time, God, and the rest are held by you to be 
existent; —these could never have an existence 
if THEY WERE devoid of mometUariness; 

—BECAUSE PERMANENT THINGS CANNOT 
HAVE ANY FRUITFUL ACTIVITY, 

EITHER SUCCESSIVELY OR 
SIMULTANEOUSLY,—THERE¬ 
FORE THEY ARE HELD 

to be non-existent. 

-(392-394) 


COMMENTARY. 

The reasoning may be thus formulatedWhat is existent must be 
momentary,— liko tho tilings just shown to be momontary ;—Akdsha and 
other (uncreated) things aro held by you to bo existent; this is therefore a 
natural reason (for regarding them as momentary). 

‘ As have been shown to be ’i.e. as momentary. 

This shows that the Corroborative Instance is not dovoid of tho Proban- 
dura, as its presence has been already established. 

‘ Held by you' ;—this is meant to indicate tliat the reasoning hero put 
forward is an indirect one, in the form of a Reductio ad abmrdum. Otherwise 
the Reason cited would be one that is not admitted by ono or the other of 
tho two parties. 

Question “ In what way is tho invariable concomitance of the Reason 
(with tho Probandum) established ? ” 

Answer ‘ If they were devoid of momentariness, etc.' ; the ‘ existence * 
that is meant to be the Reason hore is that which consists in ‘ capacity for 
fruitful action *; and tliis ‘ oxistenc© ’ must bo absent, if ‘ momentariness ’ 
is absent; becauso when tilings perform a fruitful act, they do it eithor 
successively and simultaneously,—there is no other way of acting except 
successively and simultaneously; as these two aro mutually exclusive, 
as is clearly perceived ; for instance, tho Jar is not perceived, at one and tho 
same time, to perform the successive functions of containing wine, water 
and other liquids as apart from one another,—and also the simultaneous func- 
tions of bringing about its own cognition and also containing water, at one 
and the same timenow those various acts tliat the Jar is seen to perform 
successively,—or the Potter is seen to make tho Jar, the plates and other 
objects,—all those it or ho is not able to do or make simultaneously. When 
too tho Jar is found to produco its own cognition and other things at ono 
and the same time, it is not, at that same time, found to produce those same 


EXAMINATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE PERMANENCE OF THINGS. 249 


successively also. All this is clearly established by direct Perception. Thus 
succession being excluded by simultaneity, and vice versa, the cognition that 
precludes both these functions (the successive as well os the simultaneous} 
naturally precludes the object also to which those functions belong,—and 
it also indicates that there can bo no third kind of functioning; thus then 
there is mutual exclusion—‘ contradiction ’—between these two— succession 
and simultaneity —of that particular kind in which the presence of one 
implies the absence of the other. Thus no third kind of activity being 
possible, all fruitful activity of things must be cither successive or simulta¬ 
neous; and when such activity is precluded in Permanent things by the 
absence of the more extensive character, it precludes its characteristic in 
the shape of ‘ existence ’ also. In this way the necessary invariable 
concomitance becomes secured. 

It cannot bo argued, in answer to this that—“ The succession and simul¬ 
taneity of tho things themselves havo not yet been proved, inasmuch as 
Time is not postulated by us as a distinct ontity.”—It will not be right to 
argue thus, becauso we do not say that the ‘ succession ’ and ‘ simultaneity * 
of tilings are due to a distinct category in the shape of Time ; what we mean 
is that it is due to thoir coming into existence in those ways. For instance, 
when it so liappons that when one comes into existence, the others also 
como into existence similarly, then they form the basis of tho notion 
of ‘ non-succession * or ‘ simultaneity ’; as is found in the cose of several 
sprouts coming out from similar causal conditions;—when, on the other hand, 
tilings appear in a different manner, they are spoken of as ‘ successive ’; 
e.g., such tilings as the sprout, tho stem, tho leavos, and so forth.—All these 
are clearly recognised by direct perception, and are spoken of os such by 
poople. Tho functioning of Causes also towards the bringing about of such 
tilings is similarly spoken of as ‘successive’ or ‘simultaneous’. Thus the 
objection that has been urged cannot be rightly urged against us. 

Says the opponent:—“ In case the Thing were proved to be permanent, 
the preclusion of succession and simultaneity might not imply the pre¬ 
clusion of fruitful activity ; e.g. when the existence of the ‘ Tree ’ becomes 
precluded in regard to a certain place, it precludes the particular tree 
‘ shimshapd ’ ; otherwise, if tho place itself were unknown where could the 
absence of the shimshapa bo cognised ? As a matter of fact, the permanent 
thing itsolf does not exist (for you, tho Buddhist), as this is what you wish 
to deny. If, however, you do admit that such a permanent thing does oxist, 
then it cannot bo right to deny it; since you admit its existence as the sub¬ 
stratum (of the two kinds of activity). Thus your reason— 4 because it has 
existence’.—becomes ‘inconclusive’, as it is found to be present also in 
the contrary of your Probandum (‘ Momentary ’).” 

It is not so, wo reply. When we urge the non-perception of the more 
extensive character as proving our negative conclusion, wo do not urge it 
as an independent valid cognition ; we put it forward only in the form of a 
Iicductio ad absurdum against the opponent; tho sense being— if you accept 
the permanence of the thing, then, you cannot admit its fruitful activity,— 
os ‘succession’ and ‘simultaneity’,—which are of larger extension, and with 
which the said ‘succession’ and ‘simultaneity’ are invariably concomitant. 
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—cannot bo present in it; because when the wider thing is not there, the 
narrower thing cannot be there ; otherwise the two could not be related as 
being of ‘ larger ’ and ‘ narrower ’ extension. Henco on the preclusion of 
the capacity for fruitful activity, tho presence of existence also cannot be accept¬ 
ed ; as the said capacity constitutes the characteristic of * existence.’ 

By this method, the non-existence of things becomes established. 

Nor is it necessary that the Corroborativo Instance per Dissimilarity 
must always be a real entity ; as all that is meant to bo shown by such in¬ 
stance is that the absence of the Probandum means tho absonce of tho Pro- 
bans. And this is proved by tho mere assertion,—without admitting the 
real existence of any object,—that whon the wider tiling is absont tho nar¬ 
rower thing also must bo absent,—after it has been recognised in a general 
way that between the two tilings there lies the relation that one lias a wider 
oxtension than tho other and os such there is invariable concomitance 
between them; e.g., the assertion 4 when the Tree is absent, the Shimshajrt 
cannot be there ’.—This has been thus declarod :— 4 In tho case of the Corro¬ 
borative Instance per dissimilarity, it is not necessary that the existence 
of tho objective substratum should be admitted ; as what is intended follows 
from tho more assertion that on the absence of one, the other also cannot be 
there *.—(393-394) 


The following Text shows that the Permanent Tiling cannot have any 
successive fruitful activity :— 


TEXT (395). 

Effects are delayed on account of the non-proximity of 
the Cause. If the efficient Cause were there, 

TO WHAT WOULD THAT DELAY BE DUE ?—(395) 


COMMENTARY. 

It is not by their own wish that the effects come into existence or not 
come into existence; in fact, their being and not being depend upon the 
presence or absence of the Cause. Under tho circumstancos, if tho Thing 
in its permanent form woro always thore, as the causo of all things,—tlion 
how is it that all effects are not produced at once,—being dependent as 
they are upon the mere presence of tho said Cause ? and why should they 
appear successively—one after the other ?—‘K*epa' is Delay.—So that 
oven the subsequent effect should come into existence beforehand,—because 
its Cause would be there in its untrammelled form,—just like the effeot that 
the Opponent has in wow.—(395) 


In the following Text, tho Opponent offers an explanation :— 
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TEXT (396). 

“ Even of the eternal thing, there are certain auxil¬ 
iaries,—ON ACCOUNT OF WHOSE HELP, THE FORMER 
BRINGS ABOUT THE LARGE NUMBER OF ITS 
EFFECTS, IN SUCCESSION ”.—(396) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ Even though the Permanent Entity is always there, yet its auxiliaries 
come up to it only in succession ; lienee on account of these latter, the Per¬ 
manent Entity will naturally produce its effects only in succession ”.— (396) 

The following Text answers tliis argument:— 


TEXTS (397-399). 

This is all very well ; but when those other things become its 

‘ AUXILIARIES ’, IS IT BECAUSE THEY ARE THE CAUSE OF THE CAUSAL 
EFFICIENCY (OF THE PERMANENT THING} ? OR BECAUSE THEY 
ALSO SERVE THE SAME PURPOSE ?—If THEY ARE THE CAUSE OF 
THE CAUSAL EFFICIENCY (OF THE PERMANENT THING),— 

then this Thing itself would be produced by them ; 

AND YET THIS IS INCAPABLE OF BEING PRODUCED, AS IT IS 
ALWAYS THERE (BEING PERMANENT). OR, IF THE VERY 
FORM OF THE PERMANENT THING WERE HELD TO BE 
PRODUCED (BY THE AUXILIARIES), THEN ITS ETERNA- 
LITY (PERMANENCE) DISAPPEARS. IF THE 
* PECULIARITY ’ (PRODUCED IN THE PERMA¬ 
NENT Thing) be regarded as something 

DISTINCT FROM THE THING ITSELF, THEN,— 
how can this (Thing) be regarded 
as the ‘ Cause * ?—(397-399) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact,'it is not possible for the Permanent Tiling to have 
any auxiliary. Because (a) would that be an 1 auxiliary ’ by virtue of creating 
peculiar conditions in the thing—as the Earth, Water and other things 
become auxiliaries of the seed through producing in it such conditions as 
swelling and the like ? Or (b) would it by virtue of their serving the same 
purpose as the tiling—as Colour etc. become auxiliaries to the Eye in pro¬ 
ducing the visual perception of Colour, by mere appearance ?—-The former 
view cannot be maintained ; because the k peculiar condition ’ that is produced 
in the Tiling, by the auxiliary—would that condition be non-different or 
different from the form of the thing itself ?—or would it be neither different 
nor non-differont ? Or would it be both different and non-different ?—as 
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held by tlie Ajivakas. Those are the four alternatives. The first of these 
alternatives is not tenable ; as in this case, the condition, being non-different 
from the thing, would be, like it, always there, and what is always there 
cannot bo produced,—or if it be produced, the tiling itself also might bo 
produced in the same way; and that would deprive it of its permanence. 
—If the second alternative bo accepted, in that case, the effect being 
produced by the condition in question, the Thing itself would coaso to be 
the Cause. 

The term 4 asau ’ (in the fourth lino of the Text) stands for tho 
Permanent Thing.— (397-399) 

The same argument is further clarified in the following— 


TEXT (400). 

The effects would in that case be produced only when the 
said ‘ Condition ’ is there,—and they would not be 

PRODUCED WHEN THE ‘ CONDITION * IS NOT THERE ;— 

AND THUS IT WOULD BE THIS ‘ CONDITION ’ THAT 
WOULD HAT® TO BE REGARDED AS THEIR 

Cause. —(400) 

COMMENTARY. 

When 4 it i.e., tho said condition— is there.— 4 Thus i.e., from tho 
positive and negative concomitance just pointed out.—( 400 ) 

The following Text states an answer from the standpoint of tho Opponent 
[and then refutes it]— 

TEXTS (401-402). 

It MIGHT BE ARGUED THAT—“ On ACCOUNT OF ITS (THE CONDITION’S) 
RELATION TO THE THING, THE CAUSAL CHARACTER DOES BELONG TO 

that (Thing) also ”,—What 4 relation ’ can be held to subsist 

BETWEEN THESE TWO ?—IT CANNOT BE identity ; AS THE TWO 
ARE RECOGNISED AS DISTINCT. NOR CAN THE RELATION 
BE HELD TO CONSIST IN THE FACT THAT IT IS PRODUCED 
FROM IT J AS IN THAT CASE, THERE SHOULD BE SIMUL¬ 
TANEITY ; AND THEN THE APPEARANCE OF THE EFFECTS 
ALSO WOULD BE SIMULTANEOUS.—(401-402) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Its ’—i.e., of the condition.— 4 That ’—the permanent thing. 

With the words 4 what relation, etc. ’ tho Author replies to the answer 
of the Opponent. The meaning is that no relation is possible between the 
two. There are only two kinds of relation possible: Identity and Being 
Produced out of it .-—the relation between the thing and tho condition cannot 
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bo that of Identity; as the two have been admitted to be different. Nor 
can the relation bo that of being produced out of it; because, in fact, the 
effects are produced out of the auxiliaries themselves. If then, it be accepted 
that the conditions are produced out of the tiling, then, as the appearance 
of the conditions would lie contingent upon the thing itself, all the conditions 
would be produced simultaneously, and this would imply the simultaneous 
appoarance of all the effects also; as the Cause (in the shape of the Per¬ 
manent Thing) along with the conditions would be always present.—(401-402) 

TEXT (403). 

IF IT BE HELD THAT THERE IS NEED FOR A FURTHER AUXILIARY, 

—THEN THERE WOULD BE AN INFINITE RECRESS. FROM 
THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT, ON ACCOUNT OF THE ABSENCE 
OF RELATION, THE EFFECT CANNOT BE PRODUCED 
EVEN ONCE.—(403) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it bo hold that “ for the producing of the said ‘ conditions ’ also 
there is need for other auxiliaries ; so that the conditions appoar successively 
and hence there con bo no simultaneous appoarance of the cffocts ”,—this 
cannot be right; os in this way, thero would be an Infinite Regress. For in¬ 
stance, for these auxiliaries also, thero would have to be postulated further 
auxiliaries for the bringing aboxit of other conditions; of that condition again, 
which would be different, there would bo no relationship,—and if it were 
to be produced out of the same, then all effects would be produced simul¬ 
taneously ; and if a further auxiliary were needed for that,—tho samo 
difficulties would again present thomselves.—Thus there being this infinite 
regress, no relationship between tho Thing and the Condition could be estab¬ 
lished ; and when tliis cannot be established, then the effect would be pro¬ 
duced not from the Permanent Thing, but from the Condition itself.—(403) 

TEXTS (404-405). 

If the relation between the two (the Permanent thing and 
the Conditions) were held to be that of 1 Inherence ’ (subsist¬ 
ence), THEN ALSO THE FOLLOWING HAS GOT TO BE CONSIDERED :— 

Is the ‘Inherent’ thing so regarded because it is helpful? 

Or not so ? If the former alternative is accepted, then 
IT COMES TO BE THE SAME AS THE RELATION OF 
‘BEING PRODUCED FROM IT’, AND THIS HAS 
JUST BEEN REJECTED.—(404-405) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that—“ tho relation between the condition and the 
Permanent Entity is not that of being produced from it, but that of inhering 
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in it, tho condition being inherent (subsisting) in tho Permanent Tiling”.— 
This cannot bo right; this is shown in the Text with the words —‘ Then also, 
etc' —‘ Or not so' ;—the construction being—‘ it is hold to be inherent 
without being helpful’.—Under tho first alternative, the help rendered 
being non-differont from the Thing helped, it would come to bo tho some 
relation which has been spoken of above as tlxat of being produced from 
it; and this lias boon just rejected.—(404-405) 

If the second alternative is accepted, then there being no distinction, 
everything would be * inherent ’ in everything. This is what is explained 
in the following— 

TEXT (406). 

In case the ‘ INHERENT ’ BE not something helpful to that 

WHEREIN IT INHERES, THEN ALL THINGS WOULD BE EQUALLY 
INHERENT, AS THERE COULD BE NOTHING TO DIFFEREN¬ 
TIATE ONE FROM THE OTHER.—(406) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Equally', —because, in tho matter of being not helpful, it could not Ijo 
differentiated from tho tiling tliat is meant by tho opponent (to be inherent). 
—(406) 

Tho Author next takes up the view’s that both (the Permanent Thing 
and tho Conditions) are both different and non-different :— 


TEXT (407). 

Each of the two alternatives—that the two are Different 
and non-different —having thus been severally rejected, 

THE IDEA THAT THE CONDITION LS BOTH (DIFFERENT 
AND NON-DIFFERENT) ALSO BECOMES DISCARD¬ 
ED.—(407) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho rojoction of each of tho two alternatives naturally implies the 
rejection of both alternatives ; as the two alternatives together do not differ 
from the two alternatives treated severally.—Further (between two con¬ 
tradictories), the acceptance or rejection of one must imply tho rejection or 
acceptance, respectively, of the other; hone© it cannot be right to regard the 
existing thing as being both different and non-different (from the Conditions); 
as the same tiling cannot be both affirmed and denied at the same time ; 
otherwise it would coase to be one.—(407) 

The following Text shows that this has already boon explained before, 
in course of tho examination of the doctrine of the * Pudgala' (section F, 
chapter VII) and the rest. 
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TEXT (408). 

In course of the examination of the ‘ Pudgala ETC. 

IT HAS BEEN EXPLAINED THAT BOTH ALTERNATIVES 
CANNOT BE ACCEPTED. HENCE THE ‘ CONDITION ’ 

CANNOT BE BOTH ‘ DIFFERENT ’ AND ‘ NON-DIFFER- 
ENT ’; NOR CAN IT BE NEITHER ‘ DIFFERENT ’ 

NOR ‘ NON-DIFFERENT \—(408) 

COMMENTARY. 

The other party now put* forward the view that tho ‘ Auxiliaries ’ of 
tho Pormanont Tiling becomo so by reason of their serving tho same purposo 
as the latter (tho socond alternative suggested under Text 397]. To tliis 
effect, some peoplo argue as follows : “ The Permanent Tiling does not 
require the Auxiliaries,—and yet apart from the Auxiliaries, it cannot bring 
about its offect; the fact of the matter is that its very naturo is such that it 
produces its effect only when all its auxiliaries are close to it,—and never 
by itself, like the Final Cause. Honco oven though the tiling bo always 
present, there is no possibility of all its effects being produced simultaneous¬ 
ly.” 


This is the viow sot forth in the following— 

TEXTS (409-410). 

“ Even though the Permanent Thing may not actually need the 

AUXILIARY AGENCIES, YET, APART FROM THESE LATTER, IT CANNOT 
PRODUCE ITS EFFECT, LIKE THE FINAL CAUSE ; ITS OWN NATURE 
IS SUCH THAT IT BECOMES AN EFFICIENT CAUSE ONLY 
WHEN IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO THE AUXILIA¬ 
RIES ; HENCE IT IS THAT EVEN THOUGH THE 

Permanent Thing is always present, 

ITS EFFECT DOES NOT COME ABOUT 

ALWAYS.”—(409-410) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ na’ (at the end of the second lino) goes with 4 kdrakah 
4 Like the Final Cause —this is meant to be tho Corroborative Instance 
per dissimilarity ; or it may be taken as the Corroborative Instance per simi¬ 
larity in support of the proposition stated in the last lino 4 it becomes an 
efficient cause, etc' 

The term 4 h&tuvat ’ is to bo analysed as 4 heloh' (with the gonitivo 
ending) 4 iva 

1 Even though the Permanent thing, etc.' —i.e., even though tho Permanent 
Thing is always thoro.—(409-410) 


The above viow is answered in tho following— 
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TEXT (411). 

This may be so ; but if the character of the Permanent 
Thing in its complete form (along with its auxillaries) 

BE HELD TO BE THE SAME AS THAT OF IT IN ITS 
INCOMPLETE FORM (WITHOUT THE AUXILIARIES), 

THEN THE AUXILIARIES ALSO SHOULD BE 
PERMANENT (ETERNAL).—(411) 

COMMENTARY. 

The above theory may bo all right; but what has to be examined hero 
is this—Tho character that belongs to tho Permanent Thing in its complete 
form as fully equipped with its auxiliaries,—is this cliaracter the same as 
that of the same thing in its incomplete form (without tho Auxiliaries) ? 
Or is it different from this latter ?—If it is the same, thon the auxiliaries 
should bo regarded as permanent.—(411) 

The following Text shows how that is so— 


TEXTS (412-413). 

Because they must exist while that thing exists whose 

CHARACTER IS CONNECTED WITH THEM.—If, ON THE OTHER 
HAND, THE INCOMPLETE FORM BE HELD TO BE DIFFERENT 
(FROM THE COMPLETE FORM), THEN THE UNITY OF THE 
THING BECOMES LOST.—THUS THE SUCCESSIVE 
APPEARANCE OF EFFECTS IS NOT POSSIBLE, 

EVEN WHEN THE CAUSE IS DEPENDENT 

(UPON AUXILIARIES).—(412-413) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term ‘ icUsambaddha, etc.' is to be expounded as ‘ that whose character 
is connected with them,’—i.e. the Auxiliaries. 

* They must exist ’—i.e. the Auxiliaries must exist.—Just as when a man 
tied to a chain is dragged, the chain also becomes dragged,—the auxiliaries 
must follow tho Permanent thing with which they are connected. Thus 
alone does the Thing become saved from renouncing its previous cliaracter. 
If it does not renounce its character which is connected with the auxiliaries, 
then on account of the non-rolinquishment of the character connected with 
the auxiliaries, the implication is that it does not relinquish the auxiliaries 
also; because the ‘connection’ is always dependent upon the connected 
factor. Otherwise the character of the thing would not bo the same as tho 
previous one. 
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If it be held that the incomplete form of the tiling (i.o. without the 
auxiliaries) is different from that of the complete form (along with the 
auxiliaries), then the answer is as follows: If the form of the thing as without 
the auxiliaries be held to be different from its form as with the auxiliaries, 
then it loses its permanence; as the form is nothing different from the thing 
itself. 

Thus, oven if the action of the cause be dependent upon auxiliaries, 
it is not possible for the Permanent Thing to liave any successive fruitful 
activity.—(412-413) 

The following Text shows that oven simultaneous action is not possible:— 


TEXT (413). 

As for simultaneity, that is not favoured (by the other party 
AT ALL) ; AS THE EFFECTS ARE ACTUALLY FOUND TO 
APPEAR IN SUCCESSION.— (413) 

• COMMENTARY. 

Even the other party do not favour tho idea of the effects of the 
Permanent Thing being simultaneous. For instance, the following are 
described as the effects of Permanent Tilings: (a) Pleasure, Pain and tho 
Rest,—of tho Soul; (6) Sound—of Akdsha ; (c) the successive cognitions—of 
tho Mind ; (d) tho gross substances, from tho Bind onwards,—of the Atoms ; 
(e) all products—of Time, Spaco, God and so forth. And in tho case of 
all these effects it is clearly perceived that they appear in succession. —(413) 

What is meant is that the theory of simultaneity is contrary to perceived 
facts, and also contrary to the opponent’s own doctrinos. 

The author now proceeds to show that it is contrary to Inference also:— 


TEXT (414). 

If the Thing possessed of the causal potency disappears, 

AFTER HAVING BROUGHT ABOUT ALL ITS EFFECTS SIMUL¬ 
TANEOUSLY, — then its momentariness becomes 
established.—(414) 


COMMENTARY. 

That is, does tho nature of the tiling consisting in its capacity for effective 
action disappear, after having brought about all tho effects simultaneously ? 

17 
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Or does it continue to exist ?—These are the only two alternatives possible.— 
If it is held that it disappears, then that establishes its momentary charac¬ 
ter ; as at each moment fresh natures would bo appearing, ono after the 
other, each preceding nature becoming destroyed by itself.—(414) 


TEXTS (415-416). 

If, on thk other hand, the form of the efficient Cause con¬ 
tinues (after having brought about the effects), then it 
should produce the effect over again ; because, how 
could any efficiency be attributed to what is not 
effective in bringing about due effects ? Thus 
all things would be non-existent and momen¬ 
tary,—like THE ‘ SKY-LOTUS ON ACCOUNT OF 

their being devoid of all efficiency ; be¬ 
cause—it is efficiency (for effective action) 

THAT CONSTITUTES THE CHARACTERISTIC OF 

(existing) 4 Things (415-416) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the second alternative is accepted, then, as the form of the thing, 
in the shape of its causal efficiency, would continue,—it should produce its 
effect over again; because it will not have abandoned its previous form, 
just liko its previous condition; and thus there would com© about the same 
succession of effects. This shows that the doctrine of simultaneity is contrary 
to Inferential Reasoning. 

It might bo argued that—'“ It may be that the effective action of the 
Permanent Tiling is neither successive or simultaneous; and yet its efficiency 
may bo there all the same." 

In answor to tliis, it is said—‘ How could any efficiency , efc. etc' —When 
the efficiency of tilings is determined, it is only on the basis of their bringing 
about thoir effects ; so that when a tiling does not bring about any offoct, how 
could it be efficient ? Otherwise, why could not efficiency be attributed to 
the 4 sky-lotus ’ and other such tilings also ? 

Says the Opponent— 44 Even thougli the efficiency of tho Tiling has disap¬ 
peared, the existence of the Tiling is still there (it still exists) ; and as it would 
bo in existence, your Reason becomes Inconclusive." 

Answer 4 Thus all things could be non-existent, etc. etc.’— The only 
characteristic of an existing thing Is that it should have the capacity fo r 
effective action; if tliis capacity has disappeared, how could existence, tho 
characteristic feature of tho entity, romain there ? 
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Thus it is established that Akdsha and other things which are held to 
be rum-momentary (permanent) can only be regarded as ‘ non-existent 
—like ‘ the son of the Barren Woman —because they are devoid of the capa¬ 
city for effective action, functioning either successively or simultaneously. 
—(415-416) 


TEXT (417). 

If, then, capacity (for fruitful action) be not ADMITTED to 

BE THE CHARACTERISTIC FEATURE OF THE ‘ ENTITY —THEN, UNDER 
THE CIRCUMSTANCES, IT BEHOVES THE OTHER PARTY TO 
POINT OUT SOME OTHER CHARACTERISTIC FEATURE OF 

‘ Entities —(417) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might bo argued that—“ If capacity for effective action were tho 
characteristic feature of entities, then alone all'this would be very well ”.—In 
that case it should bo explained what their characteristic featuro is. As a 
matter of fact, when it is said that the ‘ Haro’s Horn ’ and such thing aro ‘ non¬ 
entities ’, this idea is based entirely upon the absence in them of the capacity 
for effective action. Then, inasmuch as ‘ entity * and ‘ non-entity ’ are 
mutually exclusive, it follows, by implication, tliat the characteristic feature 
of ‘ entity \ as distinguished from 4 non-entity consists in its capacity 
for effective action .—(417) 

Tho following Text anticipates the opponent’s answer to the above :— 


TEXT (418). 

If the characteristic feature of 4 entities ’ BE held to 
consist in being related to existence (Being), —that cannot 
be right ; because no such relation as that of 
4 Inherence ’ and the like is known to subsist 

BETWEEN THEM. HOW TOO COULD THEY BE 
THE CHARACTERISTIC FEATURE OF ONE 

ANOTHER ?—(418) 

COMMENTARY. 

[Says the Opponent]—“ Capacity for effective action is not tho character¬ 
istic feature of entities ; it is 4 being related to existence ’, i.e., the 4 Inherence 
of existence (Doing) that is their cliaracteristic feature.” 

Tho answer to tliis is— That cannot be right; i.e. tliat cannot bo the right 
characteristic feature of entities ;— because no such relation as that of 4 Inker- 
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cnee’ and the like is known to subsist between them ; the phase ‘ and the like ’ is 
moant to include ‘existence If any such relation as Inherence and the like 
wore known to subsist between them, then ‘ Inherence’ might be the character¬ 
istic feature .of ‘ entities as a matter of fact however, it is exactly those 
relations whose existence the opponent has set out to prove; and also be¬ 
cause there are valid proofs to the contrary. Or oven the proofs already 
adduced before may bo regarded as setting aside ‘ existence ’ (Being) as 
well as ‘ Inherence \ The reason for this lies in the fact that 4 Existence ’ 
or 4 Being ’ can liavo no relation with anything, as it cannot bo helped by 
anything; and thoro can be no relation between things that are not liolpful 
to one another; if there were such relation, it .would lead to an absurdity. 
—Furthor, it bohoves you to explain wliat is the characteristic feature of 
4 Being * (Existence), 4 Inherence ’ and of the 4 ultimate specific Individua¬ 
lities whioh feature marks them out as 4 entities ’. As a matter of fact 
‘Existence’ (or ‘Being’) does not inhere (subsist) in either ‘Inherence’ 
or in 4 the ultimate specific Individualities ’; nor does it subsist in 4 Being ’ 
or 4 Existence ’ itself. In fact, the theory (of the opponent) is that wliat 
the prosenco of existence (or Being) marks out ns 4 entities ’ are only the tluee 
categories of Substance, Quality and Action.— Thus the characteristic foaturo 
proposed is found to bo too narrow (not applicable to all the things in question). 

Even granting that such ontitios as 4 Existence ’ and the rest do 
exist;—the 4 inherence of existence ’ cannot bo the characteristic feature of 
entities ; becauso it is an entirely different tiling ; whon one thing is entirely 
different from another, it cannot constitute the form of the latter; and 
thereby serve as its characteristic feature. Thus, when a person is 
found whose mind is bewildered by his ignorance of the real character of 
4 entities ’, if a definition .of their characteristic feature is provided, wliat 
should be pointed out as the required foature is some character in the tiling 
in question itself wliich serves to differentiate it from something olso; 
so that through that character, the nature of tho thing could be determined ; 
e.g. tho Earth is distinguished os characterised by roughness of surface. 
One thing cannot constitute tho form of another tiling; for if it did, then 
it would not be another tiling at all; how then could it form its characteristic 
foaturo ? Spocially bocause the term 4 cliaractoristic foature ’ in the present 
context stands for the nature or character of things.—(418) 

Some people arguo as follows 44 That entity which in its ultimate 
form does not bring about any cognition even for the Omniscient Person,— 
wliat would be the proof that would establish the non-existence of such 
an entity,—by virtue of which such a univorsal proposition could bo asserted 
that 4 whatever exists is momentary ’ ? Nor would the non-cognition of 
such an ontity vitiate tho omniscient character of that Porson, as His omnis¬ 
cience applies to only such things as are cognisable ; it is only when a man 
does not know what is knowable, that ho is regarded ns not omniscient ; while 
the said entity is not knowable ; becauso, even though its cognition could be 
produced, it would remain incapable of being cognised.” 

Against thoso people, the author directs the following remarks :_ 
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TEXTS (419-421). 

All OPERATIONS BEARING UPON THE CONSIDERATION OF THINGS ARE 
TO BE CARRIED ON BY ONE WHO HAS AN UNDISTURBED INTELLECT 
AND SEEKS TO ACCOMPLISH A USEFUL PURPOSE,—NOT BY ONE WHO 
IS DEMENTED. HENCE IT WOULD BE RIGHT TO DETERMINE THE 
EXISTENCE OF ONLY SUCH A THING AS WOULD BE OF USE TO 
SOME PEOPLE, AT SOME PLACE, AT SOME TIME AND IN 
SOME WAY. IT IS IN REFERENCE TO SUCH A THING 

that we are proving the momentariness ; and it 
IS ONLY WITH REFERENCE TO SUCH THINGS 
THAT THE UNIVERSAL PREMISS HAS 
BEEN ASSERTED.—(419-421) 


COMMENTARY. 

Whenever there is any consideration as to anything being existont or 
non-existent, it is done by ono who seeks to accomplish some useful purpose, 
—and not bocause ho is addicted to the habit of considering tilings ; os 
otherwise ho would be regardod as a domonted person. Honco an intelligent 
person can seek to determine tho oxistonc© of only such tilings as could bo 
of use to persons seeking to accomplish a useful purpose, in some way, directly 
or indirectly, at some place, and at somo time; and not anything olso ; as 
there would be no basis for such consideration, and no useful purposo would 
be served by it. 

The term ‘ adi' is meant to include tho consideration of such particular 
tilings as Fire, Water and tho like. 

Thus what we are trying to prove is tho momentary character of only those 
tilings which are capablo of accomplishing somo usoful purposo of intelligent 
men, and which alono are known as ‘ entity * tiling ’, and which have the 
said character of being capablo of accomplishing a useful purpose. And 
as what we have cited as tho Reason is tho ‘ capacity for fruitful action \ 
there is no fallibility in such a Reason, and it is only such a Reason which 
Is found to be actually invariably concomitant, in the univorsal form, 
with the Probandum (Momentarinoss). That Premiss is said to bo ‘ universal * 
which asserts the universal concomitance of the Reason, without any distinc¬ 
tion lietween what "is actually known to contain the Probandum and wliat 
is not so known.—(419-421) 


The following texts answer the question why the character of ‘ ontity 
‘ thing,’ cannot be attributed to what is devoid of tho capacity for effective 
action :— 
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TEXTS (422-424). 

That which is devoid of all CAPAcrry, and is like ‘the 

son of the Barren Woman never becomes a cause (basis) 
EVEN FOR THE MIND OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON. AND AS IN 
SUCH A THING, INTELLIGENT MEN DO NOT PERCEIVE AN 
EFFECT OR CHARACTER AND SO FORTH, THEY DO NOT SEEK TO 

establish its existence ; as any such attempt would 

BE ABSOLUTELY BASELESS. THERE CAN BE NO USEFUL 
PURPOSE SERVED by proving the momentariness OF 
such a thing. So that any objection taken to 

THIS IS ALSO ABSOLUTELY FUTILE.—(422-424) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Even J or mind, etc. ';—the torm ‘ oven ’ is moant to indicate that 
it is so, not only in rogard to the 4 momonta ’ of the same 4 series ’ as the 
said kind, but also in rogard to such other purposes as tho holding of water 
and tho rest (in tho case of the Jar). 

‘ Do not perceive the effect or character and so forth' the term 4 kdnja 
' effect \ stands for the fruit, result ;—tho torm 4 rupa ’ for nature, character, 
—and ‘ so forth ' includes tho particular time, place and condition what is 
meant is tiuvt such a thing does not differ in any way from absolute non- 
entitios like the 4 Haro’s Horns ’. 

Nor is there any useful purpose to be served for the person seeking to 
accomplish a purpose, by proving the 4 momentarinoss ’ of such a thing; 
because tho perception or non-porception of such a character in it would 
not help in accomplishing any good, nor in avoiding an evil. This has been 
thus declared—' For one seeking to accomplish a useful purpose, what would 
bo the use in discussing a thing which is incapable of accomplishing a useful 
purpose ? What noed has the young woman of discussing whether tho 
man wanting in virility is handsome or ugly ? * 

For these reasons, when the disputant raises such questions as_ 44 How 

is it known that it is momentary ? ”—it is ontirely futile; because his opponent 
does not wish to prove the momentariness of such things.—( 422 - 424 ) 

The opponent now proceeds to show that 4 capacity for fruitful activity ’ 
also cannot bo the right differentia of 4 entity as it would be too wide 


TEXT (425). 

“Such things as the Shy-lotus are found to be •capable of fruitful 
activity, in so far as they serve as the cause of their own 
cognition ; and yet these are not existent.” —(425) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, things like the ' sky-lotus * are found to be capable of 
such fruitful action as tho bringing about of such cognitions as 4 the sky- 
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lotus \ 4 tho sky-lotus ’;—and yet they do not really exist; hence th© defi¬ 
nition that 4 Efficiency is the characteristic feature of the entity ’ (as put 
forward by tho Buddhist undor Text 416) is found to be ‘too wide’.—(425) 


The following Text supplies the answer to this :■ 


TEXT (420). 

The CHARACTER IN QUESTION AS ATTRIBUTED TO THE ‘ SKY-LOTUS * IS 
ENTIRELY BASELESS ; ITS IDEA IS THERE ONLY AS THE RESULT 
OF ONE’S EAGERNESS FOR WRANGLING.—(426) 


COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the capacity for fruitful activity is not admitted in 
the 4 sky-lotus * and such things. Tho idea of it is merely an outcome of 
tho opponent’s imagination and is utterly baseless.—(426) 

Question :— 44 What is tho Proof that annuls the idea of the said notion 
actually arising out of the 4 sky-lotus ’ and such things ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (427). 

If THE SAID IDEA HAD A NON-ENTITY FOR ITS CAUSE, THEN IT WOULD BE 
PRODUCED CONSTANTLY ; AS THE NON-ENTITY CANNOT NEED 
ANYTHING ELSE, BEING ALWAYS DEVOID OF 
DISTINCTIONS.—(427) 


COMMENTARY. 

The compound 4 abh&vakdranatvi ’ is to bo expounded as 4 the character 
of having a non-entity,—like the sky-lotus, —for its cause If the idoa 
had such a non-entity for its cause then the idea of the sky-lotus and such 
tilings would be produced constantly; because its causo would be always 
present in its perfect form. Nor can it be said to bo dopendont upon the 
help of other tilings, os by its very nature it is incapable of being helped by 
anything else ; hence its activity towards producing its effect could not 
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be hold to be occasional on account of the occasional absonce of such 
aids.—(427) • 

In the following Texts, the author sets forth the viow of Bhadanta- 
I ogas&na (a Buddhist writer):— 


TEXTS (428-434). 

“ Even if things are momentary,—how can there be any effective 
action ? The initial Auxiliaries could not be productive of 
peculiarities in one another ; because if they have come into 
existence, they must be there already in their complete form ; 
IF they have not come into existence, as the entities would 
not be there, as this absence would be without differentiation, 
wherefore could not the effect itself be produced therefrom 
(for the bringing about of which the Auxiliaries are posited) ? 
Specially as they could not be differentiated from anything 
ELSE, BEING EQUALLY OPEN TO QUESTION. THUS TOO THERE WOULD 
BE AN INFINITE REGRESS OF AUXILIARIES FOR YOU.—THEN AGAIN, AS 
THEY COULD NOT HAVE AN EFFECTIVE ACTION EITHER SUCCESSIVELY 
OR SIMULTANEOUSLY, IT IS USELESS TO REGARD THEM AS ‘ MOMENTARY ’ ; 
SPECIALLY WHEN NO PECULIARITY CAN BE BROUGHT ABOUT BY ANY 
AUXILIARIES, THE ENTIRE SERIES IS RIGHTLY HELD TO BE WHOLLY 
UNDIFFERENTIATED (UNIFORM). If THEN THE DESTRUCTION WERE 
WITHOUT CAUSE, IT SHOULD COME ABOUT AT THE VERY BEGINNING ; AND 
IF’ THERE BE NO POSSIBILITY OF IT AT THE BEGINNING, HOW COULD IT 
COME AT THE END ALSO ?—If AGAIN, NO CAUSE LS ADMITTED EXCEPT 
THE CAUSE OF THE ENTITIES THEMSELVES,—THEN WHY SHOULD 
THERE BE ANY INCONGRUITY IN THEIR DESTRUCTION 
COMING ABOUT IN CERTAIN CASES ONLY (NOT 

always) ? ”-(428-434) 

COMMENTARY. 

Yogasena lias argued as follows“ Evon if things were momen¬ 
tary, any activity of theirs, either successive or simultaneous, would bo 
incompatible.—Because, by themselves, they could bo either capable, or 
incapable, of such action. If tliey are capable, then they cannot need auxil¬ 
iaries ; as what is itself capable does not need anything else.—If the tilings are 
themselves incapable, then any need for auxiliaries is all the more basoloss. 
For instance, the tilings that fall witliin the scopo of the first series cannot 
acquire any peculiarities from one another ; because things that are produced 
and not produced being existent and non-existent, cannot stand in tho relation 
of Helper and the Helped. Hence at tho initial stage, they being all un¬ 
differentiated, they could not produce any particular «moment ’; for, if 



EXAMINATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE PERMANENCE OF THINGS. 265 

such a ‘ moment ’ could bo produced from tho undifferentiated tilings, 
wherofore could the effect in question also not bo produced ? Nor can it 
be right to say that they are produced out of what is different from the initial 
‘ sories ’; as it is entirely on this ground that there is no differentiation 
among the components of the ‘ series * themselves. If these also were 
ultimately to bring about particular entities, thou there would bo an infinite 
regress.—Thus, there being no differentiation, how could any effect bo 
produced from an undifferentiated ‘ sories ’ of Causes ? If there wore to bo 
production out of the undifferentiated Cause, then all tilings would be pro¬ 
duced from all things. 

“ Thus then, even when there is an incongruity in effective action, coming 
either successively or simultaneously,—tilings do liave effective activity,— 
and in the same manner, even though they are permanent, they could have 
the necessary effective activity. Hence it is needless to liave recourse to 
tho theory that things are momentary. 

“Thus tho Reason put forward (by tho Buddhist )—‘ because things exist 
(therefore they must bo momentary) *—is found to lie Inconclusive. 

“ Nor can it be said that—* the production of the effect is duo to tho 
“ series ” in a particular condition, and not always ’because in accordance 
with the reasoning explained above, there boing no peculiar condition brought 
about by Auxiliaries, tho series would remain always undifforentiated. Nor 
can it bo right to assent that— 1 tho series itself is only a peculiar feature con¬ 
nected with its own constituent cause *;—as this would bo contrary to a 
perceived fact. For instance, tho effect is actually found to appear and 
disappear at the appearance and disappearance (respectively) of the Auxi¬ 
liaries. If then, tho peculiar condition were connected only with its own 
constituent causo, then the productivity would belong to tho tiling inde¬ 
pendently of auxiliaries. 

“ Further, in accordance with tho reasonings adduced above, the senes 
remaining always undifferontiated, such particular products as the Potsherd 
and tho rest could not bo producod out of tho Jar. 

“ Then again, if tho Destruction of a tiling, consisting of the cessation 
of tho series of its homogeneous moments, wore without Cause,—then, os 
indepondont of all else, it should come about at the very outset; and if 
it does not come about at the initial stage, it could not come at a later stago 
oither ; becauso it would, even then bo as undifforontiated as bofore.—If 
then, for the destruction of things, no such Cause is admitted as another 
‘ series ’ distinct from the Cause of tho things themselves,—thon why should 
Fire l>o the destroyor of Cold ? because what is ineffective cannot be n des- 
troyor,—simply becauso it is incapable of doing anything ; and oven so 
if it were regarded as an effective destroyer, it would be an absurdity ; and 
everything would bo tho destroyor of everything. Thus it would bo impos¬ 
sible to explain such plionomcna as tho use of tho term ‘ non-apprehension ’ 
and the ‘ destroying of life ’—as being duo to opposition (or destruction).”— 
(428-434) 


The above arguments are answered in the following— 
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TEXTS (435-436). 

Our answer to the above is as follows There can be no mutual 

HELP IN THE CASE OF THINGS APPEARING AT THE * INITIAL STAGE ’ ; 

THEY BECOME AUXILIARIES ONLY BY VIRTUE OF HAVING THE 
SAME EFFECTIVE ACTION. EVEN WHEN THERE IS NO HELP 
RENDERED TO ONE ANOTHER, THESE ARE NOT ENTIRELY 
undifferentiated ; BECAUSE WHEN THEY are 
THEMSELVES PRODUCED OUT OF THEIR OWN 
CONSTITUENT CAUSE, THEY BECOME 
PRODUCTIVE OF THEIR OWN SEVERAL 
DISTINCT ‘ SERIES ’.—(435-436) 

COMMENTARY. 

The effect is produced only from a cause that is efficient; and yet 
auxiliaries are not entirely useless. Because the Auxiliary is of two kinds— 
( 1 ) that which serves the same purpose, and ( 2 ) that which renders 
mutual holp in the case of the effect appearing immediately, the auxiliary 
can l)o of the former kind only, not of the latter kind ; because at ono and 
the same moment ono could not produce any peculiarity in the other, as it 
remains impartite (undifferentiated)in the case of the remoter offect, 
however, the auxiliary is of that kind where there is mutual holp; 
as the qualified succeeding moment is produced mutually out of both, and 
the remoto effect is produced by mutual help in reference to its own ‘ series ’. 
Thus then, as regards thoso that appeared at the initial stage, there can bo 
no differentiation from ono another; and yet there can bo nothing incongruous 
in their rendering mutual holp; inasmuch as they servo the same purpose. 
But they are not undifferentiated in regard to the producing of the imme¬ 
diately following particular ‘ momont ’; as the entire sorios of the succeeding 
effects is produced out of its own preceding ‘ causal ideas and each member 
of this series is equally efficient in producing the said effects. These 4 Causal 
Idoas ’ are produced from their own ‘ Causal Ideas ’,—those again from other 
Causal Ideas ’ of thoir own; and thus there is an endless series of causes. 
—Even if there is an Infinite Regress, that is nothing undesirable. Even 
though each member of the series is efficient, yet the others are not useless ; 
as they also have been produced as so efficient, through the potency of their 
own causes. Nor is it possible for them to havo a separate existence, as 
there is no cause for it. Nor can it come later on, as all tilings are 
momentary. 

1 They become productive of their own several distinct series' ; —that is, 
they are capable of producing the sot appoaring at the second momont.— 
'1 lie term ‘ their own constituent cause ’ should be understood to have been 
added for the purpose of precluding the usefulness of an auxiliary that 
appears at the initial stage. And it is not passible for any effect to be pro¬ 
duced entirely from its own constituent cause, as everything becomes possible 
with the holp of attending circumstances. This has been thus declared— 
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‘ Notliing can come out of any single tiling, all is possible out of the attendant 
circumstances —(435-436) 


TEXT (437). 

Thenceforward the particular entities that come into existence 

ARE BROUGHT ABOUT BY THAT ; ON ACCOUNT OF THE FACT 
THAT THOSE THAT HELP TOWARDS THEM ARE OF 
THAT NATURE.—(437) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Thenceforward' ;—i.o. since the momont following the second 
‘ moment ’. 

* Arc brought about by that ’that is, produced by the particular causes 
brought about by the auxiliaries. 

“ How so ? ” 

« On account of, etc. etc. ’ i.e. because their nature is of that character, 
—i.o. produced by particular causes brought about by particular auxiliaries. 
‘ Those that help towards them 'tliis should be construed with the preceding 
phrase ‘ because their nature is of that form *; and the particle ‘ cha ' lias to 
l>o understood as before the phraso ‘ Those that help towards them ’. The 
meaning thus is as follows Towards the effect that comes into existence 
at tho third moment, the particulars that havo appeared during the second 
moment are helpful, as its cause; and those that aro so helpful have the 
character of having a nature which is capable of producing tho effects pro¬ 
ducible by tho particulars brought about by the auxiliaries; so that tho 
particulars appearing at tho third momont are all brought about by these.— 
(437) 

Question —“ How docs tliis restriction becomo applicable to these ? ” 

Answer .— 


TEXT (433). 

Every moment, entities go on coming into existence, with definite 

UNDEFINABLE POTENTIALITIES, AND NO OBJECTION CAN BE TAKEN 
TO THEM,—JUST AS TO THE FIRE’S CAPACITY TO BURN.—(438) 

COMMENTARY. 

The nature of tilings cannot be criticised (or objected to); because 
all diversity of the nature of tilings comes out of a series of 4 ideas ’ 
bringing the tilings into existence ; like the ‘ burning capacity ’ of fire ; as a 
matter of fact, they como into existence every moment, as endowed with 
diverse potentialities, through tho functioning of the series of ideas coming 
one after the other. Hence, even though, for some reason, they are cognised 
as being similar in form, through the presence of some similarity,—yet, in 
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reality, their nature is entirely different. That is the roason why only ono 
entity becomes tho cause of only one other entity, and not overytlung of 
everything. Hence there is no force in the objection urged. 

‘ Bhavanti ’, ‘ go on coming into existence ’,—i.o. are producod.—(438) 

It has been argued by tho opponont (under Text 433, abovo) that “ if 
tho Destruction wore without cause, it should come about at the very 
beginning ” ;—this is answered in the following :— 


TEXTS (439-440). 

IT IS ‘ DESTRUCTION ’ IN THE SHAPE OF THE ‘ BREAKING UP OF THE SERIES ’ 
WHICH IS WITHOUT CAUSE ; AND THIS DOES NOT COME ABOUT EVEN AT 

THE END ;—WHAT IS DENIED IS ITS COMING INTO EXISTENCE IN 
THAT FORM. As FOR THE COMING INTO EXISTENCE OF SUCH 
DISSIMILAR THINGS (SERIES) AS THE Potsherd AND THE 
LIKE,—THIS CERTAINLY HAS A CAUSE ; BUT THIS 
ALSO IS NOT PRODUCED AT THE BEGINNING. 

BECAUSE AT THAT TIME ITS CAUSE IS 
NOT THERE—(439-440) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘Destruction ’ is of two kinds—(1) in the form of the 4 Breaking up of 
the series’, and (2) in tho form of tho coming into existence of a ‘dissimilar 
series ’.—If then what has been urged refers to 4 Destruction ’ in the form 
of the 4 Breaking up of the series ’,—then that cannot be right; as such 
4 Destruction ’ does not como about even at the end ; for tho simplo reason 
tliat it has no form ; then what do you mean whon you ask 4 How does it come 
about at the end ? ’ Thus then, inasmuch as wo do not admit of its coming 
into existence at any timo, tho argument based upon its presenco or absonco 
at tho boginning or at tho end is entirely irrelevant. All that is dono by us 
is that its coming into existence in that form is denied ;—‘in that form ’,—i.e. 
by the appoamneo of another similar scrios. When it is said that 4 there is 
destruction of the Jar ’, what is meant is that 4 another similar series does 
not como into oxistence ’; and there is no affirmation of anything. 

If the 4 Destruction ’ meant by the opponont is that in tho fonn of 
4 the coming into oxistence of a dissimilar series —then the fact of its being 
without cause is ono that is not admitted (by anyone); because it is not 
admitted by any one that tho stroke of tho Bludgeon produces anything of 
the nature of a positive entity. That is tho reason why it cannot come into 
existence even at the beginning; as at tliat time its cause, in tho shape of tho 
Bludgeon, is not thoro.—(439-440) 

The following Text proceeds to explain the idea of 4 antagonism’ (relation 
of Destroyer and Destroyed) among things :— 
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TEXTS (441-443). 

There are two kinds of ‘ momentary things *—some are causes 

OF DECADENCE,—E.G. FlRE IS THE CAUSE OF THE DECADENCE 

(DIMINUTION) OF COLD ; AND OTHERS ARE NOT SO.—PEOPLE, NOT 
PERCEIVING THE TRUTH, THINK THAT THERE IS ANTAGONISM 
OF VARIOUS KINDS AMONG THINGS, EVEN WHEN THE 
RELATION OF CAUSE AND EFFECT IS THERE. AS A 
MATTER OF FACT HOWEVER THERE IS NO REAL 
* ANTAGONISM * AMONG THINGS, IN THE 
SHAPE OF THE RELATION OF THE 
DESTROYER AND DESTROYED. It 
IS IN THIS SENSE THAT THE 
EXPRESSION ‘ NOTION 
OF ANTAGONISM’ 

HA S BEEN USED. 

-(441-443) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are certain things which become causes of the ‘ decadence * of 
certain other tilings,—the 4 decadence ’ consisting in the production of 
4 moments ’ of gradually decreasing degrees of intensity; for instanco fire 
is the cause of such a 4 decadence * of Cold :—while there are other things 
which are not so, —i.e. not causes of the docndence of things ; o.g. Fire is not 
the cause of the 4 decadence ’ of smoke. —Among the former—i.e. among the 
causes of decadence,—even though there is the relation of cause and effect,— 
yet peoplo, having their powers of vision bedimmed by ignorance, think 
that there is 4 antagonism * (between tho said cause and the thing whose 
decadence has boon brought about),— of various kinds, —e.g. Fire is anta¬ 
gonistic to Cold, Air is antagonistic to the Lamp, Light is antagonistic to 
Darkness and so forth.—In reality, however, there is no such antagonism 
among tilings as that botwoon the destroyer and the destroyed; bocauso when 
an entity comes into existence, it does so in its complete form,—and it is 
impossible to bring about any change in the nature of a tiling ; there can be 
no cause for any such change,—whether it be different or non-differont 
from the thing. As regards the non-entity, nothing can be done to it, simply 
because it is non-existont.—So that in both ways, tho 4 antagonist ’ can 
do nothing. It is for this reason that the Teacher has declared that 4 When 
your cause is there in its perfect form, and yet thero is non-oxistence (of its 
effect) while something else is existent, it is spoken of as antagonism ’ 
it is only a notion of antagonism ; i.e. there is no real antagonism. 

Tho particle 4 api ’ stands for 4 echa ’, and should be construed after 
4 Itxi ’.—(441-443) 

In the following Texts, tho author sets forth arguments against the 
doctrino of the 4 Perpetual Flux ’, from the standpoint of the followers of 
Jaimini and others :— 
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TEXTS (444-445). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE IS ALWAYS THE Recognition OF A THING 
IN THE FORM ‘ THIS IS THAT SAME WHEN THE SENSE-ORGAN 
CONCERNED IS RIGHTLY FUNCTIONING ; AND THIS RECOGNITION IS 
QUITF. FIRM AND UNDENIABLE.—THIS THEREFORE IS AN 
IRREPRESSIBLE FACT OF PERCEPTION, WHICH ANNULS 
ALL THE REASONS THAT HAVE BEEN ADDUCED 
FOR PROVING THE ‘ PERPETUAL FLUX ’ OF 

THINGS.”—(444-445) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ For instance, in regard to Mountains, the Body, the Diamond and such 
things,—after the proper functioning of the sense-organ concerned, thero 
appears the valid sense-perception called ‘ Recognition ’,—in the form of 
4 tliis is that same ’,—which rejects the idea of things being 4 momentary 
Even though it is true that such Recognition is found to appear also in regard 
to newly grown nails, hairs, grasses, and such tilings,—yet tlio Recognition 
regarding tlio Diamond mid such things cannot bo invalid,—as it is novor 
annulled. Tliis is what is meant by tlio epithets 4 firm and undeniable \ 
What is meant is tliat tlio mere fact that tlio Recognition in the case of Hair— 
brought about by the Eyes affected by darkness,—is invalid cannot lead 
men with unclouded minds to regard as invalid the direct visual perception of 
the real Hair, brought about by undimmed Eyes.—The epithet 4 firm' implies 
the fact of its not being of doubtful character,—there being no such doubt 
as to whether tliis is really the same or something else. The epithet 4 un¬ 
deniable ' implies the fact of its not being wrong." —(444-445) 

The Author answers these arguments in the following— 

TEXTS (446-447). 

In fact, Recognition can never be of the nature of Direct Sense- 

perception ; BECAUSE THE FORM OF THE THING ITSELF IS INEXPRESS¬ 
IBLE, and the Recognition is expressed in words.— Recognition 
MUST BE wrong, and Sense-peuception is entirely 
different from it. That Recognition is wrong 

IS CLEAR FROM THE FACT THAT IT APPEARS 
IN THE FORM OF THE NOTION OF ‘ non- 
difference ’ where, in reality, there 
is difference. —(446-447) 

COMMENTARY. 

The very fact of the said Recognition being of the nature of Perception 
is not admitted. Because the real character of a ‘Thing’ is inexpressible in 


EXAMINATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE PERMANENCE OF THINGS. 271 


word?, because of fcho absence of contiguity; hence its reel cognition can only 
bo in the form of a mental apprehension ; specially because when the Thing 1ms 
not boon apprehended ns related to any words, it cannot be possible to 
apprehend it along with a vorbul expression. Hence a Real Perception, per¬ 
taining ns it does to the specific individuality of tilings, must be beyond ail 
imposition . hvlelcrininate. And as such Perception would bo entirely valid, 
it cannot bo wrong. This is the reason why wise men havo declared the 
definition of Perception to bo that 4 it is free from all determination, and not 
mistaken ’, which is perfectly logical.— Recognition, on the other hand, is not 
‘free from determination ns it is always conceived in the vorbal form 4 this 
is tliat samo ’; nor is it unmistaken, because it apprehends, as non-different -, 
tilings that are really different-. —(446-447) 

Question “ How is it so ? ” 

.•insttcr— 

TEXT (448). 

IF THE RECOGNITION DID APPREHEND THE FORM OF THE THING AS 
PREVIOUSLY COGNISED, THEN IT WOULD HAVE APPEARED AT THAT 
SAME TIME, AS ITS OBJECT WOULD BE THE SAME,—LIKE THE 
PREVIOUS COGNITION.—(448) 

COMMENTARY. 

If tho Recognition had the same object that has boon cognised before, 
then it would havo appoared at that samo time,—becauso os having tho 
same object, its cause would bo tlioro in its porfoct form; like the previous 
cognition ;—' as its object xoouhl be the same *i.e. the object of tho Recogni¬ 
tion would bo that same object which lias been cognised before.—(448) 

Tho following Text puts forward roasonings in tho indirect form of a 
reductio ad absurdum :— 

TEXTS (449-450). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, HOWEVER IT IS NOT SO J THEN THE RECOGNITION 
HAS NOT BEEN REGARDED AS APPREHENDING THE SAME OBJECT | 

BECAUSE IT IS PRODUCED AT ITS OWN TIME,—LIKE THE COGNITION 
OF ANOTHER THING ; AND INASMUCH AS IT APPREHENDS AS 

non-different what is really different, rr must be 

MISTAKEN,—LIKE THE NOTION OF THE ILLUSORY 

BALL.— (449-450) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho arguments may be thus formulated :—(a) When a cognition does 
not appear oven when tho thing is there in its perfect form, that Cognition 
cannot havo that tiling for its object ;-o.g. oven when Colour is there in 
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its perfectly perceptible form, the auditory perception is not there;—oven 
when tho Diamond and other tilings were there in the perfectly perceptible 
form at the time of their previous perception, their Recognition does not appear 
at flint time; hone© the wider condition not being presont (tho loss wide 
condition cannot l>o there).—(6) Thus if the Diamond and othor tilings were 
permanent, tho Recognition of those things should appear on tho provious 
occasion, when its causes would bo present in its perfect form ;—and yet as a 
matter of fact, it does not appear at that time;—hence it bocomos established 
that those things cannot bo permanent. Thus thon, it remains imdisputed 
that since it apprehonds as non-differenl what is different, the Recognition 
must bo mistaken, like tho cognition of the illusory Ball. Thus it has been 
shown that Recognition is not one that has its object not denied;—[honco 
it is invalid]; because its object is actually annulled by the aforesaid reasoning 
wliich has proved it to bo wrong.—(449-450) 

For tho following reason also,—that it apprehends what is already 
apprehonded,—Recognition cannot be valid,—being justliko Remembrance.— 
This is what is shown in the following— 

TEXT (451). 

It cannot be right to regard Recognition as valid,—because it 

OPERATES TOWARDS AN OBJECT WnOSE PURPOSE HAS BEEN ALREADY 

ACCOMPLISHED,—LIKE REMEMBRANCE AND SUCH OTHER COGNI¬ 
TIONS ;—AND HENCE IT LS DEVOID OF THE CHARACTER OF 

the valid Means (of Cognition).—(451) 
COMMENTARY. 

That active agent alone is called tho ‘ Moans of Right Cognition * which 
is the best implement and the mast effective instrument in the bringing about 
of tho action of valid Cognition. If then, Recognition lias for its object some¬ 
thing that lias been already apprehended by a provious Cognition, then, in¬ 
asmuch as it would bo operating towards a Cognition tliat has been already 
brought about, it could not bo 4 tho most offectivd instrument —and under 
tho circumstances, how could it have tho character of the ‘ Moans of Right 
Cognition ’ ? If it did, then Remembrance also would bo a moans of Right 
Cognition (wliich no one admits), /bid when it lias not acquired tho character 
of a 4 valid means of Right Cognition it cannot bo effective in annulling any 
notion. If it did so, it would load to an absurdity. 

“ Recognition may not bo a separate Means of Right Cognition; and 
yet the more fact of its having for its object something that existed at tho 
provious time does annul tho notion of tho ‘ Perpetual Flux ’ of tilings." 

This is not right; because in reality, its objoct is not tho same as tlio 
provious tiling; in fact it is a figment of the imagination, and even though 
purely imaginary, it apprehends, through illusion, tho previously perceived 
tiling; and by reason of this illusory apprehension, it is said to have tho 
previously perceived thing for its object. Under tlie circumstances, how can 
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the doctrine of ‘ Perpetual Flux ’ be discarded on the strength of the said 
4 Recognition ’ which is illusory in its very source ?—(451) 

The following Texts urge—from Rumania's standpoint [vide Shlokavartika 
—Perception, Shlo. 234]—the argument that “ Recognition does not appre¬ 
hend what has been already apprehended " :— 

TEXTS (452-453). 

“ As a matter of fact, the existence of the thing at the ■present time (OF 
Recognition) has not been included under the previous 
Cognition ; this is a peculiar feature in Recognition, 

WHICH IS NOT PRESENT IN REMEMBRANCE. REMEMBRANCE 
IS IN THE FORM OF ' THAT * AND APPERTAINS ONLY TO 
THAT WHICH HAS BEEN ALREADY COGNISED BEFORE J 

Recognition however is in the form 4 This 

IS THAT SAME WHICH IS SOMETHING 
TOTALLY DIFFERENT (FROM THE PRE¬ 
VIOUS Cognition).”—(452-453) 

COMMENTARY. 

Kumarila has argued as follows :—“ The previous Cognition has not 
apprehended the existence of the Thing at the present lime (of Recognition); 
as it could not appear in the form * tliis is the same as that ’; hence there is 
a difference between Recognition and Remembrance.— 44 How ? ”—Remem¬ 
brance always appears in the form of ‘ That ’ winch takes in only that much 
of the Tiling as has been cognised beforo; while Recognition takes in the 
idea of ‘This’ also (being in the form 4 This is the same as that'), winch is 
an additional feature of the tiling concerned. To this extent. Recognition is 
something different from Remembrance. Thus Recognition acquires the 
character of a real ‘ Means of Right Cognition ’, after having shaken off 
the Doubt and Mistake in regard to it."—(452-453) 

Ho proceeds to show in what way it shakos off the Doubt and Mistake :— 

TEXT (454). 

“ Inasmuch as there is no Doubt or Mistake in regard to what 
is cognised (by Recognition),—Recognition acquires the 
character of the 4 Means of Right Cognition ’ after 
HAVING SET ASIDE BOTH.”—(454) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as Doubt and Mistake do not exist at all in regard to the 
thing recognised, —liaving been dispelled, like cold in a place surrounded 
by a large mass of flaming fire.—(454) 

18 
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Tho following argument has been urged against Kumurila’s position:— 
In tho case of an object cognised through Inference,—such as the inference 
of the dark complexion of the child (from the fact of its being bom of a 
dark woman),—it is sometimes found that- it is subsequently set aside by 
direct Perception (when the child is actually seen to bo fair-complexioncd) ; 
—in tho samo manner, in the case in question, even though the permanence 
of Tilings might bo cognised through Recognition, yet it may lie that at some 
later timo, the successive (fluctuating) character of tilings may be proved 
through Inference based upon the fact of tho effects of tho tiling being suc¬ 
cessive ; and tho said permanence vouched for by Recognition may thus be 
set asido by this subsequent Inference. Under the circumstances, how can 
the doctrine of ‘ Perpetual Flux ’ bo hold to be discarded (by Recognition) ? 

Tliis is answered (from Kumurila’s point of viow) in tho following— 

TEXT (455). 

“ A THING, THOUGH COGNISED BY OTHER MEANS OF COGNITION, COULD 

BE ACCEPTED AS OTHERWISE, IF SO APPREHENDED BY SENSE- 
PERCEPTION ; WHEN HOWEVER A THING IS ALREADY TAKEN UP 

by Sense-perception, there can be no appearance 

OF ANY OTHER MEANS OF COGNITION (TO THE 
CONTRARY). ’ ’—(455) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Other means of Cognition ' —i.e. Inferonco and tho rest; such* ns ' Tho 
child must be dark-complexioned because he is tho son of so and so * and so 
forth. 

4 Could be accepted as otherwise \—through the instrumentality of Sense- 
perception ;— 4 otherwise ’,—i.e. of a form other than that apprehended through 
Inference, etc. 

4 Already taken up \—i.e. apprehended. 

4 There can be no appearance, etc.’ ;—Means of Cognition other than Sense- 
perception,—i.o. Inforonco and tho rest—cannot set asido Sense-perception.— 
(455) 

Why so ? 

Ansuxr :— 

TEXT (450). 

44 When a thing has been duly apprehended through the firmly 

ESTABLISHED HIGHEST MEANS OF COGNITION,—HOW COULD ONE 
EVER HAVE A COGNITION TO THE CONTRARY, ON THE STRENGTH 
OF THE OTHER WEAKER MEANS OF COGNITION ? ”—(456) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is only right that what has been ascertained through Inferonco should 
be concluded to be otherwise, on the strength of Sense-perception; because 
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this latter is the highest among the Means of Cognition ; but Inference and 
the rost can never alter the nature of a tiling as cognised through Sense- 
perception ; as they are weaker. 

' Firmly established ’,—i.o. free from Doubt and Mistake. 

' To the contrary \—i.o. otherwise than that cognised through Sense- 
perception.—(450) 

With the following Text, the Author answers the above arguments of 
Kumarila :— 


TEXT (457). 

If existence at the present time is held by you to be distinct from 

THE PREVIOUS EXISTENCE, THEN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THEM 
BECOMES PROVED BY YOURSELF.-(457) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been asserted that the object of Recognition is existence at the 
present time ;—is this present existence different from the existence apprehended 
by the previous Perception ? Or, is it the same ? If it is different, then 
difference being provod by your own assertion, there is contradiction of 
your own doctrine ; while for us, it is what is desired by us.—(457) 


TEXT (458). 

If TnE present existence is not-different (from the previous existence ),— 

THEN HOW IS IT THAT IT IS ‘ NOT INCLUDED IN THE PREVIOUS 

Cognition ’ ? In fact, if it were not included therein,' 

THEN IT WOULD COME TO THIS THAT TnE THING 
ITSELF WAS NOT APPREHENDED AT ALL.—(458) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the ‘ present existence * is somotliing different from the ' previous 
existence \ then, how could it have been not-included in the previous Cogni¬ 
tion,—on account of which you have assorted (under Text 452) that ‘ it is 
not included in the previous Cognition ’ ? 

The following might be urged—" The momentary character of Sound and 
other tilings, though not anything different from these things, is said to 
he not-apprehended when the things are apprehended ; the same may bo true 
in the case in question also.” 

This is not right. It is not true that while the object, Sound, is appre¬ 
hended, its momentary character, though not-d.ifforent from it, is held to 
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be not apprehended ; wluit is hold is that, though the momentary character 
is apprehended, yet its appro he as ion is not definitely certain, on account 
of the ground for certainty not being there ; because more apprehension does 
not bring about certain Cognition ; the certainty is dependent upon the needs 
of the appro bender and the soundness of the repetition of the apprehension.— 
This explanation is not available for you ; because for you, even the previous 
perception is determinate (certain) in character; and when the form of the 
tiling has been definitely cognised with certainty, through that previous 
Perception, then its present existence also, which is non-difforent from the 
previous form, must also have been definitely ascertained with certainty 
by that samo Perception ; if tliis latter were not definitely certain, the form 
of the thing also,—as non-differont from this present existence, —would 
have to bo regarded as not definitely ascertained. 

Some people have held that—“ The validity of the Recognition is 
based upon the definite ascertainment of the Tiling that lias bcon in doubt.” 
—This also becomes rejected by our above reasoning. Nor, in the present 
case, is there any ascertainment of a Tiling in doubt;—because in the case 
of Hairs, oven though different hairs come out one after the other, there is 
Recognition ; so that the doubt would remain (even after Recognition, which 
has been found to bo fallible in the case of Hairs).—(458) 

It 1ms been argued (under Text 455) that—“ what has boon cognised 
by othor Means of Cognition could be accepted as otherwise, if so appre¬ 
hended by Sense-porception ”.—This is answored in the following— 


TEXT (459). 

If what has been cognised through Inference and the other 
Means of Cognition were annulled by Sense-perception, then 
Inference and the best could not be regarded as 
Means of Right Cognition,—because toby are 

ANNULLED,—LIKE COGNITIONS THROUGH 
DEFECTIVE VISION.—(459) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the subject-matter of an Inference,—such as ‘ because it is your 
child [it must bo dark-complexioned] ’,—could be annulled by Senso-percep- 
tion,—then that Inference cannot bo a Moans of Right Cognition at all; 
because on account of its subject-matter being annulled, there can 
be no agreement with the real state of tilings, and hence it would be like the 
perception obtained tlirough dcfoctive vision.—Hence the assertion that— 
“ What lias boon cognised through othor Moans of Cognition could bo accopted 
as otherwise, on the strength of Sense-perception ”—is irrelevant, boing 
entirely impossible.—(459) 
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It has been argued (under Text 456) that—“ Sense-perception is the 
highest among the Moans of Right Cognition ” ;—that also is not true.— 
This is shown in the following— 


TEXT (460). 

The character of ‘ being in accordance with the real state of 

THINGS ’ BEING EQUALLY' PRESENT IN ALL FORMS OF VALID COGNITION, 

—WHY SHOULD THERE BE A PREJUDICE AT ALL ?—In CASE THE 
SAID CHARACTER BE NOT PRESENT IN Inference AND THE 
REST, THEN THESE LATTER WOULD NOT BE VALID MEANS 

of Right Cognition at all.—(460) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ validity ’ of the Means of Right Cognition consists only in their 
having the capacity to bring about the right notion of tilings ; and if this is 
admitted as belonging to all the Means of Right Cognition,—then, why should 
Perception bo regarded as the ‘ highest ’ among them ?—It might bo said 
that “ it is Perception alone that is in strict accordance with tlie roal state 
of things ”,—then, this character of being in strict accordance with the real state 
of things being absent in Inference and the rest, thoso latter would not bo 
‘ Means of Right Cognition ’ at all; bocauso the very idea of being a 1 Moans 
of Right Cognition ’ is based upon accordance with the reed state of things ; 
and this (ex hypothesi) would be absent in Inference and the rest.—(460) 

The following Text introduces the arguments advanced by Dhdvivikta 
(against the doctrine of Perpetual Flux ):— 


TEXT (461). 

“ The all-comprehensive Invarlvble Concomitance (Premiss) 

THAT HAS BEEN ASSERTED IN ALL THE REASONINGS (PROPOUNDED 
BY THE BUDDHLST) BECOMES ANNULLED BY THE FOLLOWING 

Inference ; or else, the Proposition (asserting the 
Doctrine in question) itself becomes 
rejected.”—(461) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—“ What is that Inference ? ” 

A nswer :— 


278 


TATTVA S A ff G It AH A : CHAPTER VIII. 


TEXTS (4C2-4C3). 

“ The subsequent cognition of the Ron and other things most 
APPERTAIN TO THE SAME SON AND OTHER THINGS THAT EXIST AT 
THE TIME OF THE COGNITION THAT APPEARS IN CONNECTION 
with the Sun and Moon, etc.,—because while it is 

NOT A COGNITION OF ANYTHING RELATED TO THE 

Earth and other things, it is spoken of as 
the Cognition of those things (Sun, f,tc.).— 

JUST LIKE THE PREVIOUS COGNITION OF 
THE Sun AT THAT TIME.”—(462-463) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The Cognitions—in dispute—of the Sun, the Moon, the Planets, the Stars 
arid such objects must appertain to the Sun, the Moon, the Planets, the Stars 
a)id the res/ as associated with the time at which appeared the cognition of these 
Sun and the rest in Devadatta and other persons,—bocauso while not 
apprehended ns related to the Earth, they are spoken of by moans of tlio 
term ‘ the Cognition of the Sun, the Moon, the Planets, the Stars and the rest \ — 
liko Dovadattn’s Cognition of these things on the first occasion.” 

‘ Must appertain to, etc.' —i.e. to luminous substances. 

4 While not apprehended as related to the Earth ' ;—this qualification has 
been added in order to avoid the invalidity that might apply to it on 
the basis of the Cognition of the Sun, etc. as painted in pictures. 

4 Subsequent ’,—i.e. a Cognition other than Devadatta’s ; i.o. appearing 
at a different time.—(402-463) 

The following is an argument put forward by Bhdvivikta :—“ The sub¬ 
strata of Universals liko ‘ Colour tho substrata of those substrata, and the 
particular Cognitions of all these,—in the form of Perception, Inference, 
Analogical Cognition, Verbal Cognition, Remembrance, Recognition, Mystic 
Vision, Doubt, Wrong Cognition, Representative Cognition, Dream, and 
Droam-ond,—all these cannot be liable to destruction immediately ou 
coming into existence,—bocauso they are spokon of by such verbal expressions 
os—‘ knowable ’, ‘ rightly cognisable 4 expressible ‘cither existing or non- 
existing ’, 4 not characterised by cognitions whoso object is something different 
from Boing and Non-being ’, 4 not apprehensible by cognitions whoso objects 
ore non-apprehensiblo \ 4 not expressible by words which are inexpressive 
4 expressible by such words as are tho products of sounds produced by tho 
conjunction and disjunction of homogeneous and heterogeneous substances \ 
—like 4 Previous Negation ’ and such things.” 

4 Substrata of Universals like Colour ’, etc. are the Coloxir, etc. tliom- 
solves.— 4 The substrata of these substrata ’.—What are these ?—Such things 
os tho Jar, (which are the substrata of Colour, otc.).— 4 Mystic vision ’,— 
perception by mystics.—The others have been explained before.— 4 Either 
existence or non-exisle/ice '—i.e. Boing or Non-being.—Inasmuch as there 
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is nothing that is ‘ neither Being nor Non-being ’, there can be no cognition 
of which that could be the object; and its 1 non-characterisation ’ follows 
from its very non-existence.—Similarly, the apprehension of an inappre¬ 
hensible object being impossible, inapprehensibility by such apprehonsion 
follows as a matter of course.—Similarly inexpressibilily by words which 
arc inexpressible also follows from the fact that such words are meaningless.— 
‘ Homogeneous things ’ ore substances, like the lips, teeth and so forth, 
all those having the common character of being products ; 4 hoterogenoous 
tilings ’ are A kasha and the rest; the mutual conjunction and disjunction of 
these homogeneous and heterogeneous substances produce the first Sound, 
and tliis first Sound brings about, in due succession, its product in the shapo 
of the Sound that reaches the Bar ; and it is by this Sound that things are 
expressed.—The process of sound-production, according to thoso people, 
is as follows :—The initial sound arises from Conjunction and Disjxmction; 
thence proceed other soxmd wavos, in tho manner of the filaments of the 
Kadamba flowor ; that Soxmd which reaches the A kasha in tho Ear, that alone 
is heard, not any other.” 

Tliis entire set of reasonings is sot forth in the following:— 


TEXTS (464-465). 

“All those things that are the substrata of Colour, etc.,—and 

THE SUBSTRATA OF THESE THINGS,—AS ALSO THE COGNITIONS THAT 
APPEAR IN REGARD TO THESE,—ALL THESE ARE NOT, LIKE 
THE SKY-LOTUS, LIABLE TO DESTRUCTION IMMEDIATELY 
ON COMING INTO EXISTENCE,—BECAUSE THEY ARE 
COGNISABLE AND EXPRESSIBLE.”—(464-465) 

COMMENTARY. 

The two reasons 4 cognisability ’ and 4 exprossibility ’ have been men¬ 
tioned by way of illustration; tho other reasons also are meant to be 
applicablo.— 

4 Khdrabinda' —is tho 4 arabinda Lotxxs, in 4 kha \ the Sky,—i.e. 
tho 4 Sky-lotus \—(464-405) 

Uddyotakara [in NySyavdrlika on 3. 2. 14, page 421, Bib. Ind. Edn.] 
has stated tho argxxmont (against Porpotxxal Flxix) as follows :— 44 The Cogni¬ 
tions xxnder dispute, appearing at diverse times, mxist appertain to tho same 
thing,—because while being rightly co-extensive with the cognition of that 
tlxing, it is expressible by the same terms,—like the present cognition of a 
tiling as appearing in various persons”.—Here the term 4 avyutlhdyi' 
stunds for what is not 4 vyutthayi \ wrong,—i.e. what is right ;—the 4 co¬ 
extensiveness ’ is tlrnt of tho cognitions of the Jar and such things ;—and tho 
opithot 4 right ’ is meant to qualify tliis 4 co-extensiveness ’; what is mount 
is that tho said co-extensiveness is never sublatod or annulled. Tliis qualifica¬ 
tion has boon added in order to avoid the falsity that might attach to it on 
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the basis of tlio example of the Lamp-light and such things.—' 1 Expressible 
by the same terms '—such as ‘ Chaitra’s Cognition ‘ Chaitra’s Cognition ’ 
and so forth. 

This argument of Uddyotakara's is sot forth in the following— 


TEXTS (466-467). 

“ Our proclamation is that the Cognitions under dispute which 

APPEAR IN SUCCESSION,—ALL APPERTAIN TO ONE AND THE SAME 
THING,—BECAUSE THE FACT OF THEIR BEING BASED UPON 
ONE THING IS NEVER ANNULLED, AND THEY ARE ALL 
SPOKEN OF BY THE SAME TERMS ;—JUST LIKE THE 
COGNITIONS OF SEVERAL MEN APPEARING AT 
THE PRESENT SINGLE MOMENT."— 

(466-467) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Proclamation '—our conclusion, declaration. 

‘ Co-extensiveness ’,— the character of subsisting in the shine thing ;—this 
is not annulled .—Such is tho analysis of the compound.—(4G6-4G7) 

The above argument is answored in the following— 

TEXT (468). 

IN THE FIRST REASONING, THE CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE IS DEVOID 
OF THE PrOBANDUM, AS IT IS ALL INCLUDED UNDER THE 
PROBANS ; AND ALL OBJECTS OF COGNITION ARE NOT ALWAYS 
SYNCHRONOUS WITH THEIR COGNITION.—(468) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ In the first reasoning —where tho Reason (Probans) is stated in tho 
form ‘ because it is spokon of as tho Cognition of that ’ (under Texts 4G2-4G3). 

As a matter of fact, tho first Cognition of the Moon, etc. also does not 
appertain to tho Moon, etc. as existing at the timo of tho Cognition;—because 
wliat forms the objoct of the cognition is what is included under tho Probans 
itself. Further, it is not possible for any causal relation to subsist between 
synchronous tilings. It lias been thus Asserted :—‘ What does not exist 
could have no previous potentiality, and it could have no uso later on ; all 
causes must exist before (these effects); hence tho object cannot exist along 
with its own cognition ’.—(468) 

The following Text proceeds to show tliat the Reason is 4 inconclusive ’, 
even with tho qualification 4 though not apprehended as related to the Earth ’ 
(under Text 163):— 
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TEXT (469). 

When terms like ‘ Sun ' and the rest, whose use depends upon 
THE speaker’s WHIM, ARE APPLIED TO THE Lamp AND SUCH THINGS, 
—THE COGNITION OF THE SUN THAT APPEARS PROVES THE 
FALSITY OF THE REASON IN QUESTION.—(469) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the second set of arguments also (set forth in the Introduction to 
Texts 464-465),—for the simple reason that tilings like the ‘ Universal ’ 
do not exist at all,—no one holds them to be ‘momentary ’;—if the Opponent 
proceeds to prove the absence of such momentariness in those things (like 
the ‘Universal’, etc.),—then his effort is entirely futile.—This is what is 
explained in the following— 

TEXT (470). 

Things like the ‘Universal’ have no character at all (being 
NON-EXISTENT),—HENCE THE ‘ MOMENTARINESS ’ OF SUCH THINGS 
CANNOT BE POSTULATED BY ANYONE ; SO THAT ANY REASONS 
ADDUCED FOR THE PROVING OF THE ABSENCE OF ‘ MOMEN¬ 
TARINESS ’ IN THE SAID THINGS IS ENTIRELY 

FUTILE.—(470) 


COMMENTARY. 

The term 'like', in the Expression * Things like tho Universal’ is 
meant to include tho substrata of the Universal, in tho sliape of Colour, 
Jar and the like, and also tho Cognitions of these.—These also, even os 
qualified by the said qualification, do not exist at all; hence tho reason that 
has been adduced for tho purpose of proving the 4 momentariness ’ of such 
things is entirely futile ; that is to say, there can be no dispute on that point 
at all. 

Tho Author has not gone into tho minute details of tho reasoning in 
question. If wo go into the minute details, wo come across a large number 
of defects. For instance, the reason that has been adduced in the form 
that ‘it is either existent or non-existent’, is found to be absent in tho 
Probandum and also in tho Corroborative Instance; as the term 4 eithor—or ’ 
signifies option, and option is possible only when there aro more things than 
one, and not when there is only one thing; and it is not possible for both 
existence and non-existence to be present in the object that forms the 
Probandum ; because it being of the nature of 4 entity ’, it is only existence 
that can belong to it. Nor are both possible in the Corroborative Instance ; 
because, as it is a ‘ non-entity ’, it is non-existence alone that can belong to it. 
—Tho Reason also as stated has been loaded with a useless qualification : 
For instance, the expression 4 because it is expressible by words ’, even by 
itself, is highly improper, as tho term 4 expressible ’ itself implies the 
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qualification * by words —Similarly, the qualification put forward by the 
wowls ‘ homogeneous, etc.’ is too childish. Similarly tho other qualifications 
of tho Reason should l>o regarded useless. 

Further, nil tho Reasons put forward aro ‘ inconclusive ’.—because no 
evidence has boon adduced in denial of a conclusion contrary to the desired 
conclusion.—This is going to bo explained later on.—(470) 

As regards t-lio argument sot forth under Texts 4GG-4G7,—tho answer is 
provided in the following— 


TEXT (471). 

AS REGARDS THE CHARACTER OF ‘ BEING EXPRESSED BY THE SAME TERM ’ 
—THIS IS PRESENT IN TIIE COGNITIONS OF THINGS LIKE THE 

Lamp also. Hence this Reason becomes 
‘ INCONCLUSIVE ’.—(471) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of tho Cognitions of the Lamp, wo find that the same expression 
Cognition of Lamp ’ is applied to tho cognitions winch have different things 
(in t he sluqte of the flickering flames) for their object; hence tho character 
of 1 being expressed by the same term \ which has boon adduced as the 
Reason for sameness, is found to be ‘ falliblo ’ in tho case of the ‘ Cognitions 
of the Lamp’. 

Or the Text may be read with a taunting intonation, the sense being— 
—‘ the said character subsisting in the Cognitions of the Lamp is, on that 
very account, a very Sound reason, and for you, indeed, it is infallible; but 
in reality, it is not so \—(471) 

In the following Text tlie Author anticipates the view of tho other 
party: — 


TEXT (472). 

If it be held that “ in the case of the Cognitions of the Lamp, 

THE ‘ CO-EXTENSIVENESS ’ IS SUBSEQUENTLY ANNULLED ”,—THEN 
HOW IS IT THAT YOU DO NOT PERCEIVE THE CLEAR 
ANNULMENT OF THE SAME IN YOUR PROPOSED 

CONCLUSION ALSO '(—(472) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ In fact, the qualification—‘ while being rightly co-extensive with the 
Cognition of that tiling’—lrns been added (by Uddyotalcara), solely for the 
purpose of excluding such cases as that of the * Cognitions of tho Lamp 
as tho one-ness of the object of these latter Cognitions is annulled ; because 
the Lamp is at one moment with a high flame, and the next moment with a 
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low flamo, it is at one moment very bright and at the noxt moment, less 
bright. How then can our Reason be falso ? ” 

Such is the sense of what the Opponent says. 

In answer to tl>is, the Author adds—‘ How is it, etc' —That is, the quali¬ 
fication also is one that is not admitted. As a matter of fact, even in regard 
to the character of tho Opponent’s intended Probandum, there is annulment; 
—why is that also not perceived t For instance, in regard to Chaitra and 
other porsons, the Cognition of thorn that is produced is in such diverse 
forms as * infant \ ‘ boy ’, ‘ youth ’ and so forth,—in regard to the 
mountain and such things, the notions aro diverse in tho shape of ‘ cold ’, 

4 hot \ etc. So that, as in tho case of tho Lamp, so in tho caso of those things 
also, the diversity of the cognised tiling is clearly perceived. If it wore not 
so, then, if the some mountain that was cold subsequently become hot, — 
then under both conditions both cold and heat would bo perceptible there; 
because tlio said qualified conditions being related to tho tiling, tho qualities 
would liavo to be rogardod as present there; for instance, when a man tied 
to a chain is pullod, the chain also becomes pulled. This has been nearly 
all explained beforo.—Thus even with tho said qualification, the Reason is 
‘ unproven ’, ‘ not admitted ’.—(472) 

The annulment of tho Opponent’s argument by Inference also is next 
shown :— 

TEXTS (473-474). 

The Cognitions under dispute cannot pertain to one and the 

SAME THING, BECAUSE THEV APPEAR IN SUCCESSION,—LIKE THE 

Cognitions pertaining to Lightning, Lamp and such 
things.—In all Cognitions pertaining to one and 

THE SAME THING, THE PRESENCE OF SUCCESSION IS 
INCOMPATIBLE. AND WHEN THE EFFECT IS THE 
SAME, EVEN THE DEPENDENCE OF OTHER 
THINGS WOULD BE INCONGRUOUS. 

-(473-474) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be formulated thus What appears in succession 
can nover have its complete cause always in close proximity to it,—as the 
cognitions of Lightning, Lamp and such tilingsthe Cognitions under 
dispute all appear in succession hence there is found something which is 
contrary to tliat with which the desired character is invariably concomitant. 
This Reason cannot be said to bo ‘ inconclusive ’ ; because succession is not 
possible in tho Cognition of any single object, the complete cause of which 
Cognition is present,—Nor can the cause lie said to be dependent on other 
causes (which could account for tho succession); because what is permanent 
cannot be helped by such aids ; and no dependence can rightly be hold to 
lie on what is not helpful; as this would lead to absurdities. If there were 
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help actually rendered, then the thing would lose its permanence. This has 
been explained hundreds of times.—(473-474) 

The following Tea shows tint nil our nrguments nro free from tho 
defect of Iiiconclusiveness as there is no proof in support of a conclusion 
contrary to ours:— 

TEXT (475). 

All these Reasons are free from doubt and denial as 

NO PROOFS IIAVE BEEN ADDUCED IN ANNULMENT 
OF THESE.—(475) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily intelligible.—(475) 


End °f ,he Chapter on the Permanence of Things. 



CHAPTER IX. 


Examination of the Relation between Actions and their Results: 
Action and Reaction. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author now proceeds to examine the doctrine of Relation between 
Actions and their Results, the Law of Action and Reaction, mentioned in 
the Introductory verses; and starts off with an objection from the stand¬ 
point of that doctrine, against the Doctrine of ‘ Perpetual Flux ’:— 


TEXT (476). 

“If all things are obsessed by non-permanence, in the form of 

‘ MOMENTARINESS \ THEN HOW CAN THERE BE ANY RELATION 

between Action and its result (Reaction), or 
BETWEEN THE CAUSE AND ITS EFFECT AND 
SO FORTH ? ”—(476) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Text speaks of * non-permanence in the form of momenUiriness', 
with a view to exclude that ‘ non-permanence ’ which does not consist in 
momentariness ; the meaning being— 1 if things are held by you to be obsessed 
by that non-permanence which belongs to momentary things ’—then, how 
could there be any such relations ns the one subsisting between Actions 
and their Results and so forth, which are recognised among men and in the 
scriptures ?—The expression ‘ and so forth' is meant to include the means 
of cognising the cause and its effect, the Recognition following after Appre¬ 
hension, the longing for one thing aroused by the seeing of another tiling, 
the notion of Bondage and Liberation, Rcmembranco, Decision following 
after Doubt, seeking for something kept by oneself, tho cessation of curiosity 
for tilings already seen and such other hosts of grounds for objection raised 
by the ovil-minded.—What is meant is tliut if a doctrine is contrary to 
notions current among peoplo and recognised by the scriptures, it can never 
secure acceptance ; hence the Doctrine of ‘ Perpetual Flux ’ is open to tho 
objection that it is annulled by universally accepted notions.—For instance, 
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it is well known among pooplo that tlio result of the good or bad action is 
experienced by flint same man who did the act; wlion a good or bad act lias 
been (lone by Dcradatta, the result of that act—agreeable or disagreeable,— 
is not experienced by Ynjfiadaflu. Nor is such an idea coimtenoncod in tho 
scriptures, whore wo road—‘ AVhon tho action 1ms been dono by this person, 
who olso will experience its results ? ’—Such a notion is contrary to tho 
doctrine of tho ‘ Perpetual Flux ’ of tilings; as under that doctrine thero 
cannot lie any one entity who would do the act and experience its result; 
so that the said doctrine is clearly open to tho criticism that it involves tho 
anomaly of 4 tho disappearance of tho action dono by tho Person liimself 
and tho I>ofalling upon him of tho effect of what was notdono by liim (4761 

Tho following Text explains how the doctrine is open to tliis criticism :— 


TEXTS (477-479). 

“ IX ™ E CASE OF ACTIVE PEOPLE, THAT ‘ MOMENT ’ (MOMENTARY THING) 
WHICH IS BELIEVED TO BE THE (her OF THE ACT, DOES NOT CONTINUE 
TO EXIST AT THE TIME OF THE APPEARANCE OF THE RESULT OF THAT 
ACT AND THE ACT WAS NOT DONE BY THAT ‘ MOMENT ’ WHICH IS 
SPOKEN OF AS THE (Xperiencer OF THE RESULT AT THE TIME OF ITS 
APPEARANCE ; AS IT DID NOT EXIST AT THAT TIME.—ThUS, INASMUCH 
AS NO SINGLE ENTITY IS ADMITTED AS BEING THE doer OF THE ACT 
AND THE experiencer of its results,—the position thus clearly 

IS THAT THE ACT IS LOST FOR THE MAN WHO DID IT AND ITS 
RESULTS BEFALL ONE WHO DID NOT DO IT,—WHICH IS EXTREMELY 
ANOMALOUS. ’ ’—(477-479) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Docs not continue to exist ’as it is destroyed immediately on its 
coming into oxistonco. 

4 Inasmuch as no single entity, etc.' i.o. since tho Act and its Result 
havo not been taken up by ono and tho sumo ontity. There is ‘ loss of tho 
Act ’ for tho door of the act, as ho does not como by tho result; and there is 
4 befalling of what ho did not do ’ on tho man who did not do tho act. 

4 Extremely anomalous' i.e. no such situation is found either among 
pooplo or mentioned in tho scriptures.—(477-479) 

Tho anomaly of 4 tho loss of what is dono and tho befalling of what is 
not done ’ lias been pointed out, on the acceptance of the view that 4 activity » 
is possible; the Opponont next proceeds to show—from Kumarila’s stand¬ 
point,—that activity itself is not possible (under the Doctrine of 4 Perpetual 
Flux’):— 
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TEXTS (480-4S1). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, UNDER THE DOCTRINE OF ‘ NO-SOUL THE doer 
OF AN ACT WOULD KNOW, BEFOREHAND, THAT, ‘ AS I AM GOING 
TO PERISH IMMEDIATELY, THERE WOULD BE NO RESULT FROM 

this Act, or it would come to some one other 

THAN MYSELF ’ J AND KNOWING THIS, THE IN¬ 
TELLIGENT MAN WOULD NOT UNDERTAKE THE 
PERFORMANCE OF ANY ACT, GOOD OR BAD, 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF SECURING ITS 
RESULT ; AS FOR THE RESULT, IT 
WOULD BE STILL FURTHER 
REMOVED.”—(480-481) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under tho Doctrine of ‘ Porpetual Flux \ it would bo held that all tilings 
aro devoid of ‘ Soul ’; as all tilings boing dependent upon tlieir cause (in 
tho ' Causal Chain ’), nothing can be independent (solf-sufficient). Under 
tho circumstances, tho intelligent agent must know,—bo conscious of tho 
fact,—“what?”—that ‘after my destruction, tho result could not accrue 
to me, as I would not bo there at tho time that tho Result comas about; 
even if tho Result comes about, it would como to a Moment other than 
myself \ Knowing this, tho intelligent porson would not undortake tho 
act at all; liow tlion could tlioro bo any rosult which oan follow only from 
an act proceded by tho activity (of an active agent) ? Such Result would 
bo ‘still further removed’, as absolutely impossible.—(180-481) 

It has thus been proved that thero can bo no relation between Action 
and its Result ; tho Author next proceeds to show,—again from KutndrUa's 
standpoint,—tlint the Relation of Cause ani Effect is not possible under tho 
doctrino of ‘ Perpetual Flux ’:— 


TEXT (482). 

“ Neither the Future nor the Past Entity can be capable of 

PRODUCING THE EFFECT J AS FOR THE PRESENT ONE, THAT ALSO 
DOES NOT CONTINUE TO EXIST TILL THAT TIME.”—(482) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Till that time ’;—i.o. during the time that it would come into existence 
and produco the effect, it does not continue to exist,—being momentary — 
(482) 

Tho following Text adduces arguments in support of each of tho asser¬ 
tions made in tho preceding Text regarding tho Future, etc.:— 
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TEXTS (483-484). 

“ An entity that has itself not secured its existence can never 
EE THE CAUSE OF SOMETHING ELSE ; NOR CAN THE DESTROYED 
ENTITY (BE A CAUSE) ; NOR CAN THE PRESENCE (OF THE 

Present entity) be capable of producing the 
effect.—Further, if the destruction of the 
previous ‘ Moment ’ be held to be absolute, 

THEN THERE COULD BE NO PRODUCTION 
OF ANY SUBSEQUENT ‘ MOMENT 
AS ITS CAUSE WOULD NOT BE 

THERE.”—(483-484) 

COMMENTARY. 

That tiling is called ‘ future ’ which has not yet secured its existence ; 
—wliat has not secured its existence must be ‘ non-existent •; what is non¬ 
existent must be devoid of all potentialitywhat is devoid of all potentiality 
cannot sorvo as the cause of anytliing else,—i.o. cannot sorvo as the cause 
of bringing about any other tiling; bocauso it is agreed on all sidos that 
it is only a potential thing that can serve as a cause. 

Similarly wliat lias perished cannot servo as the cause of anytliing else, 
as it is dovoid of all potentiality. 

As for the Present tiling, that has no continued existence, by virtue of 
wliich it could bo capable of producing any effect. 

Then again, if it is hold that the preceding ‘ Moment ’ perishes absolutely, 
then there could be no producing of the subsequent ' Moment \ as there 
would be no cause for such production.—(483-484) 

The following argument might bo urged (by the Buddhist):—Just as 
the rising and falling of the weigliing scalos come about simultaneously, 
so also would bo the destruction of the Present Moment and the appearance 
of its effect; so that what is meant is that the subsequent Momont is brought 
about by the preceding Momont before the latter has been destroyed; and 
that the appearance of the later moment would not fail to have its cause. 

The following Text supplies the answer to this argumont:_ 

TEXT (485). 

“ Even if the Destruction and Production were simultaneous, 

THERE WOULD NOT BE MUTUAL DEPENDENCE ; SO THAT THERE 
COULD NOT BE THE RELATION OF ‘CAUSE AND 

Effect’, as there would be no help 
RENDERED BY IT.”—(485) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even if the Destruction (of the first Moment) and the Production (of the 
second Moment) bo assumed to be simultaneous, there would not be the 
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relation of 4 Cause and Effect ’ between the said Destruction and Production, 
or between the Moments undergoing the said Destruction and Production ;— 
because tho two would bo independent of one another.—“ How would they 
be independent of one another ? ”—Because there would be no help rendered 
by it; that is, the Destruction, being featureless, would have no action ; 
and as for the entity that is regarded as the Cause, it is not present at the 
time that tho Effect comos into existence; so tlmt it could not have any 
action bearing upon the latter.—(485) 

The following might be urged (by tho Buddhist)—Even without any 
operation, the relation of 4 Cause and effect ’ would be there on the basis 
of mero proximity. 

Tho answer to this is supplied by the following— 


TEXT (486). 

“ The Odour and other qualities that appear after the destruction 

OF THE Colour OF THE JAR ARE NOT HELD TO BE THE EFFECT OF 
THIS latter; IN THE SAME WAY THE SUBSEQUENT 
Colours ALSO (COULD NOT BE REGARDED 
AS THE EFFECT OF THE PREVIOUS 

COLOUR).”—(486) 

COMMENTARY. 

If tho idea is tlrat when one thing comes into existence after another, 
it must be the effect of this latter, then just as, after the 4 Colour-Moment ’ 
subsisting in tho Jar has ceased, the homogeneous Colour-moments that 
appear in it are regarded os the effects of the preceding Colour-moment,— 
so also the Odour and other proportios that are produced in the same Jar 
would have to be regarded as tho Effects of that same preceding Colour- 
moment. And, yet, even though this immediate sequence is thoro, tho 
Odour-moment is not held to be the effect of the preceding Colour-moment ; 
because between material properties, there cannot be the same causal relation 
that there is between material substances themselvos, because they appear 
in different ‘ chains * (or series). This is tho opinion that our opponent 
himself holds. 

4 In the same way the subsequent Colours also ’;—that is to say, the 
homogeneous Colour-moments cannot be regarded as the effects of the 
provious Colour-momont, ontirely on tho ground of immediate sequence ; 
as othorwiso tlioro would be an absurdity.—(486) 

Having thus shown that mere immediate soquonce cannot bo the basis 
of the causal relation, the Opponent sums up his own view by way of 
recapitulation:— 

19 
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TEXT (487). 

“ Thus that alone can be regarded as the cause op an effect 

WHOSE ACTION IS FOUND TO BE THERE BEFORE THE PRODUCTION 
OF THAT EFFECT J AND NOT MERE IMMEDIATE 
SEQUENCE.”—(487) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Not mere immediate sequence ’, — 1 can bo tho basis of tho notion 
of Cause-effect ’—this has to bo regarded as understood.—(487) 

What has been already explained above is now briefly summed up :— 
TEXTS (488-489). 

“ The upshot briefly is this :—If the Effect were produced from 
a Cause that has perished, then such an Effect would be 

WITHOUT CAUSE,—AS WHAT HAS PERISHED CAN HAVE NO 
CHARACTER (OR POTENTIALITY).—If THE EFFECT BE 
HELD TO BE PRODUCED FROM A CAUSE THAT 
has not perished, —then, as the Cause in 

THAT CASE WOULD CONTINUE TO EXIST 
DURING SEVERAL MOMENTS,—WHERE¬ 
FORE COULD THE ‘MOMENTARY 
CHARACTER ’ OF THINGS NOT 
BECOME DISCARDED (ON 
THAT ACCOUNT) ? ” 

-(488-489) 

COMMENTARY. 

Only two views aro possible in this connection:—(1) Tho Effect is 
produced out of the Cause which is itself dostroyed, and (2) that it is pro¬ 
duced out of the Cause which is not destroyed ; things cannot be other than 
either destroyed or not destroyed. Tho first view cannot bo right; because 
what has been destroyed is non-existent, and if production from that 
were admitted, tho offect would have to be rogardod as without Cause ; 
which would mean that it is eternally existent. —Nor can tho second view 
be right; os, in that case, tilings would continue to exist during several 
moments, which would deprive thorn of the character of momentariness. — 

‘ Wherefore could it not be discarded ?' —i.o. it would certainly become dis¬ 
carded. For instance, it would moan that—(a) the Thing comes into 
oxistence, then (6) it acts, then (c) it produces the Effect, then (d) it perishes ; 
so that it is there during all these sovoral moments; which rejects the idea 
of its being ‘ momentary ’.—(488-489) 

Having thus shown the impossibility of the relation of ‘Cause and 
Effoct the Opponent proceeds to show the impossibility of any Means of 
Cognising such relation :— 
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TEXTS (490-491). 

“ Ip the Jar and such things existed only for one moment, then 

THEY COULD NOT BE PERCEIVED BY THE EYE J AS THINGS THAT 
HAVE BEEN DESTROYED ARE NEVER COGNISED,—AS IS 
FOUND IN THE CASE OF THINGS LONG PAST.—THE 
RELATION OF * CAUSE AND EFFECT * CANNOT BE 
APPREHENDED BY MEANS OF ‘ PERCEPTION 
AND NON-APPREHENSION BECAUSE THE 
NATURE OF THINGS IS NOT APPRE¬ 
HENDED AT ALL ".-(490-491) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Relation of Cause and Effect is sought to bo proved through Percep¬ 
tion (of Effect only when the Cause is present) and Non-approhonsion (of tho 
Effoct when the Cause is absent). Under the circumstances, if Things were 
momentary, as they could not be in existence at tho moment of their 
cognition, they could not be perceptible : as the relation of Cause and Effect 
is not possible between things existing at the same moment. Thus 
there is no possibility of Perception or Non-apprehension (in support of the 
momentariness of things); spocially because ‘Non-apprehension’ also is 
only a form of ‘ Porcoption ’, being, as it is, of tho nature of tho approhension 
of a Thing as not related to anything else ; and hence there being no use for 
it when there is no apprehension of any thing. Such being the case, how 
could tho relation of Causo and Effect be provod through Percoption and 
Non-approhonsion ?—(490-491) 

Even though there bo on apprehension of the Tiling,—as there can bo 
no one entity who would comprohond tho preceding and succeeding Momenta, 
—there can be no relation between these two.—This is what is shown in the 
following— 

TEXT (492). 

“ What permanent Doer (Agent) is there who would correlate 

THE COGNITIONS APPEARING IN SUCCESSION ? If ANY SUCH WERE 

SEEN, THEN ALONE WHAT IS DESIRED COULD BE ADMITTED ; 

AND IF ANY SUCH IS NOT SEEN, THEN THIS LATTER CANNOT 
BE UNDERSTOOD.”— (492) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho term 'gali ’ stands for apprehension. —‘ Kramavadgatim \—tho ‘ gati ’, 
apprehension, which is ‘ kramavati ’, successive.—‘ Who would correlate ’— 
have a comprehensive notion of.—That is, no one.—If there were any one who 
would conceivo of such a comprehensive notion as—‘ The smoke lias become 
cognised through tho cognition of tho Firo, and without tho cognition of tho 
latter the former is not cognised ’—which appears in succession,—as appre¬ 
hended by a single Perceiver, thon it might bo possible to ostablish the 
relation of ‘ Causo and Effect —There can however bo no such correlator. 
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under your view,—hence tlio relation of Cause and Effoct cannot be estab¬ 
lished.—(492) 

Tho following Text proceeds to show the impossibility of 
* Recognition’— 

TEXT (493). 

“If things are in 'perpetual flux’, then Recognition also is 

IMPOSSIBLE ; BECAUSE WHAT HAS BEEN SEEN BY ONE PERSON 
CANNOT BE ‘ RECOGNISED ’ BY OTHERS.”—(493) 

COaniENTARY. 

‘ Recognition ’ consists of the notion that—* that same object which 
was seen by me previously is seen by me now ’—which includes within 
itself the two perceptions as pertaining to the same object and the same 
perceiverand such ‘ Recognition * cannot be possible if all things were in a 
‘ l^rpctoal ’; as under that view, neither one «perceiver ’ nor one ‘ object ’ 
would bo there (to be related to both perceptions); for instance, Vipuanitra 
does not ‘ recognise ’ what has been seen by Dicadatla. 

Tho mention of ‘ one person ’ is only by way of illustration ; it is also to 
be understood that the object also which has been seen by one person cannot 
be recognised ’ by another person.—(493) 

The Buddhist may argue that—As in the case of the hair and nails 
that have been cut and havo grown again, though there is difference (between 
wliat has been cut and what has grown again), yet there is «recognition ’ 
on account of similarity.-so would it be in all cases of Recognition.—This is 
answered in the following— 

TEXTS (494-495). 

“ In THE CASE OP THE HaIRS AND OTHER THINGS, WHERE THERE IS 
DIFFERENCE, RECOGNITION MAY BE DUE TO SIMILARITY, BECAUSE 
THE PERCEIVER IS ONE AND THE SAME. WHEN HOWEVER 
THERE IS DIFFERENCE OF BOTH, THERE WOULD BE NO 

basis for Recognition. If there is no single 

ENTITY WHO COULD HAVE THE COMPREHENSIVE 
NOTION, THEN HOW IS IT THAT, ON SEEING 
Colour, THERE APPEARS A LONGING 
FOR THE taste AND OTHER 
QUALITIES (OF THE THING 

SEEN) ? ”—(494-495) 

COMMENTARY. 

If there were a single cogniser, then there could be Recognition based 
upon similarity, oven when there is difference between the two things con- 
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corned,—such Recognition being duo to the common Cogniser. When 
however there is difference of both,— i.e. when the cognisers os well as 
tho cognised things in the two cases aro different, there would bo no basis 
for tlie Recognition.— 1 Then again, if there were no single cogniser correlating 
the two cognitions,—then how could thero be such phenomenon as that 
when one sees the colour of the citron-fruit, he remombers the taste con¬ 
comitant with that colour and evinces a desiro for experiencing that taste 
and undertakes activity towards securing it ? Certainly no one could have 
a longing, etc. for what has been seen by another person.—(494-495) 

The following Text proceeds to show that ‘ Bondage * and ‘ Liberation ’ 
also would not bo possible (under the doctrine of Perpetual Flux) :— 


TEXT (496). 

“ What is bound up with chains of Attachment, etc. in the Prison- 
house of THE World is one ‘ Moment \ while the ‘ Moment * 
that is liberated is another, who has not been in 
bondage;—this is incomprehensible.”—(496) 

COMMENTARY. 

One ‘ Moment * is bound up with Attacliment while another is liberated; 
—this is incomprehensible ; i.e. impossible. 

‘ Bhava ’ is world, Cycle of Birth and Rebirth,—which is tho ‘ prison- 
house the place where persons are kept in bondage.—(496) 

Tho following Text proceeds to show that any attempt at Liberation 
would bo useless,—as no Liberation can bo possible :_ 


TEXT (497). 

“For the bound (imprisoned) person. Liberation can never be 
possible ; because ( exhypothesi ), he is absolutely destroyed. 
Hence all the effort put forth by persons 

SEEKING FOR LIBERATION IS FUTILE.”—(497) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that—there would bo Liberation for one who has 
not been in bondago;—where is the incongruity in that ? 

Tho answer to tliis is provided in tho following— 
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TEXT (498). 

“ The person* securing Liberation has always been found to be 

ONE WHO HAS BEEN* BOUND UP IN CHAINS, ETC. ; ANY SUCH 
ASSERTION THEREFORE AS THAT * THE UNBOUND 
PERSON BECOMES LIBERATED * IS CONTRARY 
TO A WELL-PERCEIVED PACT.”—(498) 

COMMENTARY. 

That the person who is liberated is the same that had boon in bondage 
is a fact well recognised and seen in the world. The assertion therefore of 
the Liberation of the Person who has not been in Bondage is one that is 
annulled by popular notion and also by a perceptible fact.—(498) 

The following Text points out that the said idea is annulled by 
Inference also— 


TEXT (499). 

“ * Bondage ’ and ‘ Liberation ’ must belong to the same person,— 

BECAUSE THEY ARE OF THAT NATURE,—LIKE BONDAGE AND 
Liberation in the ordinary world.—Thus every¬ 
thing becomes thoroughly well-estab¬ 
lished.”—(499) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be thus formulated :—Bondage and Liberation must 
subsist in one and the same person,—like the Bondage and Liberation 
in the world,—the ‘ Bondage ’ and ‘ Liberation ’ under dispute are Bondage 
and Liberation in the form of Attachment and Dissociation therefrom;— 
this is a reason based upon the nature of things. 

4 Because they are of that nature *;—i.e. because they are in the form of 
Bondage and Liberation, i.e. because they have the character of Bondage 
and Liberation. 

‘ Tau ’, ‘ these two *—i.e. Bondage and liberation. 

Thus the single substratum in the shape of the ‘ Soul ’ being established, 
all the doctrines relating to the Relation between Actions and their Results 
and so forth become thoroughly established; —i.e. are beautifully proved ; 
there being no room for the criticisms directed against them.—(499) 
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TEXT (500). 

“In this same manner it may be shown that, if all THINGS ARE 

IN ‘ PERPETUAL FLUX ’, REMEMBRANCE AND SUCH OTHER 
PHENOMENA WOULD BE IMPOSSIBLE,—AS THERE WOULD 
BE NO SINGLE SUBSTRATUM (UNDER THAT 
THEORY).”—(500) 

COMMENTARY. 

As any single Agent would be impossible, it should be understood that 
thero would bo no possibility of any such phonomona as the following:— 
Remembrance, well-ascertained cognition, seeking for a tiling hidden by one- 
solf and so fortlu Because in all these, the substratum being different, 
there would bo incongruities ; o.g. when Chaitra is the original apprehender, 
doubler, hider and seeker,—Mailra could not bo the rememberer, the ascer¬ 
tained seeker, and so forth.—(500) 

With the following Text, the Author proceeds to answor the above 
criticisms (levelled against tho Doctrine of Perpetual Flux ):— 


TEXT (501). 

We proceed to answer the above criticisms as follows :—Things 

BEING WITHOUT ‘ SOUL’, IN REFERENCE TO THESE ALSO, THE 
Relation of Cause and Effect being there, all 

THE SAID NOTIONS BECOME ESTABLISHED 
WITHOUT ANY DIFFICULTY.— (501) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even when things aro rogardod as being ‘ without Soul \ all such notions 
as thoso rotating to ‘ the Relation between Acts and their Results * and so 
forth, aro based upon the relation of 1 Cause and Effect ’; so that when 
tho relation of Cause and Effect is thero, all those notions become established 
and there is no incongruity at any point.—(501) 

Says the Opponent—“ Tills definite Law of Cause and Effect itself is 
not possible without a ‘ Soul 

The answer is provided in tho following— 
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TEXT (502). 

Just as tub potency op the seed is restricted to the Sprout even 

IN THE ABSENCE OP A PERMANENT * SOUL —SO WOULD IT 
ALSO BE IN THE CASE OF PSYCHICAL CONCEPTS.—(502) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as the potency of the Seed and such things is restricted to tho 
Sprout and such things,—even without a controller in the form of tho * Soal 
—so would it also be in the case of every psychical concept. Such things 
as the Seed and the rest are not controlled by the 4 Soul in the way that 
the Body, os the receptacle of experience, is held to be controlled. Otherwise, 
there would bo no sense in the ( Nait/at/Ha's ) argument that “ tho living body 
cannot be without soul, as, if it were, then there could be no breaking and 
other functions ” ; in the case of the Jar and such things, if the absence of 
4 Breathing, etc. ’ were found to follow from the absence of the 4 Soul ’, then 
alone could the negative concomitance involved in the argument bo 
admissible;—if the Jar, etc. also were with Soul, then how could tho 
Reason adduced have the requisite negative concomitance ? 

4 Even in the absence of a permanent Soul ’,—i.o. even when there is no 
character which is common to them all.—(502) 

Question — 44 How does the Causal relation become established ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (503). 

Either indirectly or directly, it is only a certain thing,—and in 

ONLY CERTAIN CASES—THAT HAS THE POTENTIALITY IN REGARD 
TO ANOTHER THING ; THUS ALONE ARE SUCH RELATIONS 
AS THAT BETWEEN ACTIONS AND THEIR 

Results possible.—(503) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as, in regard to external things, tho law of Action aud Reaction is 
restricted, so is it in regard to tho group of Psychical Concepts also ; 
as the causal potency is everywhere restricted ; it is only from certain good 
and bad acts that particular results, agreeable or disagreeable, follow, 
through a chain of 4 moments ’; e.g. from the apprehension of Colour follows 
its Remembrance,—from cognition follows definite conclusion,—from the act 
of depositing follows the subsequent seeking for it,—from the longing for a 
thing follows the actual sight of it,—thence the cessation of the eagerness 
for it. In no case do the Buddhists admit of all these Reactions of 
Remembrance and the rest as connected with any one single entity; for 
them, it is mere Conception, a mere Idea. This has been thus declared— 
'The Action is there, the Result is there, but the Maker (Agent) is not 
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porcoived, one who abandons these thought-phases and takes up others; 
nothing apart from the Law of Things; tlus Law of Tilings being 
that where such and such a thing appears when such and such another thing 
is present—the former is said to be produced from the production of the latter.' 

‘ Such relations as between Actions and their Reactions ’this is meant 
to includo Remembrance and tho restthe * relation ’ meant is that of 
‘ Cause and Effect ’ (‘ Producer and Product ’).—(603) 

Objection —“ If that is so, then how is it that among people and in the 
scriptures it is said in reference to the Soul— 1 When the action has been 
done by him, who else will experience its Roaction ? ’ ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (504). 

The Notion of the ‘ Doer ’ and the rest is in reference to the 

UNITY OF THE ‘ CHAIN ’ ; AND THAT TOO IS HELD TO BE ONLY A 
FIGMENT OF THE IMAGINATION ; IT IS NOT A PART OF 
THE REAL STATE OF THINGS.—(504) 

COMMENTARY. 

People havo tho light of thoir wisdom bedimmed by a mass of deep 
ignorance; hence thoy ignore all considerations regarding thoir being this 
or that, being existent or non-existent, and so forth,-—and come to rogard 
tho chain of impressions in tho shape of particular causes and effects as 
* one ’» and thus come to make uso of such expressions as ‘ The same I am 
doing this act ’, and proceed to make attempts to bring about thoir Libera¬ 
tion.—It is in view of this (popular) egotism that tho Blessed Enlightened 
Ones, desirous of saving their disciples from tho pitfalls of Nihilism, pro¬ 
pound tho thoory of the ‘ Unity of tho Chain ’ and thereby explain tho notions 
of the ‘ Doer ’ and the like. 

Says the Opponent—“ The said Explanation is enough to establish the 
roality of the matter under dispute ”. 

Answer : —“ It is not a part of the real state of things *;—as a matter of 
fact, the real state of tilings cannot bo determined on the basis of the notions 
ontertained by childish persons enmeshed in illusion and averso to the 
investigation of truth; specially as the said notion is negatived by the 
evidences of ‘ Soullessness ’ and ‘ Perpetual Flux ’ of Things.—(504) 

The Author anticipates the Opponent’s objection to the effect that “ the 
absonce of the continuous Soul in tho caso of Seed and such things not being 
admitted (by all parties), the Corroborative Instance (oited by tho Buddhist, 
under Text 502) is one that is not admitted (and hence inadmissible as 
Corroborative Instance) ” :— 


298 


TATTYASANGRAHA : CHAPTER IX. 


TEXTS (505-506). 

In the absence op continuity, the relation of ‘ Cause and Effect * 

WOULD BE OF THE PARTICULAR KIND JUST POINTED OUT,—THIS 
ALONE IS POSSIBLE AMONG THINGS APPEARING UNDER 
DIFFERENT ‘ CHAINS \—In THE CASE OF THE SEED, 

Sprout and such things, the relation of 
Cause and Effect is found to be defi¬ 
nitely CERTAIN, AND YET THERE IS NOT 
THE SLIGHTEST TRACE OF CON¬ 
TINUITY.—(505-506) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term ‘ anvaya * stands for anugama ’, continuity, —i.e. of any 
particular cliaractor.—(505-506) 


Tho following might be urged by the Opponent:—“ Continuity is cer. 
tainly present in the case of the Seed and such things; as has been declared 
by Uddyotakara 'What happens in the case of the Seed and Sprout is 
that the components of the Seed relinquish their previous formation and 
become arranged in a different formation,—when they have taken this forma¬ 
tion, the Earth-element in it becoming mingled with the water-element, and 
heated by the Fire-element, produces a substance in the shape of the Sap ; 
and this Sap, along with tho previous components assumes the form of tho 
Sprout. Such being the case, how can it bo true that there is not the slightest 
trace of continuity ? ” 

The answer to this is provided in the following— 


TEXTS (507-508). 

If the elements of Earth and the rest in the Seed—Sprout— 
Creeper and so forth are not different,—then there can 

BE NO DIFFERENCE AMONG THEM J AS, IN THAT CASE, ALL OF* 
THEM WOULD BE OF THE SAME NATURE. HENCE IT MUST 
BE ADMITTED THAT THERE IS NO CONTINUITY 
IN THTS CASE. 
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For these reasons, for the purpose of establishing the existence 
of 1 Action and Re-action the superior philosophers 
should put forth an effort to prove the relation 
of ‘ Cause and Effect ’;—and for the purpose 
of establishing the non-existence of ‘ Action 
and Reaction the other philosophers 
should put forth an effort to 

DISPROVE THE RELATION OF ‘ CAUSE 

and Effect ’.—(507-508) 


COMMENTARY. 


The sons© of this is as follows :—If the Earth and other elements pre¬ 
sent in the later formation continue without surrendering their previous 
forms,—then there can be no surrendering of the previous formation and 
the assuming of the later formation ; because both the formations would 
l)e exactly of the same nature as before; so that there would 1>© no 
difference among the Seed, the Sprout, and the Creopor,—all being of the 
same nature.—In case you admit of difference among tho Seed, etc., then, as 
there would alwaj's be tho abandoning of tho preceding form, it must 
bo admitted that the Earth and other elements also abandon thoir own 
respective formations and assume other formations. Otherwise, thoro would 
be no differonco at all; as already explained. Thus there boing an appear¬ 
ance of several forms, one after tho other, where would there be any 
‘ continuity ’ ? 

Inasmuch as on the proving of the true character of the causal relation, 
all such notions os the relation between Action and its Result become 
explicable,—and on the disproving of it, the said notions become dispelled,— 
for the purpose of determining the existence of Actions and their Results, 
etc.,—efforts should be put forth for tho proving of tho Causal Relation,— by 
the superior philosophers, —i.o. by tho Buddhists, who are ‘ Suporior philoso¬ 
phers ’ on account of their boing followers of tho best doctrines. And for 
tho purpose of disproving the same notions, effort should be put forth by 
other philosophers,—i.e. the followers of other philosophical doctrines. 

The term ‘ Kdryakdranatdsiddhau " lias boon construed twice over,— 
the last term in one case being 4 asiddhau \ 

(The latter assertion would appoar to be in the nature of a taunt].— 
(507-508) 


As for the two alternatives— 4 destroyed or not destroyed ’—set forth 
by the Opponent (under Texts 488-489),—tho author proceeds to dispel 
them,—thereby establishing tho Causal Relation as the very root of all 
laws :— 
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TEXTS (509-510). 

Our explanation is as follows .-—The Effect comes into existence 

AT THE SECOND MOMENT ;—THE CAUSE HAD COME INTO EXIST¬ 
ENCE AT THE FIRST MOMENT J AND DURING THAT MOMENT 
it is not destroyed. But being momentary, IT DOES 

NOT EXIST AT THE MOMENT AT WHICH THE EFFECT 
IS THERE J EVEN IF IT WERE THERE, IT 
WOULD BE USELESS, AS THE EFFECT 
WILL HAVE ALREADY COME INTO 

EXISTENCE.—(509-510) 

COMMENTARY. 

Our view is that the effect comes out of tho Cause while this latter is 
still undestroyed ; and thero is no possibility of the two being simultaneous ; 
because what happens is that the Effect comes into existence at the second 
moment, through its dependence upon the Cause which has come into 
existence at tho first moment and has not yot become destroyed; so that 
when tho Effect comes into existence it does so from the Cause while it is 
still undestroyed ; as it has not been destroyed at the first moment. And 
yet the Causo does not continue to exist at the moment that the Effect is in 
existence, as, boing momentary, it cannot so continue to exist. Even if it were 
to continue, it would not have the nature of the Cause ; because when the 
Effect has already come about, it would be absolutely useless.—(509-510) 

The following Text shows this same uselessness:— 

TEXT (511). 

What has already come into existence cannot be produced by 

IT OVER AGAIN ; BECAUSE WHAT IS MEANT BY A THING ‘ COMING 
INTO EXISTENCE ’ IS THAT THERE SHOULD COME ABOUT 
SOMETHING THAT DID NOT EXIST BEFORE. If IT 
WERE NOT SO, THEN THERE WOULD BE 
NO RESTING AT ALL.—(511) 

COMMENTARY. 

* // it were not so, then there would be no resting *i.e. if it were not as 
stated, then there would be no resting,— Le. there would bo no limit; i.e. there 
would be an infinite regress. If what has come into existence were to be 
produced again, then there would be an equal possibility of its being produced 
over again ; and in this way there would be an infinite regress of productions, 
—there would be no cessation in the activity of the Cause,—and the Causes 
themselves would be liable to be produced; as there would be nothing to 
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distinguish them and the result would bo that there could bo no such 
distinction as ‘ this is the Cause and that the Effect \ —(511) 

In the following Text the author sums up his position and shows that 
there is no flaw in tho view that the Effoct is produced from the Cause 
wliilo the latter is still in existence :— 


TEXTS (512-514). 

Thus we conclude that it is at the second moment that the Effect 

COMES INTO EXISTENCE OUT OF AN EFFICIENT CAUSE WHICH CAME INTO 

EXISTENCE AT THE FIRST MOMENT AND HAS NOT YET BEEN DESTROYED._ 

IF IT HAD BEEN HELD THAT THE EFFECT COMES INTO EXISTENCE 
AT THE THIRD MOMENT, THEN IT WOULD COME OUT OF THE destroyed 

Cause ; as the cause of the development will have been 

DESTROYED, LIKE THE EFFECT ITSELF,—AS IS GOING TO BE EXPLAINED 
LATER ON.—There would be simultaneity only if the Effect 

HAD COME AT THE FIRST MOMENT. BUT THIS CANNOT BE RIGHT_ 

BEING JUST LIKE THE DOCTRINE OF THE EFFECTS COMING INTO 
EXISTENCE ALONG WITH THE CAUSE.—(512-514) 

COMMENTARY. 

As regards the alternative of the Effoct coming out of tho destroyed 
Cause, that is impropor, as it is not hold by us. As that alternative would 
mean that the Effoct comes at tho third and subsequent moments,—as lias boon 
held by the Vaibhdfikas, in such assertions as—‘ the one presents (tho effect) 
whon it is past ’; if this view wore held, then it would mean the admission 
of the view that tho Effect comes from the destroyed Causebut such is 
not the view held by us ; because it is devoid of reason.— 

There might have been some clianco of tho anomaly of the Cause and 
Effect being simultaneous if the view wore that the Effect comes at tho first 
moment; as these same Vaibha§ikas regard the Cause as ' bom along with 
the Effect ’. This is entirely unreasonable.—(512-514) 

Why this is unreasonable is shown in the following— 


TEXT (515). 

What did not exist could have no potency ; —if the Potency 

WERE THERE, THE EFFECT WOULD SURELY BE PRODUCED ; 
HENCE SIMUI/TANEITY BETWEEN CAUSE AND EFFECT 
IS CLEARLY INCONGRUOUS.—(515) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the co-born Cause (i.e. the Cause that comes into existence along 
with its Effect) produces its Effect, it can do so either while it is itself unborn, 
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or when it is itself born; —tlio former alternative cannot be right; as the Causo 
does not exist prior to tho production of the Effect,—and as such, is devoid of 
all potentiality.—If it be said that—“ It produces the effect when it is 
born, and then, being ondowed with potentialities, it produces the Effect "* 
—tho answer is—‘ if the Potency were there, etc .’; i.e. if the Causo lias its 
potency while it is in the state of having been bom, then, like the character of 
tho Cause, the Effect also would bo already bom; and under tho circum¬ 
stances, on what would the potency of the Causo operate ?—Thus the doctrine 
that Causo and Effect are simultaneous is clearly contrary to the authority 
of Inference.—(515) 

Says the Opponent:—“ Tho relation of Cause and Effect is the same 
as the relation of ‘ Agent and Object ’; and as such it would be highly incon¬ 
gruous if the two factors appeared at different times. For instance, between 
tho Potter and the Jar, the relation of ' Agent and Object ’ is peroeivod only 
when the two are there at the same timo 

The answer to this is provided in the following— 


TEXTS (516-517). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, WHEN* THE CAUSE PRODUCES ITS EFFECT, IT DOES 

NOT DO SO BY HOLDING THE EFFECT IN THE MANNER OF THE PAIR 

of Tongs,—by reason op which there would be simul¬ 
taneity BETWEEN THE TWO. NOR DOES THE EFFECT 
COME INTO EXISTENCE, BY FIRMLY EMBRACING 

its Cause, in the manner of the Lover 

EMBRACING THE BELOVED,—BY REASON 
OF WHICH THE TWO COULD BE 
REGARDED AS COMING INTO 
EXISTENCE AT ONE AND 
THE SAME TIME.— 

(516-517) 

COMMENTARY. 

If. in the producing of the Effect, the Cause operated in tho manner of 
the Pair of Tongs,—or if tho Effect, in tlie process of coming into existence 
were to do so by embracing its Cause in the manner in which a woman is 
embraced,—then there might bo simultaneity and co-existence of the two 
always. As a mattor of fact, however, the whole of this universe is entirely 
devoid of activity, there is, in reality, no * active agent ’ or * objective * at 
all,—apart from ‘ Convention ’.—Such is the sense of the whole answer. 

4 Prakrti *■—is cause, —(516-517) 

Opponent —“If that is so, and everything, the Cause as well as the 
Effect, is inactive, how is it that people are found to make use of such verbal 
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expressions as ‘ the Firo produces Smoko ‘ the smoke comes into existence 
on the basis of Fire,’ and so forth ? ” 

The answer to tliis is provided in the following— 

TEXTS (518-519). 

Though the Thing is really inactive, yet on account op the 

RESTRICTION IMPOSED BY THE NATURE OF ITS CAUSE WHICH CABLE 

INTO EXISTENCE AT THE FIRST MOMENT, THERE APPEARS, 
IMMEDIATELY AFTERWARDS, SOMETHING COMING INTO 
CONTACT WITH THE SECOND MOMENT J IT IS UNDER 
THESE CIRCUMSTANCES THAT THE FORMER IS 
SAID TO PRODUCE THE LATTER ;—SUCH ASSER¬ 
TION BEING IN ACCORDANCE WITH A 
CONVENTION WHICH IS PURELY 
ARBITRARY, BASED UPON TIIE 
WHIM OF THE SPEAKER. 

-(518-519) 

COMMENTARY. 

On account of the restriction imposed upon the potency of the Cause, 
arising from the Idea that gave riso to that Cause,—a particular Effect is 
produced from the Cause which has appeared at the first moment,—this 
Effect being in contact with, —i.e. appearing at—the second moment; it is 
then that the said 1 Cause ’ is said to produce the said 1 Effoct ’. Tho 
montion of ‘ producing * is only by way of illustration; it should be under¬ 
stood to mean also that the Effect comes into oxistenco on tlio basis of tho 
Cause. 

“ Who aro the pooplo who speak of it as such ? ” 

‘ Such assertion, etc. etc.' —that is, thus say thoso porsons who act in 
accordance with conventions basod ontirely upon the speaker’s wish, 
irrespectively of external realities.—(518-519) 

Question —“ If a tiling, on coming into existence, did not become 
operative, how could it become the Causo in tho bringing about of a particular 
effect ? ” 


TEXT (520). 

WlIAT WOULD BE THE GOOD OF ANY ACTIVITY AT ANY TIME OTHER THAN 
THAT OF ITS OWN BIRTH ? MERE existence IS THE ONLY OPERA¬ 
TION, AS IT IS WHEN THIS IS THERE THAT THE EFFECT 
APPEARS.—(520) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as the Effect is produced immediately after the Cause has come 
into existence, any operation of that Cause on this Effect, after the latter 
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has como about, would be absolutely useless. Because, what is it that is 
called the ‘ operation ’ of the Cause ? It is that immediately after which tlie 
Effect secures its appearance; and as a matter of fact, tlie Effect appears 
immediately after the existence of the Cause; hence it is this existence itself 
which may be called the 4 operation \ What is the need of assuming any 
' oporation ’ otlier than this 4 birth ’ (coming into existence) of the Causo ? 
-(520) 

“ If this is so, then, how is it that people spoak of ‘ the Effect has need - 
of the Cause 4 tlie Cause operates on the Effect * ? ” 

Ansioer :— 

TEXT (521). 

It is the necessary condition OF * IMMEDIATE SEQUENCE ’ THAT IS 
CALLED ‘ NEED ’ ; AND IN THE APPEARANCE OF THE EFFECT, 

THE ONLY OPERATION OF THE CAUSE IN ALL CASES 
IS ITS ‘ EXISTENCE —(521) 

COMMENTARY. 

The 4 need that tlie Effecl has of the Cause consists only in the fact of 
its coming into existenco immediately after the latter; and of the 'Cause 
also, the only 4 operation» towards the bringing about of the Effect is that it 
is always in existence at the time of the appearance of the Effect, _(521) 

Further, you have to admit that the 4 causal character * of an 4 operation ’ 
—or of a Thing with that operation,—towards a particular Effect consists 
entirely in the fact of tho latter coming into existenco only when the former 
is in existence; in fact, for the determining of tho causal relation between 
a Cause and its Effect there is no ground except positive and negative con¬ 
comitance. Such being the case, why is not the causal character attributed 
to the Thing itsolf (and not to its action or operation) T—specially as it cannot 
be said that the positive and negative concomitance of the Effect with the 
Thing itself is not well known. Hence it is far better to regard the Thing 
itself as the Cause, with which the positive and negative concomitance of the 
Effect is well recognised.—This is wliat is explained in the following— 

TEXT (522). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE Operation ALSO IS ASSUMED TO BE THE CAUSE 

ONLY ON THE BASIS OF THE FACT THAT THE EFFECT APPEARS 

when the Operation is there ; it is far better, 

THEN, THAT THE TnBQ ITSELF TO WHICH THAT 
OPERATION BELONGS SHOULD BE REGARDED 

as the Cause.—(522) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Assumed',— i.e. tho ‘operation’, which has boon assumed by you 
to be of the nature of neither the Cause nor the Effect, nor both. 
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‘ That to which the operation belongs ‘ becomes the Cause, by reason 
of the fact of the Effect appearing only when it is there ’—such is the con¬ 
struction of the sentence. 

‘ The Thing itself —i.e. the Thing by itself, without any poculiar form 
of activity or operation, may be regarded as the ‘ Cause ’.—(522) 

Question Wlxat is the peculiarity in this latter view tliat it is said 
to be 1 far better ’ ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (523). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, IT IS ON THE existence OF THE SEED ITSELF THAT 
the Sprout is seen to appear ; on the other hand, nothing 
IS SEEN AS COMING INTO EXISTENCE ON THE EXISTENCE 

of an ‘ Operation ’.—(523) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ On the existence ’,—i.c. on more existence ; i.e. on the oxistenco of the 
Tiling—the seed—itself, devoid of any other operation (or activity).—This 
establishes tlio fact of the Effect being positively and nogatively concomitant 
with the Thing itself,— and not with tlio Operation.— (523) 

Says tho Opponent:—“ Evon though the concomitance of the Effect 
with an Operation is not admitted,—yet tho Operation can have tho causal 
character ”. 

Answer :— 


TEXT (524). 

If you assume the 4 causal character * of the Operation when its 

POTENCY (TOWARDS THE EFFECT) HAS NOT BEEN PERCEIVED,— 
THEN WHY DO YOU NOT ASSUME THE SAME OF SOME¬ 
THING ELSE ALSO ? OR, WHAT DISTINGUISHING 
FEATURE DO YOU FIND IN THE ‘ OPERATION ’ 

WHICH IS NOT FOUND IN THAT OTHER 

THING ?—(524) 

COMMENTARY. 

Having assumed the Operation to be the Cause, you will have to assume 
some other thing also as the Cause ; because this latter would not bo different 
from the 4 Oporation ’, as both would be equally such as having their potency 
not perceived ;—and so on there would be an infinite regress (of assumed 
Causes).—If no other Cause (than tho Operation) is assumed, on the ground 
of there being no basis for it, then, the assumption of tho 4 Operation ’ also 
may not be there ; as tho 4 baselessness ’ would bo equal in both cases. 
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Then again, this 1 Operation ’ that is said to produce tlio Effect-,—does 
it produco it tlirough tlio medium of another Operation ? Or by its mere 
existence ? It could not bo tho fonnor, sis, in tlrnt case, tike causal cliaracter 
should bolong to that otl»er Operation, not to tike previous Operation ; nnd 
for tikis later Operation also, there would bo the need for anothor Operation, 
etc.—all which would bo open to tl»e same objection. And if that other 
Operation also would need a further Operation, then there would bo an infinite 
regress.—(524) 

If then, it bo hold that tho Operation produces the Effect by its mero 
existence, —then, like tikis Operation, tike Thing itself might produco the 
Effect by its mero existence ; and tike assuming of tho * Operation ’ would bo 
entirely futilo.—This is what is explained in tike following— 


TEXT (525). 

Just -vs tue ‘ Operation ’, without any other (Operation), is held 
to be the Cause of the Effect,—in the same way, why 
CANNOT OTHERS, LIKE IT, BE Causes ?—(525) 


COMMENTARY. 

Just as the Operation, without further Operation, is regarded as tho 
Cause of the Effect, in the shape of the Sprout,—in tho same m a nn er, why 
cannot other things also, without any particular Operations, be regarded ns 
‘ Causes' ?—(525) 

It might be argued that—“ the Operation does not directly help tho 
Effect-,—it helps only the Thing to wlxich it belongs ”. 

Tho answer to this is provided in 


TEXT (526), 

[which is missing in the printed Text; the commentary upon it however is 
available, as follows]:— 

The phrase ‘ held to be the Cause ’ (of Text 525) is to be construed here 
also.—-What is meant is that for you also, when the causal character would 
bolong to the Thing as equipped with the Operation, it would be so without- tike 
intervention of a further Operation ; so that there would be no Corroborative 
Instance available for you.—(526) 

Then again, apart from its existence, there can be no other ‘ Operation ’ 
of the Thing, for the simple reason that if it wore there, it would be perceived, 
and yet it. s not perceived.—This is explained in the following— 
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TEXT (527). 

Though it has been regarded as perceptible, yet we do not per¬ 
ceive IT ; HOW THEN CAN WE ACCEPT THE CONNECTION OP THAT 
AS THE BASIS (OF TOE CAUSAL CHARACTER) ?—(527) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘Operation’ has been hold by you to bo something perceptible; as asserted 
by Kumdrila ( Shlokav&rtihi: ShaManityatd —433)— 4 When tho Operation 
of a Tiling is porcoivod before tho Effect, that tiling is regarded os tho Cause 
of that Effect, etc. etc.’—And further, that particular entity wliich is of tho 
natm-e of the ‘ Operation ’—is it something different from the Tiling to which 
it belongs ? Or is it non-different from it ?—In the caso of all entities, 
no third alternative is possible; and no such alternatives are possiblo as 
‘ it is both different and non-different or tliat ‘ it is neither different nor 
non-different \ 

If then, it is somotliing different, then tho Thing itself cannot be 
tho ‘ Cause as the 4 causal eliaracter ’ belongs to the Operation wliich is 
something different from tho Tiling.—It might be argued that “ by virtue 
of its connection with the Operation, the Tiling also would have tho causal 
eliaracter ”.—That however is not possible; because thoro can bo no 
connection botwoon tilings which do not help one another.—It might 
bo answered that “ tho Operation is liolpod by tho Thing ”,—That also is 
not right; as a matter of fact, tho Thing has no other Operation by which 
it could help tho previous Operation; if it were otherwise, then thoro would 
be an infinite rogross (of Operations), whereby the successive Operations 
themselves would accomplish each other, and there would bo no connection 
between tho Operation and the Tiling.—If it bo assumed tliat the Tiling 
helps the Operation, without any further Operation,—then, why should 
not the Tiling by its mere existence, without any Operation, liolp the Effect 
(to come into existence),—for wliich purposo a different tiling in tho sliapo of 
tho Operation is assumed ? In fact, there is nothing to prevent its usefulness 
towards tho Effect, by its more existence. From all this it follows that it 
is not right to assume a distinct thing in tho shape of the 4 Operation ’. 

If then the other alternative bo accepted—that the 4 Operation ’ is 
non-different from the ‘Thing’ (to which it belongs),—thon it becomes 
admitted that 4 existence ’ is tho only Operation ; because tho term 4 existence ' 
connotes only the nature of the thing concerned. 

Thus the view tliat the 4 Operation ’ (of the Cause) is something different 
from its own coining into existence—cannot be accepted.—(527) 

Furthor, in the case of Cognition, it is found tliat as soon as it appears 
in tho form of the apprehension of its object,—it operates by its mere 
existence ; and hence in tho case of all Things, the causal character must belong 
to themselves, without any subsequent operation.—This is what is explained 
in the following— 
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TEXT (528). 

In the case of Cognition, its coming into existence itself has 

BEEN DESCRIBED AS CONSTITUTING ITS CHARACTER OF ‘ MEANS 

of Right Cognition ’; why then should not the 

CAUSAL CHARACTER IN THE CASE OF ALL THINGS 
BE HELD TO BE THE SAME ?—(528) 

COMMENTARY. 

In tho case of Cognition there is no other operation apart from its being 
born, coming into existence ; for instance under Mbndmsu-sufra 1. 1.4, defining 
‘ Sense-perception ’,—while explaining the purpose served by tho term 
1 janma ‘ birth in the Sutra, Kumarila has declared as follows •—“ What 
the term 1 birth of Cognition ’ connotes is the fact of the Cognition being a 
Means of Right Cognition as soon as it is born ; in tho case of other agencies, 
a certain Operation is found, which is sometliing distinct from their birth ; 
in order to preclude the samo in the case of the Means of Bight Cognition, 
it is nocessary to use the term ‘ birth —[Shlohavdrtika • Sutra 1. 1. 4, 
53-54). 

* The causal cJuzradcr, etc .’;—i.e. why cannot all tilings be regained ns 
produced by the 1 birth , 4 coming into existence of tho Cause ?—(528) 

“ In the caso of Cognition, it is quite right that mere existence is the 
Operation, as the Cognition does not continue to exist at any later time, 
being momentary ; [but the same cannot be true in the case of other things, 
which are not momentary].” 

This is answered in the following— 

TEXT (529). 

Just as Cognition is momentary, so are all Things that are born, 

AS THEY HAVE BEEN PROVED TO BE. HENCE THE WHOLE 

Universe must be devoid of ‘ operation ’.—(529) 
COMMENTARY. 

Under the chapter on the 4 Permanence of Things ’ it has been proved 
that all things are in ‘ perpetual flux 

4 So are, etc .’—i.e. like Cognition. 

4 Hence —i.e. because of their momentary character. 

Tho argument may be formulated as follows:—T hin gs that are 
momentary can have no action (or operation),—like the Cognition,—Seed 
and other things have already been proved to be momentary ;—this therefore 
is a reason based on the nature of things (for regarding them as devoid of 
action). As a matter of fact, things have no subsequent existence, and there 
could be no action without a substratum;—this supplies the argument 
annulling the possibility of action or operation in things. 
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From all this it follows that the only basis for the relation of Cause 
and Effect consists in immediate sequence, and not in any action (or operation, 
on the part of the Cause).—(529) 

It lias been argued above by the Opponent (under Text 486) that—“ the 
Odour and othor qualities that appear when the colour of the Jar lias been 
destroyed, etc. otc.’;—but tliis is not incompatible with the Buddhist’s 
argument;—tliis is what is shown in the following— 


TEXT (530). 

AS REGARDS ODOUR AND OTHER QUALITIES (APPEARING IN THE Jar), 
THE FACT OF THEIR BEING CAUSES OF EACH OTHER, AS FORMING 
FACTORS OF THE SAME ‘ CHAIN IS ACTUALLY AD¬ 
MITTED (BY US) ; AND THIS IDEA IS NOT ANNULLED 
BY THE ALLEGED ANOMALY OF THEIR BEING 
SUCH CAUSES.—(530) 

COMMENTARY. 

As regards Colour, Taste and othor qualities, it is already admitted 
by us that as forming part of the samo ‘ chain ’ they aro auxiliary causes of 
each other; os lios been thus declared—‘ Without the action of Potency, 
there is no Cause of Taste; tliis is the only explanation of all past qualities 
that have oxistod at the samo time, which is derived from the indications of 
their Effects \—(530) 

Says the Opponent:—“ Just as Smoke appears in immediate sequence 
to Fire, so sometimes it may appear in immediate soquenco to such tilings 
also as the Cow, the Horso and the like ; then why cannot moro immediate 
sequence be rogarded os 1 inconclusive * (in tho proving of the Causal 
Relation) ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (531). 

Even when one thing appears in immediate sequence to another,— 
IT IS only in some cases (not always) that the latter is the 
Cause of the former, where the sequence is invari¬ 
able ; this is what is accepted, in VIEW OF SUCH BErNG 
THE REAL STATE OF THINGS THE SAME IS THE 
CASE UNDER THE VIEW THAT THINGS ARE 
PERMANENT.—(531) 

COMMENTARY. 

We do not say that more immediate sequence is the basis of ‘ Causal 
Relation ’); what wo do assert is that one thing is to be regarded as tho Cause 
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of another when the latter is alicays found to appear in immediate sequence to 
tho former; tlrnt is, ono thing is regarded as tho Cause of another when the 
latter Is found to appear only in immediate sequence to the former. Smoko is 
not found alxcays to appear in sequence to the Cow, tho Horso and so 
forth; because it actually appears oven in tho absence of these animals.— 
. Then again, to you also, who liold Things to l>e permanent, the said 
criticism would bo applicable—why tho smoko, appearing after tho Cow, 
etc. is not regarded ns tlto Effect of these ?—(531) 

Tho Opponent urgos an objection (in tlio first half, which is answered in 
tho second half)— 

TEXT (532). 

“ If a thing that is active towards the producing op an Effect 
is not to be regarded as the Cause of this latter, [what 

THEN ?] ”—THEN LET THAT BE ACCEPTED AS THE * CAUSE ’ OF 
A THING WHOSE PRESENCE IS ALWAYS ESSENTIAL FOR 
THE APPEARANCE OF THIS LATTER.—(532) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tlien let, etc.' —This sentence supplies tho Buddhist’s answer to the 
other’s objection.—(532) 

Thu3 it has been shown that even under the doctrine of things being 
momentary, the Relation of Cause and Effect is quite possible. The Author 
next proceeds to show the possibility of the Means of the Cognition ’ of 
the said Relation :— 

TEXTS (533-535). 

As a matter of fact, the existence and non-existence (of Things) are 

ALWAYS KNOWN THROUGH PERCEPTION AND NON-APPREHENSION 
(RESPECTIVELY),—IF THE VIEW HELD IS THAT THE THINGS ARE 
APPREHENDED BY COGNITIONS WITH FORMS.—If, ON THE OTHER 
HAND, YOU HOLD THAT THE THING IS APPREHENDED BY A 

Cognition which is formless, — then the same is found 
TO BE THE CASE UNDER THE DOCTRINE OF THINGS BEING 
MOMENTARY. BECAUSE WHENEVER COGNITION IS PRO¬ 
DUCED BY ITS ANTECEDENT CAUSES, IT IS ALWAYS IN 
THE FORM OF AN APPREHENSION HAVING THE SAME 
Colour, etc. that happen to appear at the 
time.—{533-535) 

COMMENTARY. 


Just as the apprehension of the Permanent Thing would come about 
for you, so also would that of the Momentary also come about 
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For instance, when the apprehension of a Tiring appears, it comes about 
either tlirough a Cognition with a form, or through a formless Cognition. 
If it comes tlirough the Cognition with a form, then the apprehension of 
the form of the Cognition would bo the some os the apprehension of the 
Thing concerned ;—and this would be equally possible undor both views— 
of things being ‘permanent or momentary. If on the other hand, it is through 
formless Cognition, that also makes no difference in the two views. Because, 
as a matter of fact, the Cognition is produced in such a form by antecedent 
Causes that what it apprehends is the samo Colour, etc. tliat happen to be 
present at the samo time,—and no other Colour, otc.; because it is produced 
in the form of the apprehension of those samo.—Thus then, it being admitted 
that Cognition is of tho nature of the apprehension of the Colour, etc. appearing 
at tho samo time,—there is no difference in tho character of the Tiling itself 
as concorncd under the two views of Permanetxce and Momentarincss. You 
will have to admit the presence of the character of ‘ Cognition ’ in the 
apprehension of oncli particular Colour, etc. appearing at the same time; 
by virtue of which, oven though the cliaractor of appearing at tho samo 
time is oqually present in all, yet what distinguishes the Cognition is 
the Colour, etc., and not tho Sense-organ concerned. And this explanation 
holds good under the doctrino of the Momentarinoss of tilings also. So it is 
of no significance at all.—(533-535) 


The Opponent raises an objection against both (Cognition having a form* 
as also boing formless):— 


TEXT (536). 

“ Ip Cognition has a form, then Consciousness would be of 

VARIEGATED FORM. If, ON THE OTHER HAND, IT IS NOT MARKED 

BY ANY FORM, THERE CAN BE NO BASIS IN THE FORM OF 
PROXIMITY (FOR SPECIFYING THE COGNITION).”—(536) 

COMMENTARY. 

If tho Cognition lias a form, then in the Cognition of such things ns tho 
sheet of variegated Colour, tliis variegated Colour would be present in the 
Consciousness (Cognition) also ; while it is not possiblo for a single Cognition 
to have various Colours. 

If on the othor hand, tho Cognition is formless, there could be no 
such differentiation as that 4 tliis is the Cognition of the Blue Colour, not 
of the Yellow Colour ’; ns in all cases, tho more Cognition itself would be of 
tho nature of Consciousness, and honco there boing no distinction, there would 
be no basis for the said differentiation (in tho Cognition).—(53G) 


The following Text supplies the answer to this cirticism :— 
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TEXT (537). 

You ALSO HAVE TO SUPPLY SOME EXPLANATION IN* ANSWER TO THE 
ABOVE; AND WHATEVER ANSWER YOU PUT FORWARD WOULD 
ALSO BE OUR ANSWER TO IT.—(537) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho criticism that has been urged applies equally to both parties ; as you 
also will have to accept one or the other of the two views—of Cognition having 
form or being formless otherwise there would be no possibility of the 
Cognition apprehending an object.—Nor is tlvere any other alternative besides 
these two ways in which the Cognition could apprehend tho object. When a 
criticism is applicable to both parties, it should not be urged by one against 
the other. Thus then the answer that you may be able to make to tho 
criticism shall be our answer also. For instance, under tlie view that Cogni¬ 
tion has some form, the answer that you might make would be either that 
tho forms are unreal, or that thoy are nothing different from tho Cognition 
itself with which it is found to be invariably concomitant, even though tho 
two appear to bo different;—and this same answer shall be ours also.— 
Under the view that Cognition is formless, the explanation that could bo 
given would be tliat that character of the Cognition whereby it approhends 
only a particular tiling is duo to previous Causes ;—and tliis same answer 
shall be available for us Bauddhas also, who bold Cognitions to be formless. 
Henco our answer to the Opponent’s criticism is that it cannot be urged 
against us.—(537) 

Having thus establislied the existence of the 4 Means of Right Cognition * 
apprehending the Relation of Cause and Effect, the Author now proceeds 
to meet the objection that liis theory involves the anomaly of 4 the waste of 
what is done and tho befalling of what is not done — 


TEXTS (538-539). 

There would be ‘ waste op what is done only ip the Cause did 

NOT PRODUCE AN EFFECT ;—NO SUCH VIEW HOWEVER IS HELD BY US, 
WHEREBY THERE COULD BE NO ‘ CAUSAL CHARACTER ’.—THE 
‘ BEFALLING OF WHAT IS NOT DONE ’ ALSO WOULD BE THERE 

if an Effect were produced without a Cause ; 

THIS ALSO IS NOT HELD BY US ; AS THE PRODUCTION 
of the Effect is always dependent 

UPON THE POTENCY OF A PARTICULAR 

Cause.—(538-539) 

COMMENTARY. 

Ii it had been held by us that there is really a Doer and Experiencer, then 
the doctrine of the 4 Porpetual Flux ’ might have involved the anomaly of 4 the 
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waste of wliat is done and tho befalling of what is not done *;—as a matter 
of fact however, tho view held by us is that tho Universe is a more Idea, and 
there is nothing that is done or experienced by anyone. How then could 
tho said anomaly of ‘ the waste of what is done, etc.’ bo urged against us ? 

It is possible that the anomaly of 4 (a) the Waste of what is done and 
(6) the befalling of what is not done ’ is urged against us on tho ground that 
our view involves the production of Results from a Cause (a) which has lost 
that capacity to bring about desirable and undesirable results which is con¬ 
current w'ith a pre-existing Intelligence,—and (6) which has acquired that 
capacity which is not concurrent with tho preceding act.—But this cannot 
be right; because there is no incompatibility between the doctrine of 4 No- 
Soul ’ and the presenco of tho capacity due to previous acts. For instance, 
just like the Seeds soaked in red dye, tho particular potentialities duo to 
previous acts do actually continuo in tho 4 chain ’, and it is through these 
ns subsequently developed that the desirable or undesirable result appears. 
Nor do wo hold that tho Result proceeds from a 4 chain ’ not set up by pre¬ 
vious acts ; thus how could our view involve the anomaly of 4 tho befalliug 
of what lias not been done ’ ? 

Uddyotakara lias argued that “ the Mind being a fleeting entity, there is 
no possibility of its boing affected (impressed) by Actions ”,—This is not 
right; as a matter of fact, there con be no affecting of tho permanent thing 
wliich has not renounced its previous form ; ns for the 4 impermanent (fleeting) 
thing, its being 4 affected ’ consists in the very fact of the coming about of a 
new character. When tho Scriptures speak of ‘the Permanent Entity as 
affected ’, it is with roferenco to tho permanence of tho 4 Chain *; that 
4 Chain ’ which is liable to be snapped cannot servo as tho 4 Cause ’, as it cannot 
bo present at tho timo of tho birth of the Result at a long interval; hence 
it would bo clearly wrong to regard such a 4 Chain ’ as the substratum of 
tho 4 impression ’ leading to such a result. This is what is meant.—Thus 
what has boon urged by Uddyotakara is based upon his ignorance of tho 
doctrinos of tho othor party and deserves to bo ignored.—(538-539) 


Kumdrila has argued ns follows :— 44 When wo speak of 4 the waste of 
what is done and tho befalling of what is not done wo do not mean tliat 
the said anomaly is duo to tho act done by a certain Doer being destroyed,— 
for the simplo reason that under your view, there is no Doer ; what we mean 
is that, inasmuch as you hold the destruction of tho Act and the production 
of its Result to be absolute,—this is what involves the said anomaly of 4 tho 
waste of what is done and the befalling of what is not done [Sco 
Shlokavdrtika, Atmavdda 12 el sc^.J 

In answer to this tho Author proceeds to show that tho said anomaly 
in this last form is what is actually admitted by tho Buddhist and hence 
it is not right to put that forward to liim as an undesirable contingency:— 
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TEXT (540). 

WirAT IS URGED AGAINST US, BY SETTING FORTH THE ALTERNATIVE OF 
THINGS BEING DIFFERENT EVERY MOMENT, IS THE FACT OF 
EVERYTHING UNDERGOING DESTRUCTION AT EVERY MOMENT 
AND SO FORTH. BUT BY URGING ALL THIS THE OTHER 
PARTY HAVE NOT PUT FORWARD ANYTHING THAT 
IS DISAG R E EAB LE TO US.—(540) 


COMMENTARY. 

" Tlu> preceding Act ion-Moment being absolutely destroyed, there is 
‘waste of what is doneand then an absolutely new Result-Moment 
being produced, there is 4 befalling of what is not done ’ if such is the 
anomaly that is urged against us, tlirough the sotting forth of alternatives 
relating to the momentary change in things,—then what is urged against us 
is what is quite agreeable to us. In fact, wo are going to show tluit there 
is no continuity of the slightest trace of any part of anything at all.—( 540 ) 

As regards the argument (put forward by the Opponent, under Texts 

40(5-499) that " the intelligent man would not undertake any activity ”,_ 

tiiis is answered in the following— 

TEXTS (541-542). 

The ASSUMPTIONS BASED UPON THE DIFFERENCE AMONG MOMENTS 
DO NOT ARISE IN PERSONS THE POWERS OF WHOSE VISION HAVE 

BEEN DAMAGED,—BECAUSE OP THEIR IDEA OF THE UNITY OF 

the ‘ Chain ’. In pact, persons who have fully 

REALISED THE TRUTH UNDERSTAND THE LIMITATIONS 

of the Causes appearing in a ‘perpetual 

FLUX ’, AND UNDERTAKE THE PERFORMANCE 
OF GOOD DEEDS ACCORDINGLY.—(541-542) 

COMMENTARY. 

Those persons whose powers of seeing things other than the ordinary 
ones lmvo not deteriorated,—for them the assumptions made relating to 
the difference among Moments do not arise at alL Because thoy are fully 
satisfied by their conviction that by realising tlie 4 Chain» to be one they 
would be quite happy, and hence betake themselves to the performance of 
actions.—Those persons also who are devoted to tlie welfare of other people, 
having realised, tlirough reasoning and scriptures, the ‘ momentarine«s ’ 
and ‘ soul-less-ness ’ of all things, and thus fully realised the Truth,—they 
also accept tlio 4 Intervolved Chain of Causation ’; thoy come to under¬ 
stand that when acts of charity and the like are done, biing prompted by 
sympathy and good will, there come about Impressions tending to the welfare 
of oneself and also of others,—these impressions appearing in a mutually 
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intorvolved ‘ Chain ’ or ‘ Series ’;—and that no such impressions ariso from 
the performance of such evil acts as Harming others and the like. Having 
thus roalised the exact limitations of Causes and thoir Effects, they undor- 
tako the performance of good deeds. Tins lias been thus declared— 4 Until 
the loss of love for one’s own self comes about, the man continues to suffer 
pain and does not fool comfortable; there should thoreforo bo efforts put 
forth for the removing of theso false impositions,—even though there bo no 
such entity os the Experiencer (of the fruits of actions) \ 

How the Relation of Cause and Effect and the Means of Right Cognition 
thereof aro established has already been explained above.—(541-542) 

It lias been argued above (undor Text 493) that “ if tilings are momentary. 
Recognition cannot bo explained —The answer to this is provided in tlio 
following—■ 

TEXT (543). 

The peculiar character op ‘ Cause and Effect ’ is restricted 

to some Minds only ; that is how Remembrance, etc. 

COME ABOUT WITHOUT OBSTRUCTION.— (543) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the tenn ‘ kdryakfiryitd ’, ‘ kdryi' is that which /ias an effect, i.e. a 
Cause ; and thus the compound stands for the character of Cause and Effect .— 
In roality, there is no one who is the Rememberer or tho Apprehcnder of tilings ; 
for, if thoro wore, thon it would mean that tho tiling is remembered by the 
same ontity that had apprehended it. What happens is that Romombrance 
and tho rost como about only in that 4 Chain * (or Series) in wliich thoir seed 
lias been laid by tho successive production of more and more specialised 
‘ moments ’ by a specially vivid apprehension ;—and not anywhere olso ; 
as the scope of the relation of Causo and Effect is restricted. Such in brief 
is the sonso of the Text.—This lias been thus declared :— 4 Our theory cannot 
be vitiated by tho possibility of Remembrance and Experience of Results 
coming to other porsons ; bocauso there can be no such remembrance at all: 
Who is the man whose mind has ever remembered what had bocn apprehended 
by anothor ? ’ 

As for Recognition and the rest, they are always brought about by 
previous Remembrance ; lionco thoro is no incongruity at all.—Nor lias it 
anywhere been proved that Recognition and tho rest are all based upon 
a single Cogniser, by virtue of wliich it lias been asserted (under Text 494) 
that “if there woro difference between the two, the Recognition would be 
baseless Because merely on the basis of the relation of Cause and Effect, 
difference lias to be admitted in all cases.—(543) 

It lias boon argued (undor Text 496) that “ wliat is bound up with tho 
cliains of Attachment, etc. is one Moment, etc. etc. ; and lienee there can be 
no idoa of Bondage and Liberation under tho theory of 1 Porpotual Flux ’ — 

The answer to this is provided in the following— 
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TEXT (544). 

Ignorance and the rest, in the form of ‘ Cause and Effect ’, are 
HELD TO CONSTITUTE ‘ BONDAGE AND THE CESSATION OF 
THESE, AS CONSISTING IN THE PURITY OF THE MlND, 

IS HELD TO CONSTITUTE ‘ LIBERATION ’.-(544) 


COMMENTARY. 

For us no 4 Bondage ’ and ‘ Liberation ’ have been admitted as belonging 
to any ono entity ; as no one is held to be either * bound * or 4 liberated ’; 
all that is admitted by us is that ' Impressions ’ in the form of Ignorance 
and the rest ending with decay and death are spoken of as 4 Bondage ’ on 
the ground of their being the cause of pain. This has been thus doclared :— 
1 All this is merely an aggregate of the Thought-ploase that causes pain ’.— 
When the said Ignorance and the rest cease, by virtue of True Knowledge, 
there comes about purity of the Mind; and it is this purity that is spoken 
of as 4 Liberation ’; os thus declared— 4 Wlien the Mind is besot with the 
troubles of Attachment and the rest, it constitutes the Cycle of Birth and Death, 
and when tho samo is freed from them, it is called the End of Birth \ —(544) 


It has been argued (under Text 499) that “Bondage and Liberation 
appear in the samo substratum ”.—The next Text proceeds to show that in this 
argument the Corroborative Instance cited is 4 devoid of the Probondum ’:— 


TEXT (545). 

Even in the ordinary world, these two—‘ Bondage ’ and 4 Libera¬ 
tion ’—ARE NOT ADMITTED AS APPEARING IN THE -SAME SUB¬ 
STRATUM ; AS everything IS held to be momentary. —(545) 

COMMENTARY. 

When it has been proved tliat everything perishes immediately after it is 
bom, then nowhere can Bondage and Liberation be accepted as appearing 
in tho same substratum ; hence what has been cited by the Opponent as the 
Corroborative I ns tan co is what is not admitted.—(545) 


Having thus established his own doctrine, the Author proceeds to discard 
the doctrine of the Opponent:— 
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TEXT (546). 

AS THE COMING IN OF ANY PECULIARITY IS ENTIRELY IMPOSSIBLE, ALL 

NOTIONS OF THE * DOER AND THE EXPERIENCER ‘ BEING IN 
BONDAGE ’ AND SO FORTH,—-IN REGARD TO THE SOUL 
—MUST BE INCOMPATIBLE ; OR ELSE THE SOUL 
IS SOMETHING EVANESCENT.—(546) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Troubles in the shape of Attachment and the rest liad really 
brought about the Bondago of the Soul,—or if Contemplation and the rest 
liad really produced certain peculiarities in the Soul,—then the idea of the 
Soul’s 4 Bondage and Liberation ’ might have been admitted ; as a matter 
of fact, however, as the Soul is eternal (cx hypothesi), no peculiarities can be 
produced in it; for the samo reason no ideas of 4 Bondago and Liberation ’» 
—which presuppose limitations of the relation of Cause and Effect,—ore 
possible in regard to the Soul;—just as in regard to Akusha. 

4 Or else —i.e. if peculiarities wore actually produced in the Soul,—thon 
as the 4 Peculiarity ’ would be of the nature of the Soul, the Soul itself also, 
being non-difforont from the Peculiarity, would, like the Peculiarity, be 
something evanescent .—If the 4 Peculiarity ’ wore something different from 
the Soul, then, tho idea of its being produced in the Soul would be wrong,— 
as no connection would be possible (between the Soul and the Peculiarity). 
This matter has boon discussed tamos without number.—(546) 


End of Chapter IX. 


CHAPTER X. 


The Examination of the First Category —‘ Substance 

COMMENTARY. 

The Introductory verses have spoken of the Doctrine of ‘ Intorvolved 
Chain of Causation ’ as * freo from such limiting conditions as those of 
Quality, Substance, Action, Universal, Inherence and so forth’. In support 
of this the Author proceeds to examine the ‘ six categories ’ (of the 
Vaishltikas ); this examination is what is introduced in the following— 


TEXTS (547-543). 

The Followers op Aksapdda (Gautama, Naiydyikas) and of Kaijada 
( Vaishlnk'is) have asserted, solely on the strength of 
Verbal Authority, that—“ the theory of the Uni¬ 
versal AND SUCH THINGS BEING FORMLESS, SET 
FORTH PREVIOUSLY—CANNOT BE RIGHT ; BECAUSE 
THE SIX CATEGORIES OF * SUBSTANCE ’ AND 
THE REST DO REALLY EXIST ”,—HENCE 
THE REFUTATION OF THESE, SUB¬ 
STANCE AND THE REST, IS BRIEF¬ 
LY SET FORTH HERE.— 

(547-548) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ In one of the earlier chapters, that on the ‘ Permanence of Things ’ 
(Chapter VIII), it 1ms been asserted (by the Buddhist) that ‘ the Universal 
and such concopts boing formless, the momentary character is not attributed 
to them’ (Text 740).—Tins cannot be right; because the six categories of 
Substance, Quality, Action, Universal, Ultimate Individuality and Inherence 
do really exist” ;—so say the followers of Aksapada and others. Naiydyikas 
have been called ‘ Aksapada ’ because they are the disciples, followers, of 
Aksapada ; and similarly the followers of Kandda, the Vaishisikas, liave been 
called ' Kdndda 

‘ Solely on the strength of verbal authority *;—i.e. they are dependent 
upon Verbal Authority only, totally devoid of reason.—(547-548) 


With a view to refuting the category of ‘ Substance *, the Author sets 
forth the subdivisions of ‘ Substance * (as postulated by its exponents):— 
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TEXT (549). 

Substance has been held to be of nine kinds—divided under the 
DIFFERENT HEADS OF ‘ EARTH ’ AND THE REST ; OF THESE, THE 
FOUR BEGINNING WITH THE ‘ EARTH * ARE OF TWO 
kinds— eternal and non-eternal. —(549) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea underlying tliis sotting forth of the subdivisions is that when 
the subject lias boon thus stated, it is easier to find fault with it. 

‘Nine kinds', —as stated in tho Sdlra (VaishZ?ika) —‘Earth, Water, 
Firo, Air, Akusha, Timo, Space, Soul and Mind ’. From among those, 
Substance in tho form of tho first four—i.o. Earth, Water, Firo and Air— 
is of two kinds, being eternal and non-eternal. —(549) 

Thoso two kinds are shown in tho following— 


TEXT (550). 

The ‘ Atoms ’ that have been held to be of the nature of ‘ Earth ’ 
and the rest are eternal ; while those made up of the 
Atom and the rest are evanescent.—(550) 

COMMENTARY. 

Earth, etc. in the form of tho Atom are otornal,—the Atoms being eternal. 
Thoso that are made up of the Atom and the rest are non-eternal , according 
to the Law that what has a Cause must be non-eternal. 

‘ Atom and the rest —i.e. those among wliich Atoms aro tho first. 
Akdsha and tho rest are eternal ;—such is the sense of tho Text. —(650) 

The Author proceeds to discard ‘ Substance ’ of tho said four kinds :— 

TEXT (551). 

Among these, the non-existence of the eternal (Permanent) 
Atoms has already been proved, by establishing the fact 

OF ALL THINGS BEING IN A STATE OF * PERPETUAL 

Flux (551) 

COMMENTARY. 

Among these, what have boon described as Earth and the rest in tho form 
of Permatienl Atoms, —the non-existonco of these in tho form of any tiling 
permanent has beon proved by tho establishing of tho ‘ Perpetual Flux ’ 
of things which pervades over all things ; the Universal proposition having 
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boon established in the form—’ Whatever exists must be momentary,— 
because what is not-momentary cannot havo any fruitful action either 
successive or simultaneous ; hence what is not-momentary cannot exist \— 
(551) 

Tho following Text states a counter-argument in annulment of the 
permanence of Atoms :— 


TEXT (552). 

If Atoms were permanent, then all gross substances would be 

PRODUCED AT ONCE J AS THEY ARE EQUALLY INDEPENDENT OF 

Conjunction and other conditions.—(552) 
COMMENTARY. 

If Atoms, which are the cause of all gross tilings, like the Mountain and 
so forth, are lield to bo permanent,—then tlicir Products, in the shape of all 
gross things, should l>e produced simultaneously, as their cause would be 
always there in its perfect condition- This argument may bo formulated 
thus :—All those things whose causes arc present in tlieir perfect and unob¬ 
structed form must bo produced at once,—like many Seeds, when tlieir 
causes aro present in tlieir perfect and unobstructed forms ;—all gross things 
arc held to have permanent Atoms for tlieir cause ;—so this must be a natural 
reason (for regarding them as liable to be produced all at once). If things 
wore not to bo produced even in the presence of tlieir causes in the complete 
form,—then they might never be produced at all, there being nothing to 
distinguish one case from the other; tliis would be a counter-argument 
in annulment of the Nydya doctrine. 

The following argument might be put forward by the other party:— 
“ The Cause is held to be of three kinds—(1) the Inherent (Constituent) 
Cause, (2) the Non-inherent Cause, and (3) the Efficient Cause;—when one 
tiling inheres (subsists) in another, it is its Inherent Cause; that which acts 
as the Cause without inhering in a thing is its Non-inherent Cause; e.g. the 
conjunction of the component parts is such a Cause of the composite object; 
—all the other kinds of Cause are included under the third kind, the Efficient 
Cause. Such arc the various kinds of Cause that go to produce a thing. 
All these necessary causal conditions in the form of Conjunction and the rest 
cannot always be present; and the presence of tho complete Cause cannot be 
admitted at all times. So tliat the Reason put forward in tho above 
argument of the Buddhist cannot be admitted.” 

In answer to this, the Author has added—‘ They are equally independent 
of Conjunction and other conditions * ;—if Conjunction and tho other condi¬ 
tions produced a certain peculiarity in the Atoms, then these latter would 
be dependent upon thoso conditions; as it is however, the Atoms, being 
permanent, cannot have any peculiarity produced in them by anything 
else; under the circumstances, how could they be dependent upon Conjunc¬ 
tion and other conditions ! 
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As a matter of foot however all such gross tilings as the Body, tho House 
and tho like do not appear at ono and the same timo;—in fact, they are 
found to be produced one after tho other. Hence tho conclusion must be 
contrary to the ono projjoundod by tho Naiydyika, Tiiis argument may be 
formulated as follows The causes that produce tilings successively must bo 
impermanent, —e.g. the Seeds which produce tho Sprouts successively;— 
the Atoms also are productive of Effects in succession ; hence this is a natural 
reason (for regarding Atoms as impermanent). —(552) 


Aviddhakarna lias put forward the following proof of the Permanence 
of Atoms.—“ What is held to lie the producer of Atoms cannot be endowed 
with the property of existence, —because it is not cognised by any Moans of 
Right Cognition indicating existence ;—like tlio 4 Haro’s Horns ’. Tho 
‘ property of existence ’ means the property that should be present in the existing 
thing ; and the denial of tiiis in the said Cause is what is meant. It means 
simply that 4 there is no Cause productive of the Atom 

Tiiis is the argument which is anticipated in the following— 


TEXT (553). 

If the Producer of Atoms is not held to be endowed with the 
property of existence , on the ground that it does not 
form the objective of any Means of Cognising 
Existent Things,— [then the answer is as 
explained in the following Text ].— (553) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho construction of tho sentence is— 4 If the Producer of Atoms is not 
held to be endowed with the property of existence ’. 

The term 4 vidyamdnopdlambha, etc.’ means that 4 it is not the objective 
of any such Means of Right Cognition as serves to approliond the existent 
thing The rest is easily intelligible. 

What is indicated by this is tho argument that tho assertion of the 
impermanence of Atoms is contrary to, and annulled by. Inference ; because 
of the declaration that 4 tho existing tiling which has no Cause must be 
permanent ’, which proves the permanence of Atoms on the ground of there 
being no cause productive of thorn.—(553) 


Tho following Text explains that the Reason put forward hero is not 
admissible:— 

21 
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TEXT (554). 

TnE Reason adduced cannot be right ; because it is inadmis¬ 
sible ; as the Cause of Atoms is actually perceived in 

TTIE SHAPE OF THE WEAVER AND THE LIKE J INASMUCH 

as the Cloth and other things are all 
CONSTITUTED OF ATOMS.-(554) 

COMMENTARY. 

The question being—“ The Weaver, etc. are known to be the cause of 
such things as tiio Cloth and the like, then how can it be said that they are 
found to be the cause of Atoms ? ”—the answer is—‘ They are constituted of 
Atoms *; wliat is meant is that this is going to bo shown later on.—(554) 

Then again, in the case of things tliat are far removed in space, time and 
character,—even though no Means of Right Cognition is found to be operative, 
yet their being existent is not regarded as incompatible ; so that the Roason 
cited [‘ Because it is not the objective of any Means of Right Cognition ’) 
is ‘ not-conchiaivo * (in proving the non-existence, of the Cause of Atoms).— 
This is wliat is shown in tlie following— 

TEXT (555). 

It may be that the existence of a thing cannot be known in the 
ABSENCE OF A MEANS OF THE RIGHT COGNITION OF THE EXISTING 
THING. BUT THE MERE ABSENCE OF THE MEANS OF 

Right Cognition cannot bring about certainty 
regarding its being actually non¬ 
existent .— (555) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Cannot bring about certainty, etc.',—as is found in the case of such things 
as the Ohost (which is not seen, and yet one cannot bo sure that it docs not 
exist).—(555) 

Having thus domed the Substance in tho form of Cause (Atoms), the 
Author next proceeds to deny it in the form of Products (Things composed 
of Atoms):— 

TEXT (556). 

The Composite Substance made up of Atoms,—as distinct from 
Qualities and Components, —is never apprehended ; hence, 
there being no evidence for it, it cannot be 
admitted.—(556) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Qualities ’ —Colour, etc.;— 4 Components' —Yams, etc.;—that which is 
something different from these;—such a Composite, distinct from Qualities 
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and Components, is never apprehended. As a matter of fact, any such 
composite substanco as the 1 Cloth \ complete in itself, and entirely different 
from qualities like Whiteness, and from components, in the shape of tho Yarns 
(composing it)—never appears in any visual or other kinds of Cognition.— 
From this non-perception of the Substance as distinct from Qualities, it also 
follows that there is no basis for tho idea tliat Substance and Quality nro 
distinct categories;—and from tho non-perception of tho Composite as distinct 
from the Components, it follows that the idea of Component and Composite 
(Part and Whole) is groundless.—This argumont may bo formulated as follows: 
—When a porcoptiblo tiling is not perceived, it does not exist,—just us the 
Jar, not being porceivod at a certain place, is regardod as non-existent;— 
and no ‘ Qualified Substanco ’, apart from the Qualities and Components,— 
which is hold to bo perceptible,—is over perceived as occupying the same 
place;—nor is any ‘ Composite * ovor perceived apart from the Components ;— 
hence this is a natural roason (for regarding such Composite Substance as 
non-cxistenl ).—Tho Reason adduced hero cannot be said to be 4 not 
admitted ’ ; because there is tho distinct declaration of Kan&da to tho effect 
that 4 In a gross substanco, there is perception duo to its containing several 
substancos and to qualities’ (Vaishe$\ka-sutra), which clearly shows that tho 
Quality and the Components are regarded as perceptible.—(656) 

In tho following Texts, tho Author sets forth the arguments put forward 
by Uddyotakara, Bhdvivikta and others,—to show that the Reason that 
4 tho Composite Substanco is never perceived as distinct from its Qualities 
and Components adduced in the above argument, is 4 not admitted \ 
4 unproven ’:— 

TEXTS (557-558). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, THE ROCK-CRYSTAL IS ACTUALLY PERCEIVED 
WHEN IN CONTACT WITH ANOTHER THING, EVEN THOUGH ITS 

Quality is not perceived ;—similarly the Line of 
Cranes and such things -ire also seen ;—when the 
MAN IS COVERED BY A LONG CLOAK, EVEN THOUGH HIS 
COMPLEXION, ETC. ARE NOT PERCEIVED, THERE IS 
PERCEPTION OF HIM AS A ‘ MAN ’ J—IN THE CASE 
OF THE RED CLOTH, THERE IS PERCEPTION 

of it AS ‘cloth’.”— (557-558) 

COMMENTARY. 

The said writers argue as follows:— 44 The Substance is really appre¬ 
hended as apart from its Qualities; in fact, even when its Colour and other 
Qualities am not perceived, tlie Substance itself is perceived. For instance, 
(a) when tho Rock-crystal is placed near another thing, oven though tho 
colour of tho wliite Rock-crystal itself is not porceived, the Crystal itself is 
perceived.—(6) Similarly tilings liko the Lino of Cranes flying in tho sky at 
night when the light is dim, are actually perceived, even though their whito 
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colour is not perceived.—(e) Similarly when a man is covered by a long 
cloak reaching to liis foot, even though his dark complexion and other details 
are not scon, tlio perception that it is a ‘ man * is there nil right,—(rf) In the case 
of piecos of cloth coloured with saffron, etc., even though the natural colour 
of the cloth itself is suppressed, yet the Cognition of the ‘ Cloth ’ itself is 
there.”—(567.668) 

It lias been explained above tliat the distinction between tlio Substance 
and its Quality is vouched for by Perception itself; in the following Texts, 
they proceed to show that it is proved by Inference also :— 


TEXTS (559-560). 

“(A) Colour and other Qualities are entirely different from 
the Lotus and other things,—because they are distinguished 

BY THESE (LATTER)—JUST AS THE HORSE IS DISTINGUISHED 

by Ohaitra (the Rider).—(B) Ob. the Earth and other 
Substances are entirely different from Colour, 

Odour and other Qualities because they 
are differently spoken op by means of 
words in the Singular and Plural 
numbers (respectively),—JUST as 
the ‘Moon ’(Singular) and 
the ‘ Stars * (Plural) are 
different. ”—(559-560) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Quality is difforent from tlie Lotus, because they are spoken of as 
‘ the Qualities of the Lotus \ where the Qualities are distinguished by the 
Lotus ; just as in the expression ‘ Chaitra’s horse the Horse is distinguished 
—i.e. differentiated—from other riders, by Ohaitra, and is therefore different 
from liim. 

Each of the Substances,—Earth, Water, Fire and Air,—are different 
from (tho Qualities) Colour, Taste, Odour and Touch,—because tliey are 
spoken of by means of words in tlie Singular and Plural numbers (respec¬ 
tively),—just as tlie Moon and the Stars ; just as ‘ Moon ’ being in the Singular 
number and the 4 Stare 1 in the Plural number form the basis of difference 
between them, so also 4 Earth ’ is in the Singular number, and tlie compound 
4 Colour-Taste-Odour-Touch' is in the Plural number; similarly ‘Water’, 
4 Air ’ and 4 Fire ’ also. 

The several 4 Stare ’ meant are Pufya and the rest.—(559-560) 

Having thus proved the difference between the Quality and tho Substance 
possessing the Quality, the Opponents proceed to prove tho difference between 
the Composite and its Components :— 
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TEXT (561). 

“ Similarly, the Yarns and the Cloth must be regarded as differ¬ 
ent,—BECAUSE THEY HAVE DIFFERENT MAKERS AND DIFFERENT 

POTENCIES,—JUST AS THE PlLLAR AND THE JAR ARE 
REGARDED AS DIFFERENT BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE 
OF CONTRADICTORY PROPERTIES.”—(561) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlus argument is formulated ns follows :—Things having different 
makers, different effects, different times, different sizes must be regarded as 
<lifferont,—just like the Pillar, the Jar and such tilings ;—the tilings under 
discussion do have different makers, different effects, different times and 
different sizes.—This Reason cannot bo said to bo * unproven ’ (‘ not 
admitted ’), or ‘ inconclusive ’. In fact, tho difference among tilings is 
always based upon the presonce of contradictory properties,—as is found 
in tho case of the Pillar, tho Jar and so forth ;—such contradictory properties 
are found in the Composite and the Component; for instance, of the Yarn, 
the maker is tho (spinning) woman, while of tho Cloth, the maker is the 
Weaver; tho Cloth—and not the Yarn,—has the capacity to removo 
cold; tho Yarns are found there before tho Cloth; hence it is prior in time, 
while tho Cloth appears later, after the operation of the Weaver; tho length 
and breadth of the Cloth are different from those of each of tho Yarns ; 
thus tho sizes of the two are different. Thus tho Reasons adduced aro not 
‘ inconclusive \ Such is the sense of tho argument.—(561) 

Having thus established the difference between the Composite and tho 
Components, the Opponent proceeds to prove the same on the strength of 
Perception also :— 

TEXTS (562-563). 

“ If THERE WERE NO GROSS SUBSTANCES, THEN THE PERCEPTION OF THE 

Tree and such things would not be possible ; because the 

Atoms are beyond the reach of the Senses ; nor would 
the term ‘ Atom ’ (Small) be possible ; because it is 
THE EXTREMELY SUBTLE THING. THAT IS SO SPOKEN 
OF IN RELATION TO A GROSS SUBSTANCE ; HENCE 
IN THE ABSENCE OF THE GROSS SUBSTANCE, 

IN RELATION TO WHAT WOULD ITS 
‘ SUBTLETY ’ BE ? ”—(562-563) 

COMMENTARY. 

If there wore no Composite Substance, there would bo the anomaly 
that there would bo no Perception at all; as the Atoms themselves are beyond 
the reach of the Senses.—In the absence of tho ‘ gross ’ thing again, tho 
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name ‘ Atom • (Small) itself would not be possible.—Why ‘ Because it is 

the extremely, etc .’—This is easy to understand.—(502-563) 

With the following Text, the Author proceeds to answer the above 
arguments (of the Realists):— 


TEXT (564). 

Ix the case op the Rock-crystal (cited above), the Rock-crystal 

IS PERCEIVED AS red IN COLOUR ; AND YET, IN REALITY, IT 
CANNOT BE RED ;—AS THAT WOULD DEMOLISH YOUR 
OWN THEORY.—(564) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been asserted that “ the Rock-crystal and such things are perceived 
even when their Qualities are not perceived ” ; but this cannot be admitted; 
Ijecause the said perception, being not in accordance with the reality, must 
bo wrong, and hence baseless. For instance, when the red Hibiscus flower 
is placed adjacent to the Rock-crystal, the latter is perceived ns Red, which 
it is not;—similarly when the Line of Cranes are perceived as Dark (in the 
dark) when they are really While. Noither of these two things—Rock- 
crystal and the Cranes—are really of the Colour as perceived;—i.e. of the 
Red or the Dark colour.—“ Why ? ”—Because that would demolish your 
own theory i.e. if they were really of the Colour that is perceived, then 
your theory, just mentioned,—that t h ings are perceived even when their 
Colour is not perceived,—would become demolished.—(564) 

The Opponent might argue that—“ the Rock-crystal itself is perceived, 
apart from the Colour ”.—This is answered in the following— 

TEXT (565). 

Apart from the Colour, nothing else is perceived of the nature 

OF SOMETHING DIFFERENT ; AND IT CANNOT BE RIGHT,—EVEN 
FOR YOU—THAT THINGS SHOULD BE APPREHENDED BY 

the Cognition of something different ; as 
THAT WOULD LEAD TO AN ABSURDITY.-(565) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, apart from the Red Colour, nothing else of the nature 
of something different,—i.e. in the shape of the ‘ Rock-crystal ’—is perceived ; 
as all that is actually perceived is the Red Colour.—If it bo urged that “ what 
is perceived as Red-coloured is the Rock-crystal itself which is not really 
red then our answer is that * it cannot be right, etc. etc.' ;—i.e. when a 
Cognition is regarded as appertaining to a particular thing, it is on the basis 
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of the form cognised ; if then, the object of the Cognition had a form other 
than tliat of the Cognition,—then Sound and other things might be tlio 
object of the Cognition of Cotour,—there being no difference betweon the two 
cases.—(565) 

Even granting that a Cognition may have for its object sometliing 
which lias a form different from that of the Cognition itself,—oven so, 
what the other party desire cannot bo accomplished.—This is what is shown 
in the following— 

TEXT (566). 

It might be possible too in that case, that it is the While Colour 
(of the Rock-crystal) itself that is actually cognised ; 
but such a Cognition would be clearly wrong,— 
like the Cognition of the Conch being 
yellow.—(566) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is, (under the view of the other party) it might be possible tliat in 
the case cited, what actually exists apart from the White Substance (Rock- 
crystal) is the White Colour, wliick is cognised as * red ’.—But even so, that 
does not prove tho existence of the Substance with the Quality.— The * cha ’ 
should bo construed os after ‘ shukladayali \ 

* The Cognition would be wrong i.e. not in strict accordance with the 
real state of tilings.—(566) 

Another instance cited by the Opponent was that of ‘ the man covered 
by a cloak ’.—That also cannot be regarded as ' Perception ’; because it is 
accompanied by a verbal expression (‘ this is a man ’), and also because it is 
indistinct. It can at best bo regarded only as on ‘ Inferential Cognition ’, 
as pertaining to the ‘ man ’ in the shape of the aggregate of Colour and other 
Qualities. So that this also does not servo to prove the existence of tho Com¬ 
posite Substance. —This is what is shown in tho following— 

TEXT (567). 

The Cognition that appears in the case of the man covered by the 

CLOAK IS INFERENTIAL, AND DOES NOT APPERTAIN TO THE Man 
AT ALL ; BECAUSE WHAT IS REALLY COGNISED IN THIS 
CASE IS THE Cloak HAVING THE SHAPE DUE 

TO THE Man.—(567) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ taddhStusannivSshasya ’ is to be expounded as 4 the 
cloak which lias the shape of which the Man,—who is only an aggregate of 
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Colour, etc.—is tho Cause —This shows that tho inferential Cognition is 
brought about by tho particular indicative mark colled tho 4 Effect ’.—(507) 

Another example cited (by the Opponent) is the notion of the 4 cloth ’ 
in reference to tho Red Cloth .—The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (56S). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, SUCH THINGS AS THE RED DYE AND THE SAFFRON* 
PRODUCE A NEW COLOUR IN THE CLOTH, ON THE DESTRUCTION 
OF THE PREVIOUS COLOUR ; BECAUSE THE CLOTH ITSELF 
IS MOMENTARY (AND ITS PREVIOUS COLOUR 
HAS PERISHED ALONG WITH IT).-(568) 

COMMENTARY. 

What happens in the case cited is that the Cloth itself being momentary, 
its previous White Colour is destroyed, and a new Colour comes into existonco 
through other causal conditions; and when this new Colour is perceived, 
there appears, on the wake of that Perception, the reflective notion pertaining 
to tho aggregate—as 4 the Cloth, the Cloth ’—with appropriate distinction ; 
and this notion (of the 4 Cloth ’) is purely illusory, without a real object. 
Thus the Cognition cited is not of the nature of Perception at all. 

Nor is it Inference ; as its object is one that has been already apprehended 
by a previous Perception, and also because it is not a Cognition brought 
about by means of an Inferential Indicative. 

Thus in the case cited there is no Colour that has been suppressed. 
—(568) 

The following might be urged “ If the original White Colour doos not 
lie hidden in the Cloth, then how is it that when the Cloth is washed, tho 
White Colour reappears ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (569). 

What happens is that out of one Colour (Red) another White 
Colour is produced through the intervention of Water 

AND SUCH OTHER THINGS J—JUST LIKE THE BLACK 
Colour of Metals.—(569) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as, in the case of Metals which have become bright white by the 
contact of Fire, tho Dark Colour is again subsequently produced,—so in tlio 
case in question also, another White Colour is produced in the Cloth. Hence 
there is no incongruity at alL—(569) 
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The following might bo urged :—“ How do you know tliat a fresh White 
Colour is produced,—and not that tho previous White Colour itself, which 
could not be perceived by reason of being suppressed, becomes perceptible 
later on, by the romoval of the suppression ? ” 

This is answered in tho following— 


TEXT (570). 

If the Colour had remained in the same condition, then there 

COULD EE NO SUPPRESSION OF IT J AS THE PREVIOUS UNSUP¬ 
PRESSED Colour would continue to exist.—(570) 

COMMENTARY. 

This argument may be formulated ns follows :—That which has nob 
abandoned its unsup pressed character cannot be suppressed by anything 
else,—just as tho snmo in its previous condition ;—and under tho suppressed 
condition also, tho original Colour has not abandoned its unsuppressed 
character; hence this would bo a proposition which is contrary to a larger 
proposition. 

On the other hand, if it bo held that, tho Colour has abandoned its 
unsuppressed character,—then it becomes established that tho Colour sub¬ 
sequently produced is different from the original Colour.—(570) 

It has been argued (undor Text 550) that “ Tho Colour differs entirely 
from the Lotus, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (571). 

The diverse ways of verbal expression wherein the Genitive 

AND DIFFERENT NUMBERS ARE USED PROCEED ENTIRELY FROM 
THE SPEAKER’S WHIM ] HENCE IT IS NOT RIGHT TO 
DETERMINE THE REAL STATE OF THINGS ON THE 
BASIS OF SUCH EXPRESSIONS.—(571) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it woro admitted that the use of the Genitive and other forms of 
verbal expression proceed precisely on tho basis of tho real state of tilings, 
then the existence of such things could be admitted on the basis of those 
expressions ; as a matter of fact, however, verbal expressions proceed entirely 
from the whim of the speakers,—and they do not depend upon the real state 
of things ; how then can they prove tho real existence of anytliing ? 

Tho use of the ‘ Genitive' reforred to is in such expressions as 1 Patosya 
riipah ‘ Colour oj the Cloth ’ [wliich, according to the other party proves the 
difference of the Cloth from the Colour]and tho use of diverse ‘ numbers ’ 



330 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER X. 


reforrcd’ to is in such expressions as ‘ Pajah ’, * Cloth * (in the Singular), 
nncl ‘ rupOdayah ’ 1 Colour and other qualities ’ (in the Plural).—The plirnse 
‘ diverse waj-s ’ is meant to include the use of the Locative,—as in the 
expression 4 Pafi rupadayah 4 Colour, etc. in the doth and such use of 
Nominal Affixes as in the expression 4 Pafasya bhdcah patatvam (where the 
Universal character of ‘Cloth’ is spoken of as different from the particular 
Cloth].—(571) 

In the following Text, the Author further reiterates the ‘ inconclusive ’ 
character of tho Reason adduced by the other party :— 

TEXT (572). 

Further, the other party do not regard the 4 existence ’ op the 
six Categories as anything different ; nor is any single 

* GROUP ’ OF THEM ADMITTED.—(572) 


COMMENTARY. 

There are such expressions used as ‘ sanndm padarthanam astilvam', 

tko existence of the Six Categories ’, 4 sanndm vargah ’, ‘ tho group of six ’,_ 

where tho Genitive forms are used, oven though there is no real difference 
between the two factors (the Categories and their existence, or the Categories 
and their group). You do not admit any such thing as 4 existence apart 
from the Six 4 Categories ’ themselves. 

This is only by way of illustration. In fact, in such words as 4 ddraJP, 
' sikatdh ’ and the like, even though the Plural number is used, we do not 
perceive a multiplicity of tho things ( wife or sand). 

As a matter of fact, tlio 4 svatva ’, 4 self-hood ’, of a tiling is not regarded 
as a distinct category.—(572) 


In the following text, the Author anticipates tho answer of the 
Opponont:— 

TEXT (573). 

If it be said that—“ The existence of the Six Categories is held 

TO BE THE PROPERTY SUBSISTING IN WHAT IS AN OBJECT MADE 
known by a Means of Right Cognition ”,—then, in that 
CASE, THIS WOULD HAVE TO BE DISTINCT FROM THE 
Six THAT YOU POSTULATE. —(573) 


COMMENTARY. 

“ Whafc is meanC »s that the 4 existence ’ of the Six Categories is a distinct 
property consisting in their being cognisable of such Means of Right Cognition 
as apprehend existing things;—so that there is no discrepancy in ou r 
Premiss ” ;—this is the sense of the Opponent’s answer. 
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Tho answer to this is—‘ In that case, etc., etc.' ; —‘ Distinct ’—i.e. a 
distinct Category ; i.o. it becomes a seventh ‘ Category *; and this would 
militate against tho doctrine of tho ‘ Six Categories \—(573) 

Says the other party—“This is what wo readily admit ; hence it 
does not vitiate our argument.” 

How is it then that you have declared the Categories to bo six only 1 

Tho answer to this question is anticipated and answered in the following— 


TEXTS (574-575). 

“ The Six that have been postulated are things with Properties, 
and the Properties are certainly admitted by us to be distinct 

FROM THEM.”—If THIS IS SAID (BY THE OTHER PARTY), THEN (WE 
ASK)—WHAT IS THE RELATION THAT IS HELD TO SUBSIST 
BETWEEN THE CATEGORIES AND THE PROPERTIES ? 

This relation cannot be that of ‘Conjunction 
AS THIS IS RESTRICTED TO SUBSTANCES ALONE 
(under the Nyaya-v iew) ; nor is the 

OTHER RELATION, THAT OF ‘INHERENCE’, 

POSSIBLE ; AND NO OTHER RELATION 
IS ACCEPTED BY THE OTHER 

Party.—(574-575) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The ‘ Six Categories ’ that have been postulated are only those that 
have Properties ; while the ‘ Six Categories * in the shape of the Properties 
ore hold to be quite distinct; as is found in tho following words of the 
Pad&rtJiapruvishaka —‘ This mention has been made of only the things with 
properties, without any mention of the Properties 

Tho answer to tins explanation of tho other party is provided by the 
words—‘ Then what is the relation, etc., etc.' ;— Relation— of tho Property in 
the sliapo of Existence, etc.—with ‘ those ’—i.e. the Categories what is that 
relation by virtue of which Existence becomes the ‘property’ of the Categories ? 
Without some sort of relation the character of ‘ Property and With 
Property' would not be possible ; otherwise it would lead to tho absurdity of 
everything being the Property of everything. As a matter of fact, thcro is no 
relation between the Property of Existence and the Categories. Because there 
are only two kinds of Relation—Conjunction ond Inherenco. The relation of 
Conjunction is not possible in the case in question, bccauso being of the nature 
of Quality, Conjunction is restricted to Substances only [and Substance is 
only one of the Six Categories; all thoso latter, therefore, cannot have Con¬ 
junction with tho Property of Existence].— Nor can the relation be one of 
the nature of Inherence, because it is held to be one only, like ‘ Existence 
itself ; while if the relation of ‘ Inherence ’ subsisted between Inherence and 
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the Categories, then the former * Inherence * should have to be regarded as 
different from tlvo latter [and this would involve self-contradiction],— 
(574-575) 

It might be argued that “ tlio Property of Existence could belong to 
the Categories without any relation ”,—The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (576). 

If no Relation is possible, then how could the Property belong 

to the Categories ?—If it were held to belong to them 
MERELY ON THE GROUND OF ITS BEING PRODUCED 
BY THEM, THEN THERE WOULD BE OTHERS 
ALSO LIKE IT.—(576) 

COMMENTARY. 

So that it would lead to an absurdity. 

If it be lield that tho Property is said to be related to the Six Categories, 
on account of its being produced by them,—then, there are other things 
also,—such as Water and the like—which would be ‘ like it *—i.e. related 
to tilings like the Tank and such things, merely on tliat ground ‘ of being 
produced by them’; and under the circumstances, tho postulating of Relations 
in the shape of * Conjunction * and ‘ Inherence ’ would be futile.—(576) 

TEXT (577). 

Further, as there would be * existence ’ of the Existence also, the 

INCOMPATIBLE (GENITIVE) ENDING WOULD BE INCOMPATIBLE 
WITH it; AND IF THERE WERE existence OF THAT 

Existence also, and so forth, there 

WOULD BE NO END TO IT.—(577) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, even granting that the Property of ‘ Existence * bolongs to the 
Six Categories,—your Reason remains defective (false, inconclusive). For 
instance, that Existence itself would have existence, as it is an Entity; how 
then could thero be the Genitive ending in the expression ‘existence 
of Existence which (as you say) is based on difference ?—If it be held that 
there is yet another existence of the Existence, then there is an Infinito 
Regress.—(577) 

Says the Opponent:—“ When it is found necessary and desirable, 
‘ Infinite Regress ’ cannot be a defect that can justify tho rejection of the 
Premiss 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (578). 

Thus in alt, these ‘ Existences ’, the character of ‘ being with 
property’ would be due to the presence therein of 
another property ; and in the case of Substance 
AND THE REST ALSO, THE CHARACTER OF * BEING 
WITH PROPERTY ’ HAS BEEN ACCEPTED ON 
THE SAME BASIS.—(578) 

COMMENTARY. 

In each one of theso Existences (ad infinitum), the character of ‘ being 
with property ’ would bo due to the presence therein of the properties coming 
ono after the other; and under the circumstances, the assertion that ‘these 
Six Categories alone are with property ’ would not be correct; as thero would 
lxt many other tilings also (in the shape of the Existences), apart from tho 
Six Categories, which would bo with properly. Such is the sense of tho 
argument. 

It might be argued that—“ what are said to be six only are those tilings 
that are always with properly only [while others are with property and also 
are themselves property') ”. 

But there is nothing in this explanation. As, under this explanation, 
Quality, Action, Universal, Individuality and Inherence could not be men¬ 
tioned therein, os these are not always with properly only, they are of tho 
nature of property also,—as all theso subsist in the Substance. 

‘ On the same basis ’;—i.o. because of the presence of other properties. 

The Opponont says :—“ Tho existence of tho Six Categories consists in 
their Cognisabilily by the Means of Cognising existing things ; and tliis Cog- 
nisability is in the form of the Cognition which lias the Six Categories for 
its objoct; as it is only when this Cognition is present that they are regarded 
as ‘ existent ’. Thus ‘ cognisability ’ is produced by Cognition and ‘ pre- 
dicability * is produced by Predication ; so tlint the use of the Genitive 
Ending—based upon difference,—becomes quito possible. Nor is thore an 
Infinite Regress; nor the contingency of Categories other than the six 
(postulated by us).” 

This also is a moro figment of tho Opponent’s imagination. If the 
things in question are in their essence of the nature of a Category (Thing) 
capable of effective action, then, as being capable of effective action, they 
must bo Categories (Things); this being conceded, if they arc spoken of by¬ 
words with case-endings connoting difference,—in such expressions as ‘the 
existence of these ’,—only to meet the enquiry as to their being other forms 
of Categories,—then what is tho dispute between us ? Because though its 
character is really not-different, yet having withdrawn that character from 
it, if the speaker were to speak of it as if it wero different, —then there would 
be no dispute ; because the use of words depends entirely upon the speaker’s 
whim,—as is found in the caso of characters created in concocted stories, 
where extreme degrees of beauty and other qualities are assumed and 
describod.—(578) 
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It has been argued by the other party (under Text 561, above) tliut 
“ the Yams and the Cloth aro distinct things, because their makers and 
potencies oro different, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (579-5S0). 

If it is the difference of the Cloth from the very first yarns 

THAT IS SOUGHT TO BE PROVED,—THEN THERE IS THE IRRESISTIBLE 
DEFECT OF ' FUTILITY \ THOSE OTHER YARNS ALSO 
THAT APPEAR LATER ON, IN ANOTHER STATE 
(FORM), CAPABLE OF A PARTICULAR KIND 
OF USEFUL ACTION,—ARE NOT ENTIRELY 
DIFFERENT IN CHARACTER FROM THOSE 
FIRST YARNS.—(579-580) 

COMMENTARY. 

If what you aro seeking to establish is the difference of the Cloth from 
those first yarns which have not yet acquired the name of 4 Cloth ’,—then 
you aro proving what is already admitted. In fact, all things being 
momentary, it is admitted by us that tlie later yams which subsequently 
come to bo called 4 Cloth ’ aro actually produced from thoso first yarns,— 
though (as a matter of fact) it is not possible for one thing to be produced 
out of another totally different from it.—(579-580) 

If, on the other hand, what is sought to be proved is the difference 
of the Cloth from those yams that have come into existence at the same 
time as the Cloth,—then, tho Reasons adduced are such as are not admitted, 
4 Unproven ’«—This is what is shown in the following— 

TEXTS (581-583). 

THE INTENTION BEING TO INDICATE THEIR USE IN THE ACCOMPLISHMENT 
OF A SINGLE PURPOSE,—IF EACH YARN WERE SPOKEN OF SEPARATELY, 
THEN THERE WOULD BE THE DEFECTS OF (o) PROLIXITY, ( b ) INCAPACITY, 

and (c) Futility;—with a view to avoid these, thinking that 

THERE WOULD BE SIMPLICITY OF USAGE IF ALL THE YARNS WERE MEN¬ 
TIONED BY A SINGLE NAME, PEOPLE MAKING USE OF WORDS HAVE 
BROUGHT FORTH THE SINGLE TERM AND APPLIED IT TO THE YARNS.— 
But THESE (YARNS) DO NOT SERVE TO PROVE THE Cloth, WHICH IS 
SYNCHRONOUS WITH THOSE YARNS, AS HAVING A DIFFERENT MAKER 
AND DIFFERENT POTENCIES AND DIFFERENT SIZE.- (581-583) 

COMMENTARY. 


If the Cloth existing at the same time as the yams were at the time 
actually known as something different from the yams, then, in comparison 
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with the yarns, it might be recognised as having the clxaracters of having 
a different mokor and the rest (which have been put forward by the other 
party); as it is, however, that Cloth itself is not known us something different 
from the yarns; as it is tlxis vory difference that the other party lias pro¬ 
ceeded to establish. The mere presence of the two different names—* Cloth ’ 
and ‘ Yarns ’—does not necessarily prove tho two things to bo different, as 
different names may bo uppliod to tho same tiling for various othor purposes. 
For instance, some particular yarns, having ronclied a certain condition, 
become capablo of accomplisliing the useful purpose of keeping off cold ; 
and there may be other yarns—which, for instnneo, liavo just left the hands 
of tho spinning women,—which aro not so capable. And with a view to 
indicate that the former yarns aro capable of accomplisliing a single purpose, 
the single term * Cloth ’ is applied to them by people speaking of them, 
specially for the purpose of avoiding confusion; even though, in reality the 
Cloth is not anything different from tho yams. 

Question : —“ Why, then, is a single term applied at all ? ” 

Answer : —If each of the yarns were spoken of separately,—i.e. if each 
yarn were spoken of one by one,—then, there would be the following dofocts:— 

(a) Prolixity ; i.e. as many words will liavo to be used as there aro things 
capablo of accomplishing the same purpose ; and this would bo too prolix ; 

(b) Incapacity ; it will not bo possiblo to ascertain tho specific forms of 
each individual; this is what is meant by incapacity ;—(c) Futility: 
speaking of them as having some imaginary common form, it is better to 
speak of them by a single word ; and hence thoro is no use in spoaking of each 
of them separately.—On the other hand, if they aro all spoken of as a whole, 
there is tho distinct advantage that usage becomos simplified. Just as 
singlo comprehensive words aro used in speaking of all things by such all- 
comprehensive names as ‘ World ’, ‘ Three-Worlds \ ‘ Universe ’ and so forth. 
Exactly of tho some kind is tho name ‘ Cloth ’ (os comprehending all tho 
yarns). 

Tho compound ‘ vibhinna, etc. ’ is to bo oxpounded by making a copula¬ 
tive compound between ‘ Karlr ' and * Samarthya, etc. \ and then taking tliis 
copulative compound as qualified by the term ‘ vibhinna *.—(581-583) 

It has boon argued (under Text 462, above) that—“ if there were no 
gross Substance, the perception of tho Tree and such things would not be 
possiblo ; etc., etc.”—This is answored in the following— 


TEXT (584). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THOSE ATOMS THAT HAVE COME INTO EXISTENCE 
AS MUTUALLY HELPFUL,—ARE NOT BEYOND THE SENSES ; AS 
THEY ARE WITHIN REACH OF THE SENSES.—(584) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho fact of Atoms being beyond the roach of the senses is not admittod ; 
because such Atoms as have attained a certain condition are actually porcepti- 
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ble by tho senses.—In fact, it is for people who regard Atoms as eternal, 
that the appearance of peculiar features in the Atoms being impossible, 
they would bo always beyond the reach of the senses ;—not so for us. 

4 Anyonydbhisarah '—‘ as mutually helpful ’,—i.e. as helping each other. 
-H584) 

The following text also shows that Atoms are perceptible by the senses:— 


TEXT (585). 

The ‘ Blue ’ and other shapes have be ex postulated in regard 
to the Atoms themselves ; and the Visual and other 
Cognitions also serve to manifest only those 
Blue and other shapes.—(585) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—“ Atoms are l>eld to exist in a sequential form—one after the 
other ,—and certainly they ore not 4 perceived ’ in that form ; fclion how can 
they be said to be jterceplible ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (586). 

Though they are not perceived in the sequential form,—yet 
theer perceptibility cannot be denied,—it being similar to 
that op Drinks and other things.—(586) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho term * adhyaksatabddhd » may be taken as a genitive Talpuiusa 
compound, meaning — 4 non-denial of Perceptibility ’or it may not bo 
treated as a compound but two separate words — 4 adhyak$ata ’ and 4 ahadha ’, 
—tho meaning being 4 Perceptibility is undeniable ’; i.e. there being no 
annulment of it, it cannot be denied. 

4 It being similar, etc. *;—i.e. its perceptibility remains as undenied as 
tho perceptibility of Drinks and other things. For instance, in the case of a 
4 Drink \ the 4 Taptopala ’ (! Heated or Burnt, Stone, a medicinal pre¬ 
paration), the 4 Sutahima * [? Quick-silver and gold, another medicinal pre¬ 
paration, the Makaradhvaja !], and such things,—wliere the constituent 
atoms are of mixed characters (tastes), they are actually perceived as such. 
In tho case of these things, there is no 4 composite substance ’ (apart from the 
constituent Atoms), the things consisting of heterogeneous elements. In 
fact, if the Composite were something different from the Atoms, no conjunc¬ 
tion among them could be visible; because the substratum of such conjunction 
—i.e. the Atoms—are unseen (ex hypothesi); and if even one of the factors 
of tho Conjunction is not visible, the Conjunction cannot be perceived; o.g. 
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the conjunction between the Jar and the Ghost; and the conjunction between 
the Solar Disc and parts of spaco and of Akdsha. Such being the case, 
where all the conjuncts—in tho shape of Atoms,—are imperceptible, how 
can the Conjunction subsisting in them be perceptible ?— (586) 

Question :—“ Thus then, tho whole matter being uncertain, how can the 
perceptibility of Atoms bo accepted as reasonable ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (5S7). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, IN THE MATTER OF THE PERCEPTION OF 
ALL THINGS,—WHICH EXIST ONLY IN THE FORM OF mutual 
exclusion (negation), —there is the same uncertainty 

IN REGARD TO all THEIR CHARACTERS AND 

FORMS.—(5S7) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under tho view of the other Philosophers also, whenever anything is 
apprehendod by Perception, there is no certainty in regard to all tho forms 
and characters of that thing; what happens is that it is regarded as per¬ 
ceived to that extent which servos to differentiate it from other things,— 
and not all its forms and characters. Because oven if other factors wore 
perceived, thore would be no certainty regarding them, and theso would bo 
of no practical use, and as such, would be as good as not-pcrceived. 

‘ The same uncertainly ’ ;—i.o. as in the case of the approhended tiling. 
—(587) 

Says tho Opponent:—“ Inasmuch as tilings are impartite,—and 
everything is actually perceived in its complete form,—why should there be 
no certainty regarding tho whole Tiling ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (583). 

Even though, the Thing being impartite, its character is appre¬ 
hensible only by Indeterminate Perception , yet there is 

DEFINITE (CERTAIN) COGNITION OF ITS DIFFERENTIA¬ 
TION (FROM OTHER THINGS) J AND IT IS THIS 
DEFINITE COGNITION THAT IS UNDER¬ 
STOOD TO BE THE CAUSE (OF 
CERTAINTY).—(588) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Ak$a ’ is that which pertains to the senses ; i.e. perceptional cognition ;— 
and this is qualified by tho term ‘ akalpana 1 indeterminate ’;—though 
it is apprehensible by indeterminate Sonso-perception, yet etc., etc. 
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• There is definite ( certain) cognition of Us differentiation' ;—i.o. certainty 
as regards its being differenttho cause of this consists in Repetition, 
Close Proximity, vividness of conviction of difference, and so forth. As a 
matter of fact, more Apprehension by itself docs not bring about certainty, 
which is brought about with the l>elp of repetition, etc. also. Hence the 
meaning is that there is certainty where all tliese conditions are present. 

All this wo have said on the supposition (for tlie sake of argument) 
that Atoms exist and also the external object is actually cognised by Percep¬ 
tion; as a matter of fact however, for the Idealist, there is no external object, in 
tho shape of Blue and the like, cognised by Perception ; because in dreams and 
other such conditions, there is perception of such things as the Blue, even 
though such things have no existence at the time; and this fact makes tho 
ordinary perception of such things also at least doubtful; specially as tho 
form of the ‘ Blue ’ being devoid of the nature of one or many, its cognition 
must be of the naturo of an illusory appearance.—Nor are tho Atoms admitted 
as existent; because they exist in sequential succession,—and as they vary in 
regard to the point of space occupied by them, they cannot be regarded as 
one. Under the circumstances, in view of such an Atom, how can it bo 
asserted that Atoms are porcoptiblo as having the Blue Colour, and that tho 
sequence lias no significance, being imposed upon it from outside—through 
illusion ?—(588) 

Tho Opponent might argue that—“ if there wore no Composite substance, 
how could a man with open eyes have the notion of ‘ one mountain ’ in 
reference to what are only so many Atoms ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (589). 

Just as in the case op the Lamp it is only a series of similar 

FLAMES WHICH BRINGS ABOUT THE ILLUSION (OF ITS BEING One) ] 

SO [IN THE CASE OP THE MOUNTAIN ALSO], THERE IS 
AN ILLUSION OP UNITY, EVEN THOUGH WHAT ARE 
REALLY COGNISED ARE SEVERAL SUBTLE 
ENTITIES APPEARING IN CLOSE JUXTA¬ 
POSITION.—(589) 

COMMENTARY. 

In such things as the Lamp, it is the series of successively appearing 
similar flames that give rise to the illusion of there being ‘ one lamp \— 
though in reality there are several flames,—in the same manner, in the case 
of the mountain, what aro really cognised are many small and smaller entities 
appearing in close juxtaposition, and this gives rise to the illusion of * ono • 
ness So that there is no incongruity at alL—(589) 

Question : —“ If then, the Atoms are not perceived as distinct from ono 
another, how do they become perceptible ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (590). 

If the Perceptibility of Atoms is not admitted because of their 

BEING NOT-DIKFERENTIATED, THEN HOW IS IT SEEN IN THE 

case of the Lamp and such things ? Or, is the 
Composite held to be of that 
kind ?—(590) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it is hold that what cannot be cognised in differentiated form cannot 
be perceptible, then, how is it that perceptibility is found in the Lamp, wherein 
also the individual flames appearing in quick succession cannot be 
differentiated ?—Or is it that the Composite only is a thing that is jierccptible, 
even though its components are not differentiated ? The rouson thus put 
forward by tho Opponent is inconclusive.—(590) 

The following Text advises the other Party as to the way in which he 
should level his criticism :— 


TEXTS (591-592). 

All that can • be urged is—“ On the definite Cognition of 

these (Atoms), how is it that it is not realised that 
WHAT IS PERCEIVED AS Dim IS THE FORM OF THE Atoms ? ” 

—But that also cannot be the cause ; because 
the Cognition in question cannot be with¬ 
out AN OBJECT ; AND YET IT CANNOT HAVE FOR 
ITS OBJECT a single gross object, as there 
is incompatibility between gross- 
ness and one-ness. —(591-592) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ These *—i.e. of tho Atoms. 

‘ That also cannot be the Cause etc., etc. — i.e. the fact of the Atoms 
being perceived as differentiated from one another cannot bo tho cause— 
of the fact that the Blue colour is not perceived as belonging to the Atoms ; 
because the certainty regarding this can bo got at from other sources. For 
instance, the upholder of the ‘ External Tiling ’ cannot hold a Cognition to 
bo dovoid of an object; if he did admit it, then liis view would come to bo 
tho view of pure 4 Idealism ’. 

Under the circumstances, the Colour, etc. which form the objects of 
the Cognition, and appear therein in the gross form,— is it one or many ? If 
one, is it composed of the components, or not so composed ? In either 
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of these two forms, it cannot be one, as that would be incompatible with 
Perception.—(591-592) 

Question “ What is that * incompatibility (with Perception) ? ” 
Answer — 


TEXTS (593-594). 

Ip the gross object were of the nature of one only, then on even 

TART OF IT BEING COVERED BY THE LITTLE LEG OF A FLEA, ALL 
OF IT WOULD BECOME COVERED, WITHOUT ANY DISTINCTION ; 

—AND ON ONE PART OP IT BEING REDDENED, ALL 
OF IT WOULD BECOME COLOURED RED.—Or, ON 
THE CONTRARY, THE PRESENCE OF INCOM¬ 
PATIBLE PROPERTIES WOULD INDICATE 

multiplicity. —(593-594) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the gross object were one, then the covering of ono part of it would 
moan the covering of all of it, and the colouring of ono part would mean 
tlie colouring of all; as, according to yo\ir view, there would be no difforonco 
between the covered and uncovered parts, or between the coloured and un- 
coloured parts. And yet it is not possible for any single object to be poss¬ 
essed of contradictory properties,—as that would lead to absurdities. Thus 
the whole universe would become a single substance ; and this would involve 
all the anomalies of simultaneous production of things and the rest. As a 
matter of fact too, the covering of one part is not seen to lead to the 
covering of all. Thus the said view is clearly incompatible with perceived 
facts. 

It is incompatible with Inference also: For instance, that which is 
obsessed by contradictory properties cannot be one, —e.g. the Cow and the 
Buffalo;—the gross object is found to be obsessed by the contradictory 
properties of being perceived and not perceived, as being ‘ covered ’ and 
4 not covered *;—hence there is found in it the contrary of the wider 
condition, [which makes one-ness impossible].—The contingency of the whole 
universe becoming one would be an Inference that would annul the notion 
[of the said one-ness of the gross object].—(593-594) 

Uddyotakara has argued as follows—“ As there can be no diversity in 
any one thing, the term * all * cannot be rightly applied to it; then how can 
there be the use of the term ‘ all on tlie basis whereof all (sarva) of it could 
be said to be covered ! ” 

This objection is expounded in the following— 
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TEXT (595). 

“ Inasmuch as the object is of one uniform character, to what 

WOULD THE USE OF THE TERM ‘ 8ari'(l ’ (‘ ALL ’) BE DUE ? 

Because that term denotes more than one 
individual thing, while the Composite IS 
not of the nature of many in¬ 
dividuals.”—(595) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ As a matter of fact, the term ‘ all ’ denotes many —more than one— 
things ; while the Composite is not many ; how then can the term ‘ all ’ lx> 
used in reference to it—in such an assertion as ‘all of it would become 
covered ’ ? ”—(595) 

This argument is answered in tho following— 


TEXTS (596-598). 

It is only such things as are well known in the world,—SUCH AS 
Cloth, Body, Mountain and so forth,—that have been mentioned 
by you as ‘ Composites *;—and as a matter of fact, all men 

MAKE USE OF SUCH EXPRESSIONS AS ‘ THE CLOTH IS RED—ALL OF IT 

—WHOLE OF IT—IN ITS TOTALITY—COMPLETELY ’,—ENTIRELY ON 
THE BASIS OF THEIR WHIM.—THUS THE USE OF VERBAL EXPRES¬ 
SIONS BEING DEPENDENT UPON THE WHIM OF THE SPEAKER, 

WE ALSO MAKE USE OF THE EXPRESSION * all OF THE 
OBJECT WOULD BE REDDENED ’ ; BECAUSE THERE 
CAN BE NO CHECK UPON SPEAKERS.— (596-598) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is just the well-known tilings,—-like tho Cloth, the Body and so forth, 
—that have been put forward by you as ‘ composites ’ ; and in regard to all 
these tilings tho use of such terms as ‘ one ’ and ‘ all ’ is also well known ; 
e.g. people are found saying ‘all of this cloth lias been coloured * and so 
forth—Such boing tho whim of speakers,—when there is a desire to speak 
of the colouring of things like the cloth-piece which occupy a larger space, 
we also, on the basis of tho ordinary notion, make uso of the said expression, 
for tho purpose of bringing out the incongruity involved in your view. 

Further, this criticism is applicable to yourself, who regard the gross 
object as one, —not to us ; because wo do not regard the gross object to be 
one .—(59G-598) 

The following might be urged— 1 “Tho said criticism cannot apply to 
us either, because (according to us) tho application of tho name ‘ Cloth ’ to its 
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component, yarns is only indirect, figurative, based upon their boing its 
cause ; so that the use of terms like ‘ all ’ would be all right 

The answer to tliis is provided in the following— 

TEXT (599). 

Ip the name be said to be figurative (indirect), then there should 

BE DIFFERENCE IN NUMBER. THERE LS ALSO NO DIFFERENCE 
IN THE COGNITION, WHICH IS ADMITTED BY BOTH 
(THOUGH DIRECTLY AND INDIRECTLY).-(599) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it is os you say, then tlicre should be * difference in number ’; i.o. 
in all cases, tlie Plural numbor should be used—' all Cloths are coloured *; 
you do not consider it right to use the Singular number in regard to things 
that are tnany. 

It might be argued that—“ when the term ‘ Cloth ’ is used in regard to 
the component yarns, it is in accordance with the number of the composite 
object, which term ‘Cloth’ therefore does not abandon the gender and 
number of what is denoted by it 

But tliis also cannot be right; this is what is shown in the second line— 
• There is also no difference, etc. etc .'; if the applying of the name ‘ Cloth ’ 
is figurative (indirect), then the distinction betwoon tho cognition of what is 
direct and what is indirect would be only a halting one ; because as a matter of 
fact, thoro is no difference. For instance, whon the expression is used as ‘ all 
of the cloth is coloured the idea that it produces is not that ‘ what is 
coloured is not the Cloth, but the yams that are its constituent cause \ 

The particlo ‘ tcha' in the Text implies, the following argument:— 
You do not admit that the Cloth, being only one, is denoted by tho term * all’; 
how then can the term ‘ all without the term ‘ Cloth bo applied to tho 
components, on tho basis of the Number of tho Cloth 1 

Or, the second line may be explained as follows :—Tho ‘ bhlda ', diversity, 
of the Cognition, is not present in what are regarded as ‘direct’ and 
‘ indirect ’; i.e. different colours are not found in the yams and tho Cloth, 
in tho way in which they are found among Colour, Taste, and other things; 
and when the forms of tho two are not found to be different, they cannot 
be regarded as direct and indirecL —(599) 

Tho following Text introduces the answer given by Sharikarasvdmin :— 

TEXT (600). 

“ Inasmuch as Conjunction is not all-embracing in its character, 

THE COLOURING CANNOT BELONG TO ALL THE CLOTH ; NOR 
IS THE WHOLE FOUND TO BE COVERED.”—(600) 

COMMENTARY. 

He argues as follows:—“ The colour spoken of as belonging to the 
Cloth is of the nature Conjunction (contact) with such colouring substances 
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as the red dye, saffron and so forth ; and Conjunction is a quality that is not 
all-embracing ; hence when one (part) is coloured, the whole docs not becomo 
coloured.—Similarly when one part of the body is covered by the Cloth, the 
whole body does not become covered.—(600) 

The following Text show's that tins explanation is not right 


TEXTS (601-002). 

When the Substance has no parts, what form would be there 

THAT WOULD NOT BE EMBRACED (BY THE CONJUNCTION) ? Tf SUCH AN 
(UNEMBRACED) FORM OF THE SUBSTANCE REMAINED THERE, 

THEN DIVERSITY BECOMES ESTABLISHED.—EXISTENCE IN 
SEVERAL TLACES IS NOT POSSIBLE FOR ANY SINGLE 

OBJECT. Hence it becomes established that 

THINGS LIKE THE CLOTH ARE DIFFERENT 
IN FORM FROM THE ATOMS (COMPOSING 

them).—( 601 - 602 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Cloth is a single substance, then in such an importite substance, 
what is it that would not bo embraced by the Red Colour, by virtue of which 
the contact of the colour would bo not-pervasivc ? If it is admitted that there 
is something loft unpervaded by the colour, then that alone suffices to establish 
difference botweon the two parts,—as it would bo impossible for the mutually 
contradictory pervaded and unpervaded parts to belong to one and the same 
tiling. Nor would it bo possible to explain tliat one part—the ono covered 
by tho Colour,—is larger than the other; becauso the thing has no parts. Other¬ 
wise, as all such diverse things as Water, Animal, Elephant and tho like 
would bo equally one only, there would be no difference among thorn and 
hence there could bo no such differentiation as that between ‘ large ’ and 

‘ small \ , 

“ Tho difference would be duo to the ono being mado up of a larger 

number of component parts than the other.” 

In that case, those parts themsolves, appearing in larger or^ smallor 
numbers, may be the basis of the notions of ‘ gross ’ and 1 subtle ’—what 
is the uso of postulating a ‘ composite ’ made up of those components, 
specially when these latter have not been found to be effective at all ? 

As a matter of fact, oven when there are large and small number of 
component parts in tilings, that cannot constitute a difference among the 
composites themselves, as these latter are impartito; so that there can bo 
no basis for differentiation into 1 gross * and * subtle \ If the difference 
were held to be basod upon tho larger and smaller number of components, 
that would only imply tho admission of tho components, as tho notion of 
‘ gross ’ and ‘ subtle ’ would bo applicable to these alone ; and that would 
mean that tho Atom is the only entity ; nothing apart from the Atom, either 
gross or subtle, being perceived at all. 
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Then again, wliat is the meaning of the assertion that “ Conjunction is not 
all-pervasive ” ?—If it means that it does not pervade over aU (whole) of the 
substance,—then it cannot be right; because it lias been held that the term 
* all ’ cannot apply to the substance.—If it means that “ Conjunction sub¬ 
sists only in a part of its substratum ”,—that also cannot be right; as there 
can bo no 4 part ’ of it.—It may be said that what is meant Is tliat “ it subsists 
in a component making up tlio substance” ;—if that be so, tlion, inasmuch as 
what lias been coloured are only the components (where alone the contact 
of the Dye subsists), the colour of the composite would not bo red at all; 
so that what should be perceived should be coloured and not-coloured, at one 
and the same time.—Further, what is called ‘ the component making up the 
substance —if that is of the same form as the composite itself,—thon the 
Conjunction that would subsist there would also subsist only in a part of that 
component (as Conjunction is non-pervasive, ex hypothesi) ; so that the objec¬ 
tion would be equally applicable to this also.—If, on the other hand, tho 
component be held to be of the form of the Atom, then, inasmuch os Atoms 
are boyond tho reach of the senses, the Conjunction subsisting therein would 
also bo beyond tho reach of the senses; so that there could be no perception 
of the Red colour at all. 

The Opponent might argue thus :—“ Pervasion is tho name given to that 
character whereby the shape of the finger is perceived only on the perception 
of tho whole finger; hence when Conjunction is 3aid to be nol-pervasive, 
what is meant is that in its case it is not that it is perceived only on tho 
perception of its substratum 

This is not right. As a matter of fact. Conjunction is never perceived 
while its substratum is not perceived; o.g. tho Conjunction between the Jar 
and the Ghost (which is not perceived because the Ghost is not seen). Thus 
then, under this explanation, the colour also would not be perceived; it 
should be regarded to bo perceptible only when its substratum Is perceived ; 
and hence that also would be pervasive in character. 

Says the Opponent:—“ Even when tl» substance inhering (subsisting) 
in the other un-coloured components is perceived, there is no perception of 
the colour, which consists in Conjunction; hence even when its substratum 
(in tho form of tho substance) is perceived, the Conjunction is not perceived 
(and this is what makes it non-pervasive in character] 

This is not right. In tliis way, there being only one substance inhering 
in components some of which are coloured and some un-coloured, —even 
though a component might be coloured, tlie Colour would be not-perceived 
(in the Tiling) through that perception of colour; because oven though the 
substratum would be perceptible, tho colour would be imperceptible. Nor is 
there any other way of perceiving the Conjunction, except the perception of 
its substratum. 

From all this it follows that there is no * object ’ which is of one form. 
Even when of various forms,—on the strength of being itself,—tho difference 
can lie only in the form of the aggregation of Atoms ; specially as the number 
of possible components can never be one. 

Thus it is proved that the Jar and such things exist only in the form of 
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Atoms ; and lienee the Blue nnd the rest fonn the shape of the Atoms ; there 
being no other ‘ single object * possible.—( 601 - 602 ) 

It has been argued above (under Text 562) tliat “ there could bo no such 
word as Atom 

The following Text supplies the answer to this :— 


TEXT (603). 

It IS ONLY PEOPLE WHO HAVE NOT UNDERSTOOD THE REAL NATURE OF 
THINGS THAT CONCEIVE OF ‘ ONE t/lOSS ' ; AND IT IS ON THE BASIS 
OF THIS ASSUMPTION THAT THE TERM ‘ ATOM ’ IS 

USED.— (603) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 It is on the basis, etc., etc.' —i.e. theso people are dependent upon the 
slight thread of the said assumption.—(603) 

Another answer is supplied in tho following— 


TEXT (604). 

OR, THE NAME ‘ ATOM *, AS APPLIED TO WHAT HAS BEEN DESCRIBED, 
MAY BE TAKEN AS BASELESS, DEPENDENT UPON MERE CONVEN¬ 
TION ; JUST AS THE NAME * LORD ’ IS APPLIED TO 
ONE WHO HAS NO PROPERTY AT ALL.—(604) 

COMMENTARY. 

' As applied, etc. etc.', —i.e. to what is impartito, and has no resistance. 
Just ns oven tho poor man is praised as 4 tho Lord \ whore the name ' lord ’ 
is applied without any basis, on tho strength of moro convention or custom,— 
so also is the use of the name 4 Atom \ So that there is no incongruity at 
all.—(604) 

It has thus been established in a general way that there can bo no singlo 
gross substance, either made up, or not made up, of component parts. The 
Author now proceeds to point out the woak points in tho notion of that 
of which tho composite is held to be made up :— 

TEXTS (605-606). 

(A) Such things as the Yarns and the Hand and other Limbs 

CANNOT BE PERMEATED BY ANY SINGLE ‘ COMPOSITE — BECAUSE 
THEY ARE MORE THAN ONE,—LIKE SUCH WELL-KNOWN 

things as Straw, Hut and Jar.— 
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Or (B)—The substance nr question cannot subsist nr several 

COMPONENTS,—BECAUSE IT IS ONE,—LIKE THE ATOM.—AND (C) 

Impossibility of subsistence would be the proof 
ANNULLING THE OTHER PARTY’S PROPOSITION. 

-(605-606) 

COMMENTARY. 

The arguments are to be formulated as follows :— 

(A) That which is diverse cannot be permeated by a single substance,— 
e.g. tho Jar, the Hut and many other things which are many are not per- , 

meated by any single substance;—the components in question, such as 
the yams, the Hand and other Limbs of the body and so forth, are diverse ;— 
hence there is found in these a character which is contrary to tho larger term 
of tho Opponent’s proposition (i.e. to the components being permeated by 
the single composite). • 

Or, (B) What is one must subsist in a single substance,—like the single 
Atom ;—and tho substance called ‘ composite * is one;—hence there is 
found a character incompatible with tho larger predicate of the Opponent’s 
proposition.—-This is an argument in the form of a reductio ad absurdum. 

(C) In support of both the above arguments, the author adduces a 
proof annulling tho contrary of the Buddhist’s conclusion—‘ Impossibility of 
subsistence, etc. etc. —i.o. the fact that the subsistence of the composite in 
the components cannot be explained on the basis of any means of Right 
Cognition serves to annul the conclusion (of the other party).—(605-606) 

Question: —“ Why should there be this impossibility ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (607-608). 

(If the Composite subsisted in the Components] it could subsist 

in one Component , either exactly in the form in which it , 

subsists in another Component, or in some other form. 

NO THIRD WAY IS POSSIBLE.—IT IS NOT POSSIBLE FOR 
IT TO SUBSIST IN ONE EXACTLY IN THE FORM IN 
WHICH IT SUBSISTS IN ANOTHER ; BECAUSE IT 
IS ALREADY EMBRACED WITHIN ITS FOLD 
. BY THE LATTER. If IT WERE NOT 

SO, THEN IT WOULD NOT BE SUB¬ 
SISTING IN THAT EITHER.— 

(607-608) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the one Composite which is embraced—subsists—in one of its 
•components—in ono form,—is it in the same form that it subsists in another 
of its components ? Or in some other form !—There are only these two 
alternatives possible; in fact in any case, there can be no other alternative 
than the thing being one or the other.—The former alternative cannot be 
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Accepted ; ns it is entirely embraced within the folds of the first component,— 
how can it have any opportunity of subsisting in the other component at 
the same time ? Otherwise, if it subsisted at the same time m the other 
component also, then it could not have subsisted in the first component in 
its entirety. It can have no other form in which it could subsist m the 
other component also; ljecause in that case, it could not be regarded as 
4 one ’.—(607-608) 

The following Text formulates the argument 


TEXT (609). 

Just as the Baby does not occupy the lap of a second nurse 

SO A SUBSTANCE EMBRACED IN ONE COULD NOT SUBSIST IN 
ANOTHER (COMPONENT).—(609) 


COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be formulated as follows :-When a thing is embraced 
by one thing, it cannot subsist in another thing at the same time e.g. 
when a baby is occupying the lap of one nurse, it cannot occupy the lap 
of another muse the substance (composite) is embraced by one compo¬ 
nent ;—and thus there is perceived a character which is contrary to your 

‘ The substance could not subsist in another ’; —this states the first con¬ 
clusion of the argumont.—(609) 

Tho Author next states the argument in support of the contrary of the 
Opponent’s conclusion, which is thus annulled by it :— 


TEXTS (610-611). 

If the Composite essentially related to one component subsisted 

in SOME OTHER COMPONENT OCCUPYING A PLACE OTHER THAN THAT 
OF THE SAID COMPONENT, THEN IT WOULD MEAN THAT THE TWO 
COMPONENTS OCCUPY THE SAME PLACE AND ARE ESSENTIALLY 
ONE AND THE SAME, BECAUSE THEY ARE NOT DIFFERENTIATED.— 

IF, ON THE OTHER HAND, THE COMPOSITE SUBSISTED IN THE 
OTHER COMPONENT IN ANOTHER FORM,—THEN AS OCCUPYING 
TWO PLACES, THE COMPOSITE COULD NOT BE one; 
SPECIALLY AS DIFFERENCE IN FORM (AND CHARACTER) 

MUST CONSTITUTE DIFFERENCE IN THE THING 

ITSELF.—(610-611) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the composite substance, which has its form and character connected 
with one Component, subsisted in another Component which occupies another 
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point in space,—then the components in question would have to bo regarded 
Jis occupying tin, same point in spaco; which would mean that they are 
essentially one and the same, being of the same nature. 

“ Why so ! ” 

Bccatise they are not differentiated /—because they exist without being 
differentiated from one anotlier.—Otherwise,—if they existed in their 
differentiated forms,—they could not occupy the same point in space. 

If the second alternative is accepted,—i.e. the Composite subsists in the 
second component in a different form—then it means that one thing subsists 
in several components,—which would be inadmissible ; because, as a matter 
of fact, wlien one tiling differs from another in its nature, it must be different 
from this latter ; as difference in things is always of the nature oi difference 
in their character (and form).—< 610 - 611 ) 


Uddyotakara lias argued as follows “ All that the assertion ‘Tho 
Composite subsists in the components ’ does is to mention two objects, one 
of which is the suisfra/um (container) and another the subsisted (the con¬ 
tained), which means that tho latter becomes tlic subs hum,—this ‘subsis¬ 
tence’ being of the nature of the contact called ‘ Inherence ’ 

(Nydyavdrtiba , 2. 1. 32, page 217, Line 4, etc.). 

The answer to this is provided in the following :— 


TEXT (612). 

If it be held that the subsistence of the Composite in the Com¬ 
ponents IS OF THE NATURE OF ‘ INHERENCE ’,—THEN THE 
SAME CONSIDERATIONS AS ABOVE FOLLOW THAT IDEA 
ALSO WITH EQUAL FORCE.—(612) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even in regard to this form of subsistence, the considerations just urged 
are applicable,—such ns ‘ does it subsist in another component in tho same 
form and character as in one component, or in some other form ? ’; they 
follow this idea also as if in ferocity, in anger—not tolerating the criticisms 
emanating from the poor intelligence of tho other party._(612) 


Hithorto the subsistence of the Composite has been discarded without 
recourse to tho alternatives of its subsisting in whole or in part.—Now the 
author proceeds to show the way of discarding the same by recourse to the 
said alternatives,—in the manner indicated by actual experience :— 
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TEXT (613). 

Ok AGAIN, IF IT (THE COMPOSITE) SUBSISTS (IN THE COMPONENT) IN ITS 

ENTIRETY,—THEN IT BECOMES LIABLE TO BEING REGARDED AS 

many , as for its subsistence in part , that is not 

WHAT IS HELD (BY THE OTHER PARTY) ; AND 

the Composite would (in that case) 
not be one ,; and it would not 
subsist anywhere at 
ALL.—(613) 

COMMENTARY. 

Whon tho substance (Composite) subsists in its components,—does it 
subsist in each ono of them in its entirely ? or in part ? 

If in its entirely, then tho entire form of tho Composite should be as 
many as there are components. Unless it had the same form in each com¬ 
ponent, it could not be present in each component in Us entirely ; as there 
can bo no subsistence except in a form that is fully recognised. Such being 
tho case, if tho Composite subsisted in each component simultaneously in 
its entire form, then it would have to be regarded ns many, several; just like 
the Lotuses blooming in several ponds. 

If tho other view be held, that it is in part that tho Composite subsists 
in each component, thon thore would be an infinity of such ‘ parts ’ of tho 
Composite. For instanco, those of its parts in which this Composito subsists 
in each of its components would themselves bo its ‘ parts ’, in which also 
tho Composito would subsist in part ; and so on and on ad infinUum. 

It might bo argued that—“ Thoso of its parts through which the Com¬ 
posite subsists in tho Components are all its own forms, and not different 
tilings ; as apart from tho Composito itself, there can bo no parts of its own. 
Hence there can be no such infinite regress.” 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 4 The Composite would not he one {in 
that case)' i.o. if such were the case, then, the Composito would not be 
one only; as it is only a conglomeration of the components—(and these 
latter aro many); and under the circumstances, the tiling (man) may be 
regarded as consisting only of such of lu's limbs, Hand and the rest, as 
aro actually seen ; what use then would thore be of assuming any others ? 

The Author points out another defect in tho Opponent's theory:— 
‘ And it would not subsist anywhere at all’; the term 4 vfUah syat', 4 would 
subsistlias to be supplied. What is meant is as follows :—If each of the 
Composites present in each of the components had occupied the same point 
in space, then alono could tho Composite be subsistent in tho Component; 
as a matter of fact, however, each of tho Composites does not occupy the 
same point in space; because if they did subsist in each of the Components, 
thon they could not occupy the same point in space ; specially as there is no 
other 4 Composito ’ of the samo form. How thon could it be said to be 
subsistent in the Components ?—(613) 

In the following Texts, tho author sets forth the answer made by 
Sha'hkarasvdmin :— 
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TEXTS (614-618). 

“Whenever a reason* is adduced,—either directly or nr the 
FORM OF A Rcduclio ad Absurdum, —IT becomes truly applicable only 

WHEN IT IS ITSELF APPREHENDED ;—NOT OTHERWISE.— As A MATTER OF 
FACT, SUBSISTENCE EITHER in t choU OR in part HAS NEVER BEEN PER¬ 
CEIVED (by you, Buddhists),—on the basis of the impossibility 

OF WHICH IN THE SUBSTANCE, THE SUBSTANCE COULD BE HELD TO 
BE NON-EXISTENT, OR SOMETHING ELSE.—If, ON THE OTHER HAND, 
SUCH SUBSISTENCE HAS BEEN PERCEIVED BY YOU ANYWHERE, THEN IT 
CANNOT BE DENIED IN THE CASE OP THE SUBSTANCE AND SUCH THINGS.— 
IP THE SAID SUBSISTENCE HAS NOT BEEN PERCEIVED, THEN THE QUES¬ 
TION DOES NOT ARISE REGARDING THE DISTINCTION ; ALL THAT COULD 
BE ASSERTED WOULD BE THAT * THE SUBSISTENCE IS NOT THERE ’. AND 
THIS WOULD NOT BE RIGHT ; AS IT IS SOMETHING DIRECTLY PERCEIVED ; 
AS IS CLEAR IN SUCH NOTIONS AS ‘ THIS subsists HERE —If IT BE HELD 
THAT * THE FACT OF THIS BEING DIRECT PERCEPTION IS NOT ADMITTED ’, 
THEN SOME ANNULLING REASONING SHOULD BE PUT FORWARD. OTHER¬ 
WISE, EVEN SUCH COGNITIONS AS THOSE OF COLOUR AND SUCH THINGS MIGHT 
CEASE TO BE OF THE NATURE OF ‘ PERCEPTION - (614-618) 

COMMENTARY. 

Shanlcarasvdmin argues as follows :—“ Whenever a Reason is adduced,— 
either directly or in the form of a Rcductio ad absurdum, —it becomes applic¬ 
able only when it is itself perceived ; otherwise it would be open to the charge 
of being ' unproven \—As a matter of fact, you have not anywhere per¬ 
ceived the subsistence of anything either in its entirety or in part;—hence 
on the basis of the absence of such subsistence, it does not behove you to 
regard the (composite) substance as non-existent. Or—if it were possible— 
then there would be something else —Component and Composite. 

If such subsistence has been perceived by you anywhere, then it could 
be the same in the case of the Substance, etc. also, which, therefore, cannot bo 
denied.—If, however, the said subsistence has not been perceived, then there 
does not arise any question regarding the distinction —as to whether the 
subsistence Is in entirety or in part ; because it is only when the object itself 
lias been admitted that anything can be denied in regard to it. When however 
the object itself is not admitted, then it is better to deny the object itself,— 
so that the assertion should be in the form that ‘ there is no subsistence ’,— 
and not the denial of any particular character in regard to it. But such on 
assertion—as that * there is no subsistence at all ’—would not be proper ; 
because the subsistence of the Composite in the components is vouched for 
by direct Perception. 

Question :—What is that Perception ? 

“ Answer .-—It is in the form ‘ This subsists here'; —i.e. the Perception 
is in the form—‘ This—Cloth—subsists in the yams 

“ It might bo argued that this notion cannot be regarded as Perception. 
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“ In that case, it behoves you to put forward some reasoning in annulment 
of the said notion ; whereby its perceptional character could bo rejected. If, 
even in the absence of such annulling Reason, the notion be not accepted 
as ‘ Perception \ then, your cognition of oven such tilings as colour and tho 
like would not bo Perception ; as there can be no difference between the two 
cases.”—(614-G18) 

Tho Author answers tho above in tho following— 

TEXT (619). 

That ‘ the subsistence is not there ’ has already been established 

ABOVE, IN A GENERAL WAY. AS FOR THE NOTION THAT 
* IT SUBSISTS HEREIN THERE IS NO SUCH COGNITION 
AT ALL ; AS THIS EXACT FORM DOES NOT APPEAR 
IN ANY COGNITION.-(619) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under Text 607—tho subsistence of one thing in several things has 
already beon rejected above in a gonoral way. 

As regards tho assertion that “ tho notion that this subsists herein is 
vouched for by Perception ”,—this also is somotliing out of the common; 
because, as a matter of fact, among people, no such notion as ‘ tho Cow 
subsists in this Horn ’, or that ‘ the Cloth subsists in the yarns ’,—over 
appoars even in men’s imagination; the notion that appears is that * the 
Horn is in the Cow ’, ‘ the yarns are in the Cloth ’.—Nor in any Perception 
does tho Cloth ovor appoar as something different from the yarns ; and unless 
the two wero distinguished, thoro could be no such notion as that * this 
subsists in that For instance, until discriminating persons havo actually 
perceived tho water as something distinct from the Pond, they do not havo 
any such notion os * thoro is Water in the Pond \—(619) 

It has been argued (undor Text 615 above) that “subsistence either in 
ontiroty or in part lias not boon porceived by you, etc. etc. ”—This is answered 
in the following— 

TEXTS (620-621). 

What is meant by (the question containing) the terms ‘ in entirety ’ 

AND ‘ IN PART ’ IS—DOES THE SUBSTANCE SUBSIST AS AN 
IMPARTITE WHOLE,—IN THE WAY IN WHICH THE BlLVA- 
FRUIT LIES IN A DISH ? OR DOES IT SUBSIST IN SOME 
OTHER WAY—AS A CERTAIN PERSON, Chaitra, DOES 
WHEN LYING DOWN ON SEVERAL SEATS ? 

-(620-621) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by the term ‘ in entirety ’ is—whether tho substance 
subsists in all its Components in its impartito form,—as is found in the case 
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of tho Bitoa-fniit lying in a dish ? or in some other way ?—in the way, for 
instance, in which a person like Chaitra lies down upon more than ono couch. 
This is what is meant by subsistence ‘ in part *. 

This is only by the way. 

Uddyotakam has argued as follows [in Xydyav&rtika on 2. 1. 32, page 216, 
Bib. Ind.):—“Inasmuch as the terms entire and a part cannot be applied 
to one and the same Composite, the question raised—as to whether it subsists 
in its entirety or in part —is an improper one ; as a matter of fact, tlio term 
‘ entire ’ stands for all, excepting nothing, while the term ‘ a part ’ stands for 
one among several; as such, those two terms cannot be rightly applied to 
any one Composite 

This argument becomes rejected by what has been said in the Text-. 
As a matter of fact, in common parlance, the terms whole and in part are 
found to be applied to such things as the Foot aud the like, in such expressions 
as 4 Does tho whole foot lie in the pond, or only in part ? *—Nor can it bo 
right to say that such use is figurative; because it is never found to fail 
or falter ; as has been pointed out before.—( 620 - 621 ) 

So far the four kinds of Substance, ending with Air [i.c. Earth, Water, 
Fire and Air] havo been discarded ;—the Substance called 1 Soul ’ has already 
boon discarded in the chapter on 4 Soul ’;—tho Author next proceeds to 
deny the remaining four kinds of Substance —viz.:— Akdsha, Time, Space 
and Mind ; [and to tliat end, sets forth the arguments whereby the other 
party seeks to establish their existence] :— 


TEXT (622). 

“ Sounds must subsist in something,—because of their perishability 
AND SUCH OTHER CHARACTERS J LIKE THE JAR, THE LaMP- 
FLAME AND SUCH THINGS ;—AND THIS SOMETHING 

MUST be Akdsha ”, —(622) 

COMMENTARY. 

The existence of the substance called 4 Akdsha' is sought to be proved 
by tlio other party in tho following manner :— 

“There must be a Substance named Akdsha, permanont, ono and 
all-pervasive, having sound for its indicative ; sound Ls its indicative in tho 
sense that it is its quality.—Thi3 argument may bo formulated as follows :■— 
Those things that are equipped with qualities like perishability and pro - 
ducibUity, must subsist in sometliing else ;—and the 4 substratum * of sound 
can only be Akdsha, as that alone has the requisite capacity. Because, 
tho said sound cannot be the quality of the four substances,—Earth, Water, 
Fire and Air,—(a) because, while being perceptible, it is not preceded by 
any quality in its Cause,—(6) because it does not last as long as tho Substance 
lasts,—and (c) because it is perceived in a place oilier than its substratum ;— 
and the qualities of all tangible things have been found to be otherwise 



EXAMINATION OF THE FIRST CATEGORY—' SUBSTANCE 353 


than all this.—The qualification ‘ while being perceptible ’ has been added 
with a view to those qualities in the Atom which are produced by Firc- 
contact.—Nor can Sound be a quality of the Soul ;—(a) because it is percep¬ 
tible by an external sonso-organ,—(6) because it is perceptible by other Souls,— 
(c) because it is perceived as distinct from the 4 1-notion ’; while all qualities 
of the Soul, such as pleasure and the rest are otherwise than all this.— 
Sound cannot be a quality of Space, Tirao and Mind,—because it is appre- 
hendod by the Auditory Organ.—Thus, bj* elimination, Sound can be the 
quality of Akdsha, of which, therefore, it becomes the indicative. —This 
Akdsha, having Sound as its only common Indicative, and having no other 
specific indicatives, must be one; —and as having its qualities perceptible 
everywhere, it must be all-pervading ;—and having a quality, and itself 
not subsisting in anything else, it must bo a substance ;—and as it is not created 
(by any one), it must be permanent." 

Such is the process of reasoning put forward by the other party (in 
proof of Akdsha as a Substance). 

The following Texts sets forth his reasonings in support of Time being a 
Substance :— 

TEXTS (623-624). 

“ The notion of Priority, Posteriority and so forth must have for 

ITS BASIS SOMETHING OTHER THAN MOBILE SUBSTANCES LIKE 
THE Sun,—LIKE THE NOTION OF THE JaR AND SUCH THINGS, 

—BECAUSE IT IS ENTIRELY DIFFERENT IN CHARACTER 
FROM the notion of t crinkles, grey hairs, emaci¬ 
ation AND SO FORTH ;—AND IT IS THIS 
BASIS, CAUSE, WHICH IS HELD TO 

BE ‘ Time ’.”—<623-624) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The term ‘ mobile substances ’ should be taken as standing for 
‘ wrinkles ’, etc. 

“ Such notion as—‘ Prior applied to the Father ;—‘ Posterior', to the 
Son ;— 4 simultaneous \ 4 for a long time ’, 4 soon * is being done \ ‘ was 
done ’, ‘ will be done \ and so forth—all tliis notion of Priority and Posteriority, 
etc. must be based upon (due to) some substance other than the Sun and other 
mobile substances;—because they are different in character from the notion 
of ‘ wrinkles \ 4 grey hairs ’ and so forth,—like the notion of the Jar and such 
tilings:—and that which is the basis of the said notions must be Time, as that 
alone has the requisite capacity. For instance, the said notion of 4 Priority ’ 
and ‘ Posteriority ’ cannot be due to Space,—because when the old man is 
standing in space at the back of the younger man, he is said to bo 4 posterior ’ ; 
and similarly wben the Son is standing in space in front of the Father, he 
is said to be ‘ prior ’.—Nor can the said notion be due to wrinkles, grey 
hairs and such causes ; because it is entirely different from the notion of 
those.—Nor can it bo due to any Action (Movement),—because it is different 

23 


TATTVASANG RAHA : CHAPTER X. 


354 

in charactor from that also.—To this ond is the Sutra (of tho Vaiahlgikas )— 
‘ Such notions as Prior, Posterior, Simultaneous, for Long Time, and Soon 
are tho indicatives of Time 

“ The character of being permanent, one and so forth has to be under¬ 
stood in regard to Time in the same way as in regard to A has ha.” —(G23-624) 

The following Texts set forth the arguments (of tho Opponent) in support 
of ‘ Space' as a Substance :— 

TEXT (625). 

“ Similarly Space is inferred from such notions as ‘ fore ’ and 

* ^ -{625) 


COMMENTARY. 

Taking ono corporeal substance as the starting point, there are, in regard 
to other corporeal substances, the ten notions as—‘ this is to the East—to 
the South—to the West—to the North—to the South-East—to the South- 
West—to the North-West—to tJie North-East,—above—below—of tliat ’; 
and tliat upon which these are based is Space. Says tlie Sutra :—‘ That to 
which the notion that this is from that is duo is the indicative of Space *;— 
because these are peculiar notions,—and peculiar notions cannot appear in a 
haphazard manner;—nor are they dependent upon tho corporeal substances 
themselves; as such mutual interdependence would nullify both; hence, 
there being no other cause for them, these are regarded as indicatives of 
Space. —Of this Space, tho qualities of one-ness, all-pervasiveness and other 
qualities are to be understood to bo like those of Time. —Though Space is 
ono only, it comes to be regarded as diverse by reason of tho diversity of its 
effects.—The argument may be formulated as follows:—Tho notions of 
‘ fore ’ and 1 aft ’ and the like must be based upon a Substance other than 
tho corporeal substances,—because they are different from the notions 
arising from these,—like the notions of pleasure, etc.—(625) 

The indicative of Mind is next stated :— 

TEXTS (625-626). 

“ The Mind has been held to be inferred from the successive 

APPEARANCE OF COGNITIONS J WHICH REQUIRES A CAUSE DIFFERENT 
FROM THE EYE AND OTHER SENSE-ORGANS. As A MATTER OF 
FACT, THE COGNITIONS OF COLOUR AND SUCH THINGS 
APPEAR SUCCESSIVELY,—LIKE THE CHARIOT AND SUCH 

things.”—(625-626) 

COMMENTARY. 


Even when the contact between the object and several sense-organs is 
present at the same time, the cognitions are found to appear one after the 
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other ; which shows that there is some other cause,—distinct from the object 
and the sense-organ,—the presence and absence of which leads to the appear¬ 
ance and non-appearance (respectively) of the cognition. Thus from this 
appearance of cognitions, in succession, the inference of Mind is got at. 
To this effect we have the Sutra—' The fact that cognitions do not appear 
simultaneously indicates the Mind*. The argument may be formulated 
thus :—The Cognition of colour and such tilings is dependent upon a cause 
other than the Eye and tho other organs,—because it appears in succession,— 
like the Chariot and such things.—(625-626) 

With tho following Text proceeds the refutation of the arguments (urged 
above, in favour of tho existence of Akdsha, Time, Space, and Mind as distinct 
Substances):— 

TEXT (627). 

Inasmuch as Sound is already accepted as having its cause in 

THE ‘ GREAT ELEMENTS ’ THAT HAVE BEEN ACKNOWLEDGED (OR 
NOT-ACKNOWLEDGED),—IT IS ALREADY ADMITTED THAT 

Sounds subsist in those elements. So that 
the first Reason put forward (for 
the existence of Alui&ha) cannot 
prove (what it is meant to 
prove).—(627) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it is only the fact of Sounds being subsistent in a general way in some¬ 
thing that is sought to be proved,—then the Reason is superfluous (proving 
what is already admitted). Because, as a matter of fact. Sounds are already 
admitted as having their cause in tho Great Elements that have been acknow¬ 
ledged (by all parties) and those that have not been so acknowledged and 
Sounds aro certainly subsistent in those elemonts which ore their cause 
(source); because effects aro always subsistent in their cause, having thoir 
appearance (production) inseparably connected with the Cause. The 
* acknowledged * elements are tho ChiUa {Idea) and the Chaitya (the Ideal), 
which are accepted (by Buddhists also).—The term 'ddi' includes the 
causality of such elements as are not acknowledged (i.o. Earth etc., which 
though not-acknowUdged by the Buddhist, aro accepted by the other party). 

‘ TSfu ’—i.o. in those elements. 

‘ Iti ’—i.e. therefore. 

‘ The first Reason’, —i.e. the one put forward under Text 622 ;—it 
cannot prove what it is desired to prove ; that is, because it is open to the 
objection of being 4 superfluous ’.—(627) 

If, on the other hand, what is meant to be proved is that Sounds are 
subsistent in a particular manner ,—that is, subsistent in a substance which 
is one, incorporeal, external and all-pervading ,—then there can bo no corrobora¬ 
tive Instance possessing the character meant to be proved ; and to that 
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oxtent. tho Reason become* ‘ inconclusive \—This is what is shown in the 
following— 

TEXT (628). 

The subsistence of Sounds in Alaska ,— which is one, \LL-pcrvading 
and eternal ,— cannot be proved (by the reason adduced),— 
BECAUSE IT IS DEVOID OP ‘ POSITIVE CONCOMITANCE * •— 

AND ALSO BECAUSE THERE WOULD BE absence of 

succession and so forth ; as also 
universal contact. —(628) 


1 Na-lsdm '—goes with the preceding lint*. 

That the Opponent’s conclusion is contrary to Inference is shown in 
the Text by the words * and also because, etc. '; i.o. what has been said in tho 
foregoing sentence to the effect that ‘ the subsistence of sounds is not proved 
is so also because of the following reason :—If the Sounds were subsistent in 
tho eternal, one substance, Alaska,— then liko the several Sounds produced at 
tho same time, even Sounds produced at other times would be there at the 
same time in question,—as tlieir cause would bo prosont there always in its 
perfect condition, and also because they would all be subsisting in the same 
substratum;—and it has already been explained that what is eternal cannot 
bo dependent upon anything else ; nor would it bo right to regard that as * sub¬ 
sisted * which is of no use. So that the appearance of all Sounds would 
cease to be successive. 

Tho phrase ‘ and so forth' includes the anomaly of all Sounds being 
heard by all persons. Because the Auditory Organ consists of Akdsha, and 
Akdsha is one only,—all Sounds would reach the orgun of all men and hence 
bocomo heard ; and on account of tho impartite nature of A kasha, any such 
restriction would be impossible as that 4 this is my own Auditory Organ and 
that is of another person ’. 

The following argument might be urged :—“ When the tympanum of 
one has been affected by his Destiny, then that portion of the Akdsha alono 
which is circumscribed by that tympanum forms the Auditory Organ 
of that person ; that is why Sound is not pcrcoived through other openings,— 
such as tho mouth, the nostrils and tlie like. And when tliat same Tympanum 
is hurt, there is deafness ”, 

This cannot be right; because Akdsha being impartite, any such partition 
of it woxild be impossible. Nor can imaginary component parts bring 
about, through mere imagination, any effective action which cap bo done 
only by real positive ontities; merely imagining Water to be Fire doos not 
make the former to bum or flare up. 

It might be said that—“ what is meant by Akdsha having a part is that 
contact with it is not pervasive ”. 

This also has been already answered. 

Then again, under the theory in question, the Jar, the Tympanum and all 
such things, as being in contact with one and the same Akdsha, would come 
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to occupy the same point in space ; because when one thing comos into 
contact with Alcdsha in one form, tlio other thing also comes into contact 
with it in the same form ; so that other Jars and other tilings also would 
appear at the same place; because these would bo in contact with Ak&sha 
which is in contact with the former thing ;—just like the Jar already existing 
there. In this way, all Sounds also would appear at one and the same 
place ; and this would be contrary to the generally accepted notion regarding 
Sounds appearing far off or close by. 

Theso are the difficulties that appear against the Opponent's theory. 

—( 628 ) 

As regards the arguments put forward for proving the existence of 
Time and Space,—these also are generally open to the cliarge of being 
‘ superfluous *; and particularly, the Reason is devoid of the necessary con¬ 
comitance,—and tlxe conclusion is annulled by Inference.—-This is what is 
shown in the following— 

TEXTS (629-630) 

The notions of ‘ Priority and Posteriority ’ (and of ‘ fore and 

AFT ’) ARE BASED UPON A CONCEPTION ARISING OUT OF PARTI¬ 
CULAR CONVENTIONS ; THEY ARE NOT DUE TO ‘ TlME NOR 

to * Space Inasmuch as these are impartiie, 

ONE, ‘ PRIORITY ‘ POSTERIORITY ’ AND THE 
LIKE ARE NOT POSSIBLE IN THEM. If THE 
NOTIONS BE SAID TO BE BASED UPON THE 
THINGS RELATED TO THEM, THEN 
THEY THEMSELVES BECOME 

useless.—(629-630) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Particular Conventions \—i.e. the understanding that the epithets 4 prior ’ 
and 4 posterior ’ are to bo applied to things produced before and after, and so 
forth;— the conception that arises out of such conventions,—is the basis of 
the notions in question. Thus it is that there is no mutual interdependence ; 
as the notion is based entirely upon a particular convention. Thus then, 
if the other party has set out to prove only that the said notions have a cause, 
—then it is superfluous (as it is admitted by all parties). 

If however he intends to prove that a particular Substance is that cause, 
then (1) there is annulment by Inference, (2) absence of concomitance, 
as before ; and (3) the Reason is 4 contradictory \ as it proves what is con¬ 
trary to the desired conclusion ;—this is what is meant by the words of the 
Text— 4 Inasmuch as these are impartite 

4 Related to them —i.e. to Space and Time. 

As a matter of fact, what is desired to be proved is tliat the notion of 
‘ Priority and Posteriority * and so forth is based upon the impartite and 
single substances. Time and Space;—this is not proved (by the Reason 
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adduced). Because a thing becomes the ‘object’ (of cognition) when it 
produces a cognition exactly of the same form as itself; in the case of an 
impartito substance, there cannot bo any differentiation between ‘fore’ 
and ‘ aft to which the notion of ‘ fore ’ and * aft ’ could bo due ; thus by 
proving the contrary of what is desired to be proved, the Reason becomes 
‘ Contradictory 

‘ If the notions be said to be based, etc. etc. 'Tliis anticipates the answer 
of tho Opponent. It might be argued (by the Opponent) that—'* Such 
external and internal things as tho Lamp and the Body and the like are related 
to Space and Time,—there is ‘ priority and posteriority ’ among these,—and 
it is this ‘ priority and posteriority ’ of their relatives that is attributed to 
Space and Timo,—hence the Reason is not Contradictory 

The answer to this is as follows:—‘ Then they themselves become useless — 
Under tho said assumption. Space and Time themselves would be useless; 
as what is meant to be brought about by them will have been brought about 
by tho things related to them. For instance. Time is held to bo the cause 
of such notions as those of the various divisions of priority and posteriority 
as arc denoted by the terms ‘ Ksatia ‘ Lava \ ‘ Kastha', ‘ Kate ', 
* Muh&rta ’, ‘ Ahorutra \ ‘ A rdhatnasa ’ and so forth (the various divisions 
of Time);—and Space is held to be the cause of tlio notions of ‘ East ’, ‘ North ’ 
and so forth ;—and as a matter of fact, all this diversity does not belong to 
Space and Time ; it is present in tho divisions themselves; so that the 
assuming of Timo and Space is entirely useless.—(629-630) 

As regards tho argument adduced for proving tho existenco of Mind, — 
if the mere fact of certain notions having a cause in general is meant to be 
proved, then it is superfluous.—This is what is shown in the following— 


TEXTS (631-632). 

Mind AS DISTINCT FROM THE EYE, ETC. IS ADMITTED BY US ALSO ; THAT 

Idea being regarded as * Mind ’ which appears immedi¬ 
ately AFTER THE SIX (COGNITIONS).—If HOWEVER THE 

Mind is regarded as permanent, then there comes 

THE ANOMALY OF COGNITIONS BEING SIMULTANEOUS ; 

THUS THE REASON PITT FORWARD BY YOU 
BECOMES DESTRUCTIVE OF WHAT IS 
DESIRED.—(631-632) 

COMMENTARY. 

If what is meant to be proved is the eternal and one Mind, then the 
conclusion is one that is annulled by Inference, and the Reason is ‘Con¬ 
tradictory ’. This is what is shown by the words * If however, etc. etc. ’ 

‘ Destructive of what is desired *;—because what it proves is only the 
dependence (of the notions cited) upon an impermanent (fleeting) cause 
which is distinct from the Eye and other organs. Otherwise, if they had 
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an eternal Cause, as the Cause would always be present in its perfect form, 
the successive appearance of Cognitions would be incongruous.—(631-632) 

The following Text jokingly confirms the same * contradictory ’ character 
of the opponent’s Reason— 

TEXT (633). 

I think that the Sutra ( Nyaya-sutra 1.1. 36) has been composed for 

THE PURPOSE OF PROVING AND DISPROVING THE MlKD AS 

postulated by the Buddha AND the other philoso¬ 
pher (RESPECTIVELY),—AND HENCE IT HAS 
BEEN REPEATED WITH AN ADDI¬ 
TIONAL ‘a’ (‘not’). —(633) 

COMMENTARY. 

I think as followsThe Sutra ‘ Yugapajjhannaupapaltirmanaeo- 
lingam ’ (‘ The fact that cognitions do not appear simultaneously is—and 
is not— indicative of the Mind Xyaya-^ra 1. 1- 16) is meant to prove 
the ‘Mind’ as conceived by the Buddha,— and to disprove the same as 
concoived by the other philosopher; for the latter purpose an additional 
‘ a ’ (‘ not ’) being read (before ‘ lihgam ‘ indicative ’). Such is the sense 
of the Text as a whole. 

The meaning of the words is now described The compound ‘ Saugala— 
siddhaye ’ is to be expounded as ‘for the purpose of the proving and 
disproving, respectively, of the Mind, as postulated by tho Bauddha and 
the other Philosopher ’. 

Question “ How can one and the same Sutra express two mutually 
contradictory meanings T ” 

Answer ‘ With an additional a (not) ’ that is to say, as applied to 
tho view of the other philosopher, the words of the Sutra are to bo construed 
as ‘for the disproving-asiddhi-oi tlie Mind postulated by the other 
plulosopher ’,—with an ‘ a » (before 'lihgam');— and it is different when 
applied to the view of tho Buddhist, in which case it is without the said 

‘ a ’ (‘ not ’). . 

Question “ How can ono and the same expression be with, and also 

without, tho syllable ‘ a ' (' not ’) ? ” 

Answer It is ‘ repeated ’Lo. in such a case, tho repetition of the 

expression is justified.—(633) 


End of the Chapter on ‘ Substance ’. 


CHAPTER XI. 

On * Quality ’ as a Category. 


COMMENTARY. 

The Author now proceeds to discard the categories of ‘ Quality ’ and 
tho rest:— 


TEXT (634). 

By the rejection of * Substance \ ‘ ‘ Quality \ ‘ Action ’ and the 

REST, WHICH ARE HELD TO BE SUBSISTEDT IN SUBSTANCE, 

ALL BECOME DISCARDED.-(634) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘Quality’, ‘Action’, ending with ‘Specific Individuality ’, becomo 
rejected by the rejection of * Substance ’; because they subsist in tliis latter ; 
and when the substratum is not there, the ‘ subsistents which are dependent 
upon it, cannot be there. 

‘ Held to be, etc. ’—i.e. hold to be subsistent, either directly or indirectly, 
in Substance. For instance. Quality and Action are held to be directly 
subsistent in Substance ; as declared in the Sutra {Vaishesika}—'' Quality 
is subsistent in Substance, devoid of qualities, not the cause of Conjunction or 
Disjunction, independent ” which is the definition provided of Quality ; 
similarly the definition of Action provided is—“ It subsists in one Substance, is 
dovoid of Qualities, the independent cause of Conjunctions and Disjunctions 
The term ‘ ekadravyam ’ in this last Sutra means ‘ subsisting in one Substance ’. 
—Qualities, on the other hand subsist, some of them, in several Substances; 
o.g. Conjunction, Disjunction and the rest. The Genus and the Specific 
Individuality subsist, some of them, in Substances only; e.g. such genuses, 
as ‘ Earth * and the like ; while such genuses as ‘ Quality ‘ Action ’ and so 
forth subsist in Qualities and Actions related to Substances.-? The Summum 
genus winch is ‘ Being ’—subsists in the three categories beginning with 
‘ Substanco ’ (i.e. in Substance, Quality and Action]. 

Thus, when Substance has been rejected. Quality and the rest become 
rejected without any effort. What is meant by this is that the final upshot 
of the examination of the other Categories has been achieved under the 
examination of Substance itself.—(634) 

Opponent : “ If that is so, then the Denial of Subsistence should be pro¬ 
ceeded with separately.” 

Answer :— 



ON ‘ QUALITY * AS A CATEGORY. 


3G1 


TEXT (635). 

The ‘ Relative ' (wherein the Relation could subsist) having 

BEEN DISCARDED, WHOSE * SUBSISTENCE’ WOULD IT BE ? 

AND WHERE ? STILL A DETAILED DENIAL OF EACH 

(category) is going to be set forth.—(635) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ Subsistence ’ is described os * inherence of the five categories ’; so 
that when the Substance and other (four) categories—wherein alone the 
said Relation could subsist,—have been rejected, whose ' subsistence ’ would 
it be? and where ? That is, of nothing and nowhere ; for the simple reason that 
all that could be the substratum and the subsistent have been rejected.—(635) 
The detailed denial of Qualities is now set forth. 

In this connection, tlvo Sutra ( Vaishlsika) is as follows :—“ The following 
are the Qualities :—Colour, Taste, Odour, Touch, Number, Dimension, 
Separateness, Conjunction, Disjunction. Priority, Posteriority, Cognitions, 
Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Hatred and Exertion”; the particle ‘ cJui \ ‘and’, 
including Gravity, Fluidity, Viscidity, Momentum, Merit and Demerit and 
Sound.— Colour is what is apprehended by the Eye, and subsists in Earth, 
Water, and Fire;— Taste is apprehended by the Gestatory Organ, and sub¬ 
sists in Earth and Water;— Odour Is apprehended by the Olfactory Organ 
and subsists in Earth;— Touch is apprehended by the Tactile Organ, and 
subsists in Earth, Water, Fire and Air ”, 

From among these Qualities, the Text sets forth the donial of the first 
four— Colour and the rest:— 


TEXT (636). 

If in a large substance, the Blue, colour is held to be one only,— 

THEN HOW IS IT THAT THERE IS NO MANIFESTATION AND PER¬ 
CEPTION OF IT WHEN IT IS SEEN IN LIGHT COMING 
THROUGH AN APERTURE ?-(636) 

COMMENTARY. 

Qualities are perceptible only when they subsist in a large substance; 
that is why the Text has added the epithet ‘ large ’. 

If it is held that the Blue Colour ,—in all its four forms,—that subsists 
in a Large Substance is one only and without parts,—then, at the time that 
there is manifestation of the Blue Colour as subsisting in a large substance 
like the Jar placed in a small room, through lamp-light coming through an 
aperture in the split bamboo or some such thing,—the whole of the Blue 
Colour subsisting in the whole Jar should be manifested and perceived ; 
because it has no parts; as a single entity cannot have parts, by virtue of 
which thoro would be manifestation of one part only. 
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‘ Light coming through an aperture * has been mentioned only by way 
of illustration. 

Similarly when odour in a part of the Earth is manifested by Water, 
the odour in other parts of it also should become manifested and perceivod. 

Similarly in the case of Flames and the Mango and other fruits,—the 
Toucliing and Tasting of one part should lead to the perception of the Touch 
and Taste subsisting in the whole of those substances.—(636) 

It might be urged (by the Opponent) that “ tlioro do come about the 
manifestation and perception of the entire Blue Colour ? 

The Answer to tills is as follows :— 

TEXT (637). 

The Blue Colour is not held to exist in well-defined parts ; 

HENCE WHAT IS MANIFESTED THEN BY THAT (LIGHT) MUST, ON 
THAT ACCOUNT, VARY WITH EACH ATOM.-(637) 


COMMENTARY. 

* Then ’—at that time. 

‘ By that' —by the light coming through the aperture. 

4 What i.e. tho Blue Colour. 

In case it is admitted that the Bluo Colour in its entirety varies with 
each atom,—then that would imply the presence of the Atomic Dimension 
in the Blue Colour,—just as in a Substance ; which would mean that the 
Blue Colour has a quality (Dimension); so that it would have the character 
of 4 Substance * (which alone can have a quality), and not that of 4 Quality \ 
If things varying like thi3 with each atom, were called 4 Quality then the 
dispute (between us) would be only in regard to names.—When the thing is 
possessed of the Atomic Dimension, it cannot be right to regard it as a 
‘ Quality \ simply on the ground of its subsisting (in a Substance); because 
there can be no 4 subsistence * between two things, one of which exists and 
tho other does not; if there were, it would lead to absurdities. That is to say, 
in that way, on the ground that it subsists in tho Component substance, tho 
Composite Substance would also have to be regarded as a ‘ Quality ’.—(637) 

“ As regards tho Quality of 4 Number it has been defined as 4 tho 
basis of the notions of one and so iorth \ Number subsists in ono substance 
and also in several substances ; the Number ‘ one ’ subsists in ono substance ; 
and tho numbers beginning with 4 Two ’ subsist in several substances.—Of 
the Number subsisting in one substance, the etcmalily and the appearances 
should be understood to be like those of the Colour and other qualities 
subsisting in the atoms of Water, etc.; while of Number subsisting in several 
substances, the appearance is due to the unities associated with the cognition 
of several things; and its destruction (disappearance) follows from the dis¬ 
appearance of the unitary conception; and in some cases, the disappearance 
is also due to the destruction of the substratum.— Number of both these 
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kinds is vouched for by Perception Others hove held it to be '•MUtt'd 
by Inference also, on the ground that aU specific cognitions are dependent 
upon diverse causes.” 

The denial of this Number is set forth xn the following 


TEXT (638). 

‘ Number which is held to be perceptible, does sot appbar is 
Coosmos as Atrranso distisct prom such sames 

‘ THE ELEPHAST ’, BTC. WHICH COSSOTE ‘ KEGATIOS OF 
THE CONTRARY’; HENCE IT MUST BE NON¬ 
EXISTENT.—(638) 

COMMENTARY. 

Such names as ■ elephant • are applied to the animals as '**'*"~ 
tion of what is not-etephant,-«uch things as the Aggregate and the like 
apart from such names, there is no such thing “, luch ' S , ^1; 

ceptible i hence it must be non-existent, like the Hare s Horns . 5 

it has been held (by the other party) to be perceptible; as d~tared^ 
following Sutra —“ Number, Dimension, Separateness, Conjunction, 
ion, Privity, Posteriority,—as subsisting in coloured things,-are perceptible 

by the Eye ”,—(638) 

The following Texts show that the ovistonce of ' Number • is not proved 
by the Cognition of specific individualities 


TEXTS (639-640). 

As in Cognition, so in things like the Jar also, the notion of 

‘ ONE ’ AND THE REST IS ONE THAT FOLLOWS ONLY FROM AN 
IMAGINARY CONVENTION SET UP BY A MERE WHIM. 

There can be no differentiating Number in 
these (Cognitions), because they are not 
* Substance ’.—Nor can the notion be said 

TO BE ‘ FIGURATIVE ’, AS IT IS NOT FOUND 
TO BE FALLIBLE.-(639-640) 


COMMENTARY. 

There are such nations as ‘one cognition’, ‘two cognitions ‘ and so 
forth,-in which the notions of one, two. etc., appear even though there are 
no such Numbers actually present (in the Cognition.):i—n the 
in the case of a Jar also when it is not accompanied by anything else, there* 
the notion of its being ‘ one •; and this must have its source in the 
convention that has been set up by people. Consequently the argument 
based upon such notions cannot be conclusive. 
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That in Cognitions, no Number exists follows from the fact that 
Cognitions are not Substance, while Number is a Quality and as such must 
subsist in a Substance. 

It might be argued that “in the case of Cognition, the said notion 
may bo regarded as figurative,—the sense being that ‘Cognition is as if it 
were one’,—and the absence of companion may bo taken as the similarity 
on which the figurative expression is based 

The answer to this is as follows :—‘ Nor can the notion, etc., etc. ’ ;—that 
is, the notion in question cannot be rightly held to be figurative; as it is not 
found to bo fallible. Such figurative expressions as ‘ the Ploughman is an 
ox * mean that 4 the man is as if it were an ox and not Oiat he is ‘ an ox 
itself ’—os lie does not have the dewlap and other distinguishing features of 
the ox;—there is no such failure (negation) in the case in question,—the 
notion being that 4 the cognition is one \ not that 4 it is as if it were one ’ ; 
as a matter of fact, the notion in regard to the Cognitions is just as infallible 
as that in regard to the Jar and such things.—(639-640) 

Tho Opponent may urge the following— 44 The notion is described os 
4 figurative \ not on the basis of similarity —but wliat is meant is that the 
notion of 4 one etc. in regard to Quality. Action, Subsistence and so forth is 
based on tho ground tliat tliese subsist in tho same substratum as the 1 one¬ 
ness otc. subsisting in tho Substance that forms their own substratum ”. 

This is the explanation anticipated and set forth in the following:— 

TEXT (641). 

“ The notion op one in regard to Cognitions is assumed on the 

BASIS OF THE OUC-neSS SUBSISTING IN THAT SAME SUBSTANCE, 

ON ACCOUNT OF THEIR SUBSISTING IN THE SAME 
THING ",—IF THIS IS ASSERTED [then the 
answer is as in the following Text]. —(641) 
COMMENTARY. 

The answer to the above is provided in the following— 

TEXTS (642-643). 

The Number 4 one * may subsist in the one Cognition ; but on 

WHAT BASIS DOES THE NOTION OF ‘ TWO ' PROCEED, IN 
REFERENCE TO COGNITIONS ? Or EVEN IN REGARD TO THE 

‘ Six Categories ’ and the rest ?—The notion 

TOO OF ITS ‘ SUBSISTING IN THE SAME THING ’ 

CAN ONLY BE FIGURATIVE, AND HENCE FALLI¬ 
BLE,—LIKE THE NOTION OF * FlRE ’ IN 

REGARD TO THE BOY.-(642-643) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the notion of 4 one-ness ’ is due to subsistence in the same substance, 
—then it may bo so in regard to one Cognition, as also to Pleasure and the 
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rest,—in which cose the notion of ‘ one * is due to their subsisting in the 
same substance ‘ Soul ’ (which is one) but what would the *»«*<* 3U ^ h 
notions as ‘ tuo cognitions \ ‘ three Cognitions ’ and the like ? Certainly 
duality, etc. do not subsist in the Soul (in which the Cognition subsists). 

The assertion too that is made,—such as Six Categories , the u». 
Pleasure and Pain • the Cwo. Desire and Hatred‘ Five. kinds of Action 
‘ Two kinds of Genus, the Higher and the Lower \ ‘ One Being , One Sub¬ 
sistence * and so forth,—what would be the basis for such notions ? In these 
cases, there is no Number subsisting in the same tiling.—So that tins assump¬ 
tion also is not comprehensive enough ; hence it cannot be right. 

Further, ‘Subsistence in the same tiling’ and such other basis, are 
asserted ; and yet the notion of such subsistence, oven if it appeared, could 
be only figurative, — becauso there are no other things ; and hence the notions 
would bo fallible ; just like the notion of * Fire * in regard to the Boy, where 
there is no real ground for applying the word to him. And, yet the notion 
is not fallible. So that the objection urged above still remains in force. 
(642-643) 

The following Text anticipates the arguments set forth by AviddhaJcarna 
for the proving of the existence of Number :— 

TEXT (644). 


“ The notion of Number is established on the basis of its being 

DIFFERENT FROM THE NOTION OF THE ‘ ELEPHANT ’ AND OTHER 
THINGS ; THE SAID NOTION (OF NUMBER) MUST ARISE FROM 
THINGS OTHER THAN THOSE,—JUST LIKE THE NOTION 

OF THE ‘ Blue Cloth ’ and the like.”—(644) 
COMMENTARY. 

Ho argues as follows “ The notion of Number must have a basis other 
than such things like the Elephant Horse. Chariot and the like—because it 
is different from the notions of the Elephant, etc.,—like tho notion oi the 
‘ Blue Cloth’.— 1 Must arise from dungs, etc., etc. ’,—i.e. it should arise from 
a thing other than the said elephant, etc. ”— (G44) 

Tho Author answers this argument in the following— 

TEXT (645). 

What is desired to be proved could be proved as being due to 

SUCH CAUSES AS AN IMAGINARY CONVENTION ARISING FROM MERE 
WHIM AND SO FORTH. THE EXISTENCE OF ‘NUMBER’ 

in Cognition and other things also may be due 
to the same cause.—(645) 

COMMENTARY. 

Causes apart from the 1 Elephant, etc. ’ are already admitted (by us also) 
in the shape of imaginary Convention and the like; so that the argument 
adduced is entirely futile (the conclusion being admitted by us). 
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Tlie term ‘and so forth’ is meant to include the Remembrance of 
Convention and such other things. 

If however what you intend to prove is the fact of the notions in question 
having causes other than tlie said Imaginary Convention and the like, then 
the reason adduced is inconclusive. This is shown by means of a Reduclio 
ad Absurdum —* The existence of Number in Cognition, etc., etc.'; —‘ The 
same cause ’,—i.e. the fact of being different from the notions (of Elephant, 
etc.).—What is meant is that the ‘ Number' involved in such notions ns 
4 One Cognition ’, ‘ Ttco Cognitions ‘ Five Actions ’, would bo duo to the 
same Cause; as here too ‘ the difference from the said notions ’ is present:— 
As a matter of fact the said Number is not due to this circumstance ; hence 
the Reason is Inconclusive. —(G45) 

Further, you have explained that the number * Two ’ which subsists in 
more than one substance is brought about by several ‘ unities * associated 
with the several Cognitions. But as a matter of fact, tkore can be no basis 
for such an assertion.—This is what is shown in the following— 


TEXT (646). 

If the accomplishment of the Number be explained as dependent 

upon Cognitions,—then, why cannot the notion be 
ACCEPTED AS DUE TO MERE CONVENTION ?—(646) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term 4 mere ’ is meant to exclude such notions as ‘ one ’, 1 two ’ and 
the rest, the genus constituted by those, and the relationship of these. 

4 Why cannot the notion, etc., etc. ’Le. the notion of 4 two \ 4 three 
4 four ’ and so forth, that appear in connection with tho numbered things,— 
why cannot tliis be accepted as brought about by mere Convention ?— 
The advantage in this would be that it would not involve the assuming of 
tho causality of anything whose potency is not perceived ; for if such causality 
were assumed, then there would be an infinite number of such 4 Causes ’. 
It is far more reasonable therefore to postulate the 4 unitary conception ’ 
itself as the requisite cause,—on the strength of positivo and negative con¬ 
comitance. Otherwise, it might be assumed that 4 deities, getting at tho 
UantalA, bring about the movement of the bowels ’ [not the Haritaki itself].— 
As a matter of fact too, 4 duality ’ and the rest, which have boon held to 
be perceptible apart from things excluded from the 4 aggregate ’ and such 
entities, are nevor perceived ; nor are they compatible ; becauso the existence 
of 4 one ’ in 4 many ’ has been denied, and 4 genus * and 4 subsistence ’ aro 
going to be denied.—(646) 

The following Text proceeds to deny 4 Dimension ’:— 
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TEXT (647). 

‘ Dimension ’ has been classed as ‘ Large ‘ Long ’ and the like ; 

—WHY CANNOT IT BE REGARDED AS DUE TO DIVERSITY OF FORMS 

in the Thing itself ?—(647) 

COMMENTARY. 

The theory of the other Party is as follows :— 

« Dimension is the basis of all notions of size ; it is of four kinds—(1) 
Large, (2) Small, (3) Long, (4) Short—The ‘ Largo ’ Dimension again is 
of two kinds— eternal and non-eternal the eternal, as also the Largest, 
Dimension subsists in A kasha. Time, Space and Soul; the ‘non-eternal’ 
Dimension subsists in the Triad and other substances.—Similarly tho ‘ Small ’ 
Dimension also is of two kinds— eternal and non-eternal the eternal and 
also the smallest. Dimension, subsists in the Atom and tho Mind,—in tho 
shape of tho ‘ atomic globule ’ ; and the non-eternal Dimension subsists in 
tho Diad only; it is also used in connection with such things as the Pearl, 
the Amalaka-Frmt, the Bilva-iruit and the like, which are really ‘ large 
but only figuratively, on account of the absence of much * largeness ’ in their 
‘ largo dimension ’; e.g. the * Large Dimension ’ of the Pearl is not of the 
same degree as that of the Amalaka ; and so on in regard to all things— 
Question :—‘ What is the difference between tho Largeness and Length as 
subsisting in tho Triad and the Smallness and Shortness subsisting in the 
Diad ? ’—Answer :—As regards Largeness and Length, there is mutual dis¬ 
tinction ; for instance, wo come across such varied expressions as ‘from 
among the Large things, bring tho Longer one \ ‘ from among the Long 
things, bring the larger one ’. As regards the distinction between ‘ small¬ 
ness ’ and ‘ shortness it is perceptible only to Mystics w ho alone see 
them.” 

In this scheme the ‘ Large * and the rest are held to be something different 
from Colour and the rest,—on the ground that they arc apprehended by 
Cognitions other than cognitions of these latter, like Pleasure, etc. In 
tliis Reasoning, if tho Reason adduced is meant to consist in the fact that 
“ Largeness, etc. are tho objects of Sense-perception different from the Sense- 
perception of Colour and such things then, such a Reason is one that is 
‘ unproven \ not admitted; because as a matter of fact any such thing as 
the ‘ Large and other Dimension ’ is never found to appear in any Sense- 
perception, apart from the Colour and other things as they exist—If thon, 
it be held that the notion of 4 small \ ‘ large ’ and the like is a cognition 
that is entirely different from the cognition of Colour, etc.,—then the Reason 
becomes ‘fallible’, ‘Inconclusive’; as there is nothing to invalidate a 
contrary conclusion. As a matter of fact there is nothing that ready forms 
the object of tho notion in question ; as what is held to be such is a mere 
verbal figment. All that happens is that when the samo Colour is seen 
turning towards the same direction,—and it is desired to bring out the 
difference between that Colour and other Colours,—there appears the notion, 
based upon preconceived convention, that it is ‘ large And this does not 
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justify the conviction tliat it is some tiling altogether different. Conse¬ 
quently tliere is nothing apart from Colour, etc -’, that could bo regarded as 
the object of that- notion ; and hence the Reason is one that is ‘ unproven 

The Proposition (or Conclusion) also is contrary to Perception; inas¬ 
much as the 4 large ’ and other dimensions, wliich are meant to bo perceptible, 
are never perceived apart from Colour and other things. 

Thus then, why cannot tlie 4 Dimension ’ of things bo regarded as of 
tho same nature as Colour and tlio rest, but based on this difference, turning 
towards a direction different from that towards which other things turn ? 
In so doing, tho assumption of unseen and unreasonable tilings is avoided.— 
Tliis is what is implied by the particle 4 ita ' in tho Text. —Thus when several 
Colour, etc. are seen or touched, as turning towards the same direction, 
people como to speak of it as 4 long ’; and when the Colour, etc. scon or 
touched are fewer as compared to the former, they speak of it as ‘ short 
The same explanation may be applied to tlie notion of 4 Largeetc. also. 

As in the case of tho denial of Colour and other qualities, so here also, 
tho denial of tlie 4 Large ’ and other dimensions may be set forth, on the 
basis of tho alternatives—is it one or many ?—(G47) 

Furtlior, inasmuch as the Reason adduced is found oven whore the 
Proband urn (character to be proved) is absent, its 4 inconclusivencss ’ bocomos 
all tho more pronounced. This is shown in tlie following— 

TEXTS (648-649). 

A Line of Mansions is conceived of as 4 large ’; and yet no 4 Dimen¬ 
sion ’ commensurate with the form of the Line is assumed. 

If it be said that it is spoken of as such on the basis of 

THE QUALITY SUBSISTING IN THE SAME OBJECT (MANSION), 

—THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT NEITHER ‘ LARGENESS ’ 
nor 4 Length ’ is ever meant to belong 
to Mansions.—(64S-649) 

COMMENTARY. 

Evon where the 4 Largeness * as conceived by you is not present,— 
in such things, for instance, as tlie Line of Mansions —the notion of ‘largeness ' 
is found to appear. 

It will not lie right to assert that—“The largeness subsists in tho same 
Houses wherein the quality of 4 line 1 (being in a line ) is present, and on tho 
strength of this inherence in the same tiling, the Line comes to be spoken of as 
Large ” ;—because tliis would bo contrary to the Opponent’s own doctrine. 
This is what is meant by tho words of the Text — 4 Neither Length, etc., etc. '. 

4 Dhamasu '—in the Mansions, Palaces ;—the Dimension—extending to 
a mile and so forth,—is not meant (by the Opponent) to be present in tho 
Palaces.—(648-049) 


Question :— 44 Why cannot such Dimension subsist in the Houses ! ” 
Answer :— 
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TEXT (650). 

The ‘ Palace ’ is held by you to be a ‘ conglomeration which is 

a Quality ; which, as such, cannot have Dimension 
(which is another Quality) ; Nor can there be 
another ‘line’ of it. Nor can recourse 
be had to figurative expression.—(650) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, you regard the ‘ Palace ’ to be of the nature of Conjunction, 
Conglomeration, and hence a Quality; and not a composite substance, as 
it is not productive of heterogeneous substances. The said Quality cannot 
have Dimension ; because your doctrine is that Qualities cannot reside in 
Qualities. For the same reason the Palace, which is one quality, cannot 
have a * line ’ (or series), which is another quality; the expression ‘ line 
of Palaces ’ itself would be on absurdity; whence then could it bo ‘ large * 
or ‘ small * ? To explain further—‘ Line ’ (series) is held to be of the nature 
of 1 Number *; and Number, as a Quality, can subsist only in a Substance, 
never in a Quality.—Even if ‘ line ’ or ‘ series ’ be regarded as of the nature 
of a ‘Composite’,—even so, the substratum of a Substance must be a 
Substance, not a Quality; so that the Line (a Substance) cannot subsist in 
the Palace (a Quality).—If ‘Line’ be held to be of the nature of Genus, — 
ovon so, as the Genus subsists in its complete form in every one of its com¬ 
ponent Individuals, even a single Palace could be called a ‘ Line ’,—like the 
Tree. This has been thus asserted—‘ Though the House is a Conglomera¬ 
tion (Conjunction), how can there be a line of it ? If it were a genus, then 
even a single Palaco might be called a Line —With regard to the Line 
(series) also, the notion of ‘ Long \ ‘ Large * and so forth is equally impossible ; 
as in the Palace, of which it is a substratum, the quality of ‘ one-ness ’ and 
the like is not present; and as regards the Wood and other materials (that 
go to make up the Palace), the intended Length, etc. are absent in them. 

Then again, when there are soveral 4 Lines of Palaces % it would not bo 
possible to have the notion of 4 Line * and 4 Line ’ extending over all; as 
one genus cannot have another genus. This has been thus asserted— 4 Where 
there are several Lines, how can that term be applied ? The genus cannot 
liavo another genus \ 

Nor can it be right to seek shelter under 4 figurative expression ’; as the 
notion of 4 largeness ’ is not found to be fallible in reference to things like 
the Line ; and hence it cannot be regarded os figurative. What is not different 
from the direct connotation cannot be regarded as 4 figurative ’; otherwise 
it would lead to absurdities. This has been thus declared— 4 Tho notion of 
Largeness in regard to the Line, which has been held to be figurative, cannot 
be figurative, as it is the object of a Cognition which is in no way different 
from the direct connotation of the term ’.— (650) 

“ There is the notion that 4 this is separate from that ’; and on the 
strength of this notion even a t h i n g that is in contact with another tiling is 
differentiated from it;—and that which is the cause or basis of this differentia- 
24 
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tion is called 1 Separateness ’ (a distinct Quality—according to the Naiydyikas). 
This ' Separateness ’ is something different from the Jar and other tilings,— 
because it forms the object of a cognition different from the cognition of 
these latter, as in the case dealt with before.” 

Such is the view of the other part}* (the Naiyayika). Hero also, as in 
the case of ‘ Dimension', the Reason is open to the charge of being ‘ Un¬ 
proven ’ and ‘ Inconclusive \—With tliis idea in Iris mind, the Author 
adds the following— 

TEXT (651). 

The notion of ‘ being apart which is assumed as being due to 

THE QUALITY OF ‘ SEPARATENESS —WHY HAS IT NOT BEEN 
HELD TO REST IN THE VARIOUS THINGS OF DIVERGENT 
CHARACTERS ?—(651) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, as a matter of fact, no such thing as ‘ Separateness ’ as 
distinct from Colour, etc. ever appears in Perception ; so that the fact of its 
being cognised by a cognition different from the cognition of Colour, etc. 
cannot be admitted. Henco inasmuch as, while being perceptible, the 
intended quality is not perceived, it must be taken to bo non-existent. — 
Nor can it be regarded as proved by the definite cognition ‘ tliis is separate ’. 
Because those same things. Colour and the rest,—existing in their own 
character—when conceived of in relation to other things, from which they are 
found to be differentiated,—become the basis of the notion of the tilings 
being 4 separate ’; and hence tlie said notion cannot prove the existence 
of any other thing (apart from those tilings themselves).—Hence the notion 
of 4 being apart ’, which is described as proceeding from the quality of 
4 separateness ’,—why cannot that notion bo held to rest in heterogenoous and 
homogeneous characters ? That is, it is best to regard it as resting upon 
that. This shows the ‘ inconclusivenees ’ of the Reason adduced by the 
other party. The compound ‘ vibhinna, etc.' is to be expounded accordingly. 
—(651) 

The following Text proceeds to show that the Reason cited is present 
in the contrary of the Probandum also :— 

TEXT (652). 

Just as Cognition, Pleasure and the rest, being different from 

ONE ANOTHER, ARE SPOKEN OF AS ‘ SEPARATE \ AND HENCE BECOME 
THE BASIS OF THAT NOTION (OF SEPARATENESS), IN¬ 
DEPENDENTLY OF ANYTHING ELSE,—SO 
WOULD OTHER THINGS ALSO.—(652) 

COMMENTARY. 

In Pleasure and other Qualities, the Quality of 4 separateness ’ cannot 
subsist; because Qualities are devoid of Qualities (under the Opponent’s 
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doctrine); and yet they are spoken of as ‘ separate \ in the sense that they 
are mutually exclusive; and as such they become the ‘ basis ’—cause— 
of that notion of ‘ being separate \ In the same maimer, the Jar and other 
things also, which have been regarded as ‘ substance should be devoid 
of any such quality as ‘ Separateness \ distinct from themselves.—Nor can 
the said notion be said to be ‘ figurative ’; as it does not differ in any way 
from the ‘ direct ’ notion.—Such is the sense of the Text. 

Or, the Text may be taken as showing the notion of ‘ being separate ’ 
to be not based upon anything apart from the things concerned, and thereby 
points out the annulment of the Opponent’s Conclusion by Inference.— 
This Inference may be formulated as follows:—Things that are mutually 
exclusive are not the substrata of any such quality as * separateness \ apart 
from themselves,—like Pleasure, etc.,—Jar and other things are mutually 
exclusive ;—hence this is a natural Reason (for believing that the Jar, etc. 
cannot bo the substratum of any such quality as ‘ Separateness ’). 

It is impossible for any one thing to subsist in many things. As for 
Subsistence (which tho Naiyayika postulates as subsisting in many things), 
it is going to bo rejected later on ; and hence there can be no such relation 
ns ‘ Subsistence ’. An argument annulling the said notion is also available 
in the shape of the possibility of such relation being not present in Pleasure 
and the rest.—(652) 

Tho Author next proceeds to criticise the qualities of Conjunction and 
Disjunction :— 


TEXT (653). 

Conjunction and Disjunction as restricted to substances have 

BEEN POSTULATED BY OTHERS AS CAUSES OF THE NOTIONS OF 
‘ BEING JOINED ’ AND THE LIKE ; THESE ARE ENTIRELY 

USELESS.-(653) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Opponent’s scheme is that—“ Conjunction and Disjunction are tho 
bases, respectively, of the notions of 4 being joined ’ and ‘ being disjoined ’ ; 
they consist in the contact of t chat has not been in contact, and the ceasing of 
contact of what has been in contact ;—and that they are brought about by the 
action of either one or of both, as also by Conjunction and Disjunction ”. 

All this is a mere schemo ; and there is no proof for the idea that these 
are real entities; hence they have been needlessly postulated by the other 
philosophers. 

This argument may be formulated as follows :—That in support of 
wlxich there is no proof (no means of Cognition) can never be regarded by 
intelligent persons as ‘ existing —e.g. * the Son of the Barren Woman *;— 
the otlier party have no proof in support of 4 Conjunction ’ and ‘Disjunc- 
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tion’ ; lienee there is non-perception of the wider condition (which makes 
the less extensive conclusion impossible).—(C53) 


The following Texts (654-663) set forth tho arguments adduced by 
Uddyolakara, wliich are calculated to show that the Author’s own Reasons 
are 4 Unproven ’ (Not admitted) 


TEXTS (654-657). 

“ If there were no Conjunction, then the Soil, the Seed, the Water 
and the Earth and such things should be always producing 

THEIR EFFECTS ; AS THERE WOULD BE NO GROUND FOR DIFFERENTIATION. 
—AS A MATTER OF FACT HOWEVER, THE SOIL, THE SEED, THE WATER 
AND SUCH THINGS .ARE ALWAYS FOUND TO REQUIRE SOMETHING ELSE 
IN THE PRODUCING OF THEIR EFFECTS ;—LIKE THE STICK, THE WHEEL 
AND WATER, ETC. (IN THE MAKING OF Jar). THAT THING WHICH THEY 
REQUIRE is Conjunction; AND as it has a particular characteristic, 
it is regarded as distinct (from other things). When one is 

TOLD TO ‘ BRING TWO CONJOINED THINGS HE BRINGS ONLY THOSE TWO 
THINGS IN WHICH HE PERCEIVES THE CONJUNCTION, AVOIDING EVERY¬ 
THING ELSE.”—<654—657) 


COMMENTARY. 

Uddyolakara has argued as follows [in XyayavSrtika on 2. 1. 33, Pago 221, 
Bib. Ind.):—“ If Conjunction were not a distinct thing, then, of such things 
as tho soil, the seed, etc.—each itself being always there,—they would always 
produce their effects in the form of the sprout, etc. As a matter of fact 
however, they do not do so. Hence from the fact of the non-production of 
the effects always, it Is understood that tho soil, etc. require the help of some 
other thing, in the producing of the effect in the shape of the sprout; just 
as in the producing of the Jar, the Clay, the Stick, the Water, tho Tliread, 
etc. require the lielp of the Potter. Hence it is established that this some¬ 
thing elso that they need is Conjunction. 

“ Then again, the Conjunction between two substances is perceived as a 
qualification of those substances, and hence it is directly perceived as some¬ 
thing different from those substances. For instance, when someone is 
told by another person to 4 bring two conjoined things \ he brings only those 
two things in which he perceives the Conjunction, and not any Substanco 
at random. If the Conjunction were not something real and different, he 
might bring anything. 

“All these arguments put inversely are to be used in proving the 
existence of Disjunction —(654-657) 
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TEXT (658). 

“ If Conjunction and Disjunction were not there, then to what 

WOULD SUCH DISTINCT NOTIONS BE DUE AS—* THIS THING IS 
ATTACHED TO IT’—‘THIS IS DETACHED 

FROM IT ’ ? ”-(658) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ Further, evon when there is no other difference between two things, 
ono is said to be ‘ attached to it \ and another to be ‘ detached from it ’;—how 
could there be such diverse notions, if Conjunction and Disjunction did not 
exist, as something distinct, in the two things? A particular notion in 
regard to a thing cannot be possible without the presence of something 
peculiar ; otherwise overytliing would be possible always and everywhere. 
—(G58) 


TEXTS (659-660). 

“It SOMETIMES HAPPENS THAT EVEN WHEN ONE THING IS REALLY 
detached from another, it is perceived as attached to it,—and 
WHEN THE THING IS REALLY CLOSE TO ANOTHER, IT IS PER¬ 
CEIVED AS detached from it there are these two 
misconceptions. And a misconception HAS always 
SOME PRIMARY FACTOR AS ITS COUNTERPART. THIS 
PRIMARY FACTOR HAS TO BE POINTED OUT IN 
THE TWO MISCONCEPTIONS CITED. IF SUCH 
A PRIMARY FACTOR IS ASSERTED, CONJUNC¬ 
TION and Disjunction become 
ESTABLISHED.”-(659-660) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ Further, it so happens sometimes that, even the Dhava and Khadira 
trees are really detached from one another, and to a man standing at a 
distance, they appear to bo close (attached) together ; and in the case of the 
line of Cranes seated on the thin top of a tree, even though tliey are close 
together, yet they appear as if detached; both these cognitions—apprehending 
things as they are not,—ore false, misconceptions. And as a matter of fact, 
no misconception is ever produced without the apprehension of a primary 
factor ; for instance, unless a man has had the perception of the Cow, he 
cannot have the misconception, as ‘ Cow ’, of the Gavaya ; so that there 
must be some primary factor pointed out as the basis of the said two mis¬ 
conceptions. When such a primary factor is pointed out, the existence of 
Conjunction and Disjunction would become established. Apart from 
these two, there can be no basis for the said notion.'*—(659-660) 
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TEXTS (661-663). 


“ THEN AGAIN, ON WHAT BASIS IS THE NOTION OF ‘ THE MAN WITH EAR¬ 
RINGS ’ PRODUCED ? It COULD NOT PROCEED FROM THE MERE PRESENCE 

of the Man and the Ear-ring ; for in that case, the said notion 

WOULD BE THERE ALWAYS.—FURTHER, IT IS ONLY SOMETHING THAT 
HAS BEEN PERCEIVED TO BE PRESENT IN ONE PLACE THAT IS DENIED 
IN ANOTHER PLACE. IF CONJUNCTION HAS NOT BEEN PERCEIVED, THEN 
HOW DOES IT COME TO BE DENIED IN SUCH EXPRESSIONS AS ‘ CHAITRA 
is without Ear-rings ' ? Hence it follows that there is some such 

REAL THING IN THE SHAPE OF CONJUNCTION, WHOSE AFFIRMATION AND 
DENIAL PROCEED WITH DUE DISTINCTION.”—(661-663) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ Then again, when there appears the notion that 4 Devadatta is wearing 
Ear-rings on what basis does it appoar ? This needs to be explained. 
The said notion cannot bo due to the mere presence of the Man and the 
Ear-ring; as Devadatta and the Ear-ring being lasting entities, tho notion 
should appear constantly (even when Devadatta would not be wearing tho 
Ear-ring). 

“ Further, it is only when a certain thing has been perceived to bo 
present in a certain place that the notion of the negation of its presence 
is found to appear in reference to another place ; under the circumstances, 
if you have never perceived Conjunction to bo present, then how could 
you have tho distinct notions of Chaitra being 1 with Ear-rings * and 4 without 
Ear-rings ’ ? What is denied by the expression 4 Chaitra is without Ear¬ 
rings ’ is not the Ear-ring, because it having been assumed to be existent in 
another place and at another time, it could not be denied entirely. Nor can it 
be the denial of Chaitra, the man; as he stands on the same footing as tho 
Ear-ring. Hence what is denied must be Chaitra’s contact (Conjunction) 
with the Ear-ring.—Similarly by the affirmative expression 4 Chaitra with 
the Ear-ring ’, what is affirmed is neither the Ear-ring, nor Chaitra,—as both 
these are well-established entities;—hence, by elimination, all that can be 
affirmed is the Conjunction between these two, which has not been cognised 
by any other means.—From all this it follows that, there is such a real thing 
as Conjunction (and Disjunction), by virtue of which there appear such distinct 
affirmative and negative notions as 4 Chaitra with Ear-rings ’ and 4 Chaitra 
without Ear-rings \ 

“ Th ® ‘ adi ’ is meant to include the notion of 4 qualification \ as 
pointed out before.”—(661-663) 


With the following Text, the Author proceeds to answer the above argu 
ments of TJddyotakara:— 
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TEXT (664). 

The answer to the above is as follows The water and the rest 

DO NOT REMAIN THE SAME, AS ALL THINGS ARE MOMENTARY. 

Even when existent, they stand in need of that 

CONDITION IN WHICH THERE IS NOTHING 
INTERVENING BETWEEN THEM.-(664) 


COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued under Text 654 above that—" Seed, etc. would 
always bo producing their effects " ; but the reason that has been urged- 
that they are not differentiated—i.e. they remain the same,—is not true, not 
admitted bv us ; because all things being in ‘ perpetual flux ’, it is only in a 
particularly differentiated condition that they are productive of their effects. 

It lias* been argued under Text G55 above, tliat—“ The soil, etc. aro 
dependent upon something else. etc.”.-If this is meant to prove merely 
the general fact that they are ‘ dependent ’.—then the argument is super¬ 
fluous (proving what is already admitted by us); this is what is shown by 
the words * Even when existent, etc. etc.'; that is, it is held by us also that the 
seed etc.—even when existent,—become capable of producing their effects 
in the shape of the sprout only when they are in that condition in which 
there is nothing intervening between them and so forth ; so that on this 
point the argument of the Opponent is superfluous.—The term avyava- 
dhdna ’ means that condition in wliich there is nothing intervening and 
so forth.—The phrase ‘so forth' includes such factors as the absence of 
obstruction, , etc. ; tliat is to say, that particular condition m which (a) there 
is nothing intervening, (6) there is no remoteness among them, (c) there is 
no obstruction by a contrary force ;—all these being obstacles to the appear¬ 
ance of the effect. And as the ‘ condition’ of a tiling is nothmg different 
from tho thing itself, the argument put forward does not prove the exist¬ 
ence of Conjunction as something distinct. 

If then what is intended by you to prove is the fact of tho Seed, etc. 
being dependent upon a different thing in the shape of wliat you call ‘ Con¬ 
junctionthen, as your Reason, not being found to bo concern, tant 
with any such character, becomes ‘Inconclusive’; and the Corroborative 
instance also is devoid of the Probandum. This is what is meant by the 
Text.— (664) 


The following might be urged “ How do you know that the soil and 
the rest are dependent upon a particular condition of their own, in becoming 
the causo of producing the effect in the shape of the sprout,—and they 
are not dependent upon the Conjunction of something different from them¬ 
selves ? and it is on the strength of this that you urp against us the fact of 
our argument being superfluous if mere dependence is meant to be proved . 

The answer to this is provided in the following— 
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TEXT (665). 

If the water, etc. needed the Conjunction only, then they would 

APPEAR IMMEDIATELY ON THEIR COMING TOGETHER (CONJUNCTION), 
—OR NOT APPEAR AT ALL.-(665) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Soil, Water and the rest needed only tlieir Conjunction to bring 
about their effect in the shape of the sprout, then it should corao about as 
soon as they come into contact with one another; because the Cause would 
bo there in its perfect form.—exactly as it does later on. If the effect does not 
appear immediately on their first contact, then it should not appear at all, 
even later on ; as the Cause would even tlien be ns defective as on the previous 
occasion. Nor would it be reasonable to suppose that the soil, etc. are 
dependent upon Conjunction which does not help them at all; as such a 
theory would lead to absurdities.—Nor again is it right to regard tlie Con¬ 
junction as appearing only occasionally; as the cause (basis) in the shape 
of the soil, etc. is always there.—It might bo held that—“ in the bringing 
about of the Conjunction also, there is need for such forces os those of 
‘ Destiny ’ and the like ”.—But this cannot be right; becauso the samo objec¬ 
tion would be applicable against tliat view also. For instance, what would 
be the answer to the question—‘ Why does not the said Destiny bring about 
the effect at once ? ’—The answer might be that—“ it does not do so, be¬ 
cause the requisite urge is absent in the Cause ”,—Then comes the Question 
—why should there be this absence of the requisite urge ?—Sucli Questions 
would be everywhere inevitable under the theory of Causes being permanent 
entities.—For one, on the other hand, who holds all tilings to be impermanent 
(momentary),—as tlie chain of all (momentary) causes is beginningless, there 
can be no possibility of tlie anomaly of all things being produced at one 
and the same time; because tlie succeeding causes would all be restricted 
by the preceding ones (in the same Chain), and lienee the Causes of these 
could not be present at the same time by reason of their own causes not 
lieing present in their perfect condition. Thus it is only under your doctrine 
that there is possibility of tlie anomaly of the Soil, etc. producing the sprout 
at all times; lienee it becomes established that the Soil, etc. do not require 
any such distinct thing as ‘ Conjunction ’.—(665) 

It has been asserted (under Text 656 above) that—“as Conjunction 
lias a particular cliaractoristic it is regarded as distinct—This is answered 
in the following— 

TEXT (666). 

\Y HEN A MAN SEES TWO THINGS HAVING COME CLOSE TOGETHER BY THEM¬ 
SELVES, HE BRINGS THOSE THINGS IN THAT CONDITION (WHEN 
TOLD TO DO SO).—(666) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, what falls within the range of the perceiver’s vision 
is not any distinct thing in the shape of Conjunction, by noticing which he 
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brings up the ‘ Conjoined things ’; what happens is that ho notices tliat the 
two tilings, which were previously in the condition in which there was an 
interval of space between them, have subsequently come into the condition 
in which they have come into juxtaposition,—these tilings come to be 
spoken of as ‘conjoined things’; as it has been already proved that the 
term ‘ Conjunction ’ connotes only a particular condition of things. So 
tliat whenever one finds two things in this particular condition in wliich they 
become expressible by the term ‘ conjoined things \ one brings these, and 
none others. No intelligent person ever acts on the strength of words, in 
regard to what is not expressed by those words.—(C66) 

It lias been argued (under Text 658, above) that—* 1 To what would such 
distinct notions be due as ‘ this tiling is attaclied to it—this is detached 
from it’ ?” 

The answer to tliis is provided in the following— 


TEXT (667). 

When a thing is produced in the detached form, it becomes the 

BASIS FOR THE NOTION OF BEING 4 DETACHED ’ ; ON THE OTHER 
HAND, WHEN IT IS PRODUCED IN THE attached FORM, IT 
BECOMES THE BASIS OF THE NOTION OF BEING ' AT¬ 
TACHED * ;—JUST AS IN THE CASE OF THE House, 

the Vindhya mountain and the Himalaya 
mountain. — (667) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, it is a distinct object that is produced in a particular 
form tliat becomes the basis of a distinct notion; hence the Reason urged by 
the Opponent is Inconclusive. This is the upshot of the Text as a whole. 

The construction is—‘ the tiling that is produced in the detached form 
becomes the basis for the notion of being detached'.—On the other hand, 
i.e. when it is produced as not-detached. 

1 Just as in the case oj the House, etc. etc.' -—these form examples of the 
said two notions.—Even under the doctrine of the opposite party, when 
two Houses have been produced as attached to one another, and are therefore 
of the nature of Conjunction itself,—there is no other Conjunction which 
serves as the basis of their being ‘ attached ’similarly when two Houses 
have been produced as detached, there is no other Disjunction which forms the 
basis of the notion of their being ‘ detached ’.—In the case of the Himalaya 
and Vindhya Mountains also, the notion of their being ‘ detached ’ is not duo 
to any other thing in the shape of ‘ Disjunction ’.—because your own idea 
is that ‘Disjunction consists in separation following after Contact' [and 
certainly there never has been any contact between the two mountains], 
—(607) 
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It has been argued (under Text 659. above) tliat—“ the notion of being 
attached that nppws with regard to wliat is detaclie<l, etc. etc.”—The answer 
to this is provided in the following— 


TEXTS (66S-669). 

A MISCONCEPTION DOES NOT APPEAR ALWAYS IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
a Primary Conception ; for instance, the notion of ‘ Two 
Moons ’ appears independently of its similarity to 
any other (primary) notion, through some internal 
derangement, while the jiind is turned else¬ 
where.—Or, the requisite ‘ Primary ’ in 

THE CASE IN QUESTION MAY BE THAT SAME 
THING WHICH HAS BEEN PRODUCED IN 

the attached form and the like 
(but IS MISCONCEIVED AS 
BEING detached or other¬ 
wise).— (66S-669) 


COMMENTARY. 

That all Misconceptions appear only through the perception of similarity 
(to a primary) cannot be admitted ; because there are some misconceptions 
which are produced, independently of all similarity, merely through somo 
disorder in the sense-organs. For instance, when a man has the fancies of 
his Mind turned elsewhere, though what is actually before the eyes is ft single 
Moon, yot, on account of the sense-organ concerned (the Eyes) being deranged 
by disease and darkness, there appears the cognition furnished by the form 
of two Moons ; and this is quite clear and free from all taint of being entirely 
fanciful. 

The phrase ‘ while the Mind is turned elsewhere ’ shows that the notion of 
‘ two moons ’ is entirely indeterminate in character; the idea being that in 
an indeterminate notion, there can be no perception of similarity ; as this 
latter is always in tlie form of the cognition of some sort of unity between the 
thing seen now and that seen previously; and as such, it must bo of the 
nature of some verbal expression relative to the previously perceived thing. 

Or, granting that the previous Misconception is in the wake of a Primary 
Cognition,—even so, what the other party desires cannot be proved.—This 
is what is shown by the words—‘ Or, the requisite Primary, etc. etc.' —The 
phrase 'and the like' is meant to include the thing bom in the detached form. 
What is meant is that the same thing.—produced as attached or detached ,— 
when conceived of as precluding things of the other kind, comes to bo spoken 
by a name applied to it in accordance with that (attached or detached) 
form which has been perceived first; and this may be regarded as the Primary 
(of the later misconception of the same attached thing as detached, or vice 
versa). So that the argument adduced by you does not prove what is desired 
by you.—(668-669) 
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It has been argued (under Text 661, above) that—“ The notion of the 
•man with the Ear-ring. etc. etc ."—This is answered in the following— 


TEXT (670). 

The notion of ' the Man with the Ear-ring ’ arises only with 
reference to Chailra (the Man) and the Ear-ring, in 

WHOM A PARTICULAR CONDITION HAS COME ABOUT J AND IT 
ONLY APPEARS AS IF THE COGNITION WERE OF 

‘ Conjunction * (between the two). —(670) 
COMMENTARY. 

Just as what is called ‘ Conjunction ’ comes into existence only when 
Ohaitra and the Ear-ring appear in a certain state,—and not always; 
in tho same manner, the notion also of 4 tlse man with the Ear-ring ’ is duo 
to a particular state of things, and as such, why should it appear always ? 

The compound 4 J&tavasthavishisayoh ’ is to be explained as 4 the two, 
Ohaitra and the Ear-ring, in whom a particular state 1ms been produced . 
—(670) 

It has been argued (under Text 6G2, above) that— 44 It is only something 
that lias been perceived to be present in one place that is deniod in another 
place, etc. etc.”.—The answer to this is provided in the following— 


TEXT (671). 

It is the one peculiar condition seen in one place which is denied 
in another place.— As regards the notion ‘ Chaitra is 
without the Ear-ring \ it is not Conjunction that is 
denied ; for the simple reason that this Con¬ 
junction HAS NEVER BEEN SEEN.-(671) 

COMMENTARY. 

The notion in question has been explained as being based upon a certain 
state of things; and when this state of tilings, which should be perceptible, 
is not perceived under another state of things.-then there is its denial (in 
regard to this latter state of things)and what is denied is not tho Conjunc¬ 
tion that is assumed by you. For the simple reason that the 4 Conjunction 
has never appeared in any Cognition, apart from the tilings to which it is 
held to belong. 
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Tims our Reason is not open to the charge of being ‘ Unproven ’.—(071) 

Tlic following might be urged (by the Opi>onent)—If we have not 
been able to produce proofs in support of Conjunction.—what is your proof 
in annulment of it ? ” 

The answer is provided by the following— 


TEXTS (672-674). 


The notion of things being ‘ conjunct ’ cannot be due to thk 
Conjunction postulated by the other party,—(a) because 
IT IS THE NOTION of ‘ BEING CONJUNCT —LIKE THE 
NOTION OF * BEING CONJUNCT ’ IN CONNECTION WITH 

the Mansion and such things;—or (b) because 

IT APPEARS ONLY WHEN THERE IS MORE THAN ONE 
THING,—LIKE THE COGNITIONS OF SEVERAL DIF¬ 
FERENTIATED YARNS.—The SAME TWO ARGU¬ 
MENTS may BE URGED tnutaiis mutandis, 
against Disjunction also.—And the Rea¬ 
son ANNULLING (BOTH THESE CONCEP¬ 
TIONS of Conjunction and Dis¬ 
junction) CONSISTS IN THE FACT 
THAT IT CANNOT BE RIGHT FOR 
ONE THING TO SUBSIST IN 
MORE THINGS THAN ONE.— 

(672-674) 


COMMENTARY. 

The arguments may be formulated as followsThe notion of ‘ being 
conjunct ’ is based upon the mere Object, which lws nolhing to do with the 
‘ Conjunction ’ postulated by you.—just like the same notion in such expres¬ 
sions as ‘ the conjunct liouses ’.—and the notion of ‘ Clinitra with the Ear¬ 
ring ’ is the notion of ‘ being conjunct *; hence this is a natural reason (for 
regarding it as due to the nature of the thing itself).—Or. that which appears 
on the coming together of several things follows from the things themselves 
entirely devoid of the ‘ Conjunction ’ postulated by you,—as the notion of 
several yarns lying apart from one anotherthe notion of * being conjunct * 
is a notion of this kind;—hence this is a natural reason (for regarding it 
as due to the nature of the things themselves). 

Yuktadhih — Le. the notion of two things being conjunct. 

These same two arguments may be put forward also for denying ‘ Disjunc- 
tion ’(a) Because it is the notion of ‘ being disjunct ’.—or (6) because 
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its appearance is dependent upon the absence of several things,—the notion 
of ‘ being disjunct \ in the case of two rams and such things, must be due to 
the particular things themselves, irrespectively of the ‘Disjunction’ postulated 
by the other party,— just like tlie notion of ‘ being disjunct * that appears in 
relation to two Rams living far apart, or that which appears in relation to 
the Himalaya and tlie Vindhya Mountains. 

Question :—" What is the reason that annuls the conclusion contrary to 
the Probandum in the above reasonings,—which would preclude the presence 
of the Reason in something where the Probandum is known to be absent ? ” 

Ansioer :— 4 The reason annulling, etc. etc.' —That is, the fact that the 
subsistence of one thing in several things cannot be right, has been shown 
in detail in the Chapter on the 4 Composite Whole ’, under Text 607 (above) ; 
hence it is not set forth here.—(672-674) 

The author proceeds to set forth objections against the Qualities of 
4 Priority * and 4 Posteriority ’:— 


TEXTS (675-676). 

The name (and idea) of 4 Priority ’ and ‘ Posteriority ’ have been 

ASSUMED AS THE BASIS OF THE NOTIONS OF * FORE * AND 4 AFT -AS 

THESE NOTIONS CANNOT BE DETERMINED IN REFERENCE TO 

Space and Time. —But just as the Blue and other 
COLOURS, WHICH COME INTO EXLSTENCE IN SUC¬ 
CESSION (ONE AFTER THE OTHER), COME TO BE 
SPOKEN OF ‘ FORE ’AND 4 AFT ’, WITHOUT 
REFERENCE TO DISTINCTIONS DUE 
TO ANY OTHER CONDITIONS,—SO 
WOULD THE SAID NOTIONS 
BE IN REGARD TO OTHER 
THINGS ALSO.- 

(675-676) 

COMMENTARY. 

[The position of the Ny&ya-vaishi$ika is as follows]—“ That from which 
arise the notions 4 this is before ’ and 4 this is after ’ are the Qualities named 
4 Priority ’ and 4 Posteriority which are the basis of the said notions of 
4 fore ’ and 4 aft ’ respectively.—The term 4 Sdi ’ is meant to include the idea 
also of 4 fore ’ and 4 aft ’. The argument may be formulated as follows :— 
The idea of 4 fore ’ and 4 aft ’ must be based upon something other than the 
Jar and other things, because it is different in character from the idea of 
these latter,—like the idea of Pleasure, etc.—For instance, when two objects 
are standing towards the same direction, there appears the notion 4 this is 
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fore and that is aft *; this notion cannot be due to Space (Direction);—nor 
can it l>e due to Time ; because even wlion two persons, one old and the 
other young, are present at the same time, but in uncertain directions, 
there appears tlie distinct notion of ‘ fore ’ and ‘ aft ’ (Senior and Junior); 
so tliat this distinction is tliero even though there is no difference in Time. 
Apart from these two—Space and Time,—there is nothing else which could 
bo regarded as the basts of the notions in question. Hence it becomes 
established that what form tho basis of these notions are the Qualities of 
‘ Priority ’ and 4 Posteriority \— 4 These notions cannot be determined in 
reference to Space and Time 'that is to soy, it cannot be held to bo in 
reference to near and far objects in contact with points in Space and Time. 
—Tlie terms 4 Space' and ‘Time’ are used here figuratively, in the sense of 
objects in contact with points of Space and Tone. So that wliat is meant is 
that Priority and Posteriority,—both kinds—have been explained by other 
people as being due to Space and Time. The manner in which these are 
said to be produced by Space is as follows :—-When two objects are standing 
in tho same direction,—then, in reference to the point near any one observer, 
taken as the standard-point, there appears, in regard to the object 
wherein Posteriority subsists, the notion of its being 4 for off ’;—and on tho 
basis of this idea, from tlie contact of tlie further point in Space, the Quality 
of Posteriority becomes produced;—and taking a point further removed 
from the observer as the standard-point, tlie re arises tlie idea of tlie object 
being ‘ near ’, in reference to the object wherein Priority subsists ; and from tho 
contact of this with another point in Space, tlie Quality of Priority becomes 
produced.—-The manner in which these Qualities are produced in reference 
to Time is as follows :—Between an old and a young man standing at the 
present time, in varying directions,—with regard to that person whose contacts 
with sunrise and sunset are deduced to have boon larger in number,—from his 
wrinkles, grey hairs, growing beard and so forth,—there arises the idea of 
his being 4 old ’ (Prior) in reference to the standard-point provided by the 
other man ; and on the basis of this idea, from the contact of another point 
of Time, the Quality of 4 Priority ’ becomes produced;—and from the 
standard-point provided by the older man, the idea of the other man having 
Imd lesser contacts with sunrise and sunset is deduced from tlie fact of his 
being beardless and so forth,—from which arises the idea of 4 nearness * 
(proximity) in regard to the younger man; and through this idea, out of the 
contact of anothor point of Time, the quality of 4 Posteriority ’ becomes 
produced.” 

Tho Text proceeds to show that the above Reasoning in support of 
Priority and Posteriority is 4 Inconclusive \ ou account of tho Reason being 
present in the contrary of the Pro band um also— 4 Just as the Blue, etc. etc.' 
— 4 Bhdva ' is existence, and the 4 vyacasthiti' qualified by this is coming into 
existence ; when this is 4 kramina ’, in succession, [it serves as the reason 
for what is going to be saidj. That is to say, in the case of Blue, etc., on 
account of their co m i ng into existence in succession (one after the other), 
tho whole phenomenon is regulated by the conditions of Time, not by tho 
conditions of any Quality,—and hence we have such notions of Priority and 
Posteriority as ‘this is the prior or earlier Blue’ and 4 that the posterior 
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or later Blue even in the absence of any such Qualities as Priority and 
Posteriority ; because no Quality can subsist in a Qualitywhy cannot 
the same be accepted in the case of the Jar and other things also ! 

What is meant by this is as follows If what is meant by the Opponent 
is to prove the moro fact of being dependent on something else, then the 
Reason adduced is 4 Inconclusive as it is present in the contrary of tho 
Probandum also.—If what is meant to be proved is the fact that the notion 
in question is based upon the particular Quality brought about by the eternal 
substances of Time and Space, —then there can bo no Corroborative Instance. 
—The conclusion is also annulled by Inference ; for instance, it is possible to 
set up the following inference—Tho notion of 4 Fore ’ and 4 Aft * is based 
upon a certain regularity in tho successive appearance of things without any 
such quality as lias been postulated by the other party,—because it is tho 
notion of 4 Fore * and 4 Aft \—like the notion of 4 Fore * and 4 Aft * in regard 
to Colour and such tilings ;—tho notion in question in regard to Jar, etc. also 
is such a notion of 4 Fore * and 4 Aft ’;—hence it is a natural reason (for 
regarding it as being based upon the said regularity, etc.). 

It might be argued by the Opponent that— 44 In the case of the Blue, etc., 
the notion of Priority of Posteriority is figurative, based upon the notion 
subsisting in the same object as the Blue, etc.; and hence the Reason is not 
open to the fallacy of 4 Inconclusiveness *; and inasmuch as, in the case of 
the Blue, etc. also, the qualities of Priority, etc. are admitted to form the basis 
of the said notion, the Corroborative Instance cited is not devoid of the 
Probandum.” 

But this cannot be so; it lias been already answered by the statement 
that as the notion is not found to be fallible, it cannot bo regarded as 
4 figurative ’; and further, as tho two qualities are not perceived even in their 
own substratum, it is not right to accept any notion as based upon it; how 
then could it ever be based upon it in the case of Blue and the rest ?—What 
too could be assumed to be the basis in the case of such tilings as Pleasure 
and the like ? As there is no co-subsistence in the same substratum. 

Further, as Time and Space have already been rejected abovo, they cannot 
be regarded as existent; the 4 Priority ’ and 4 Posteriority * based upon these 
should also be regarded as non-existent; how then could the notion lie believed 
to be based upon those ? Consequently any such idea cannot save the Reason 
from being 4 Inconclusive ’.—According to you again. Time and Space 
have no parts, from contact with which, as associated with 4 unitary concep¬ 
tion ’, the notion of 4 Priority ’ and 4 Posteriority ’ could be produced ; the 
reason for tliis lying in their being essentially one and without parts. Nor 
can it be right to seek explanation for a state of things in a merely imaginary 
4 pare ’ conceived figuratively ; as all such assumptions are restricted within 
well-defined limits by tho real state of things; and what is merely 4 figura¬ 
tive ’ is essentially unreal and false. Hence our Reason is not Inconclusive. 

As for the Reason adduced by tlie Opponent, it may be pointed out 
that it is 4 Unproven \ 4 not admissible ’.—(675-676) 

With the following Texts, the Author anticipates and answers the 
arguments adduced in favour of such qualities as 4 Number * and the rest:— 
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TEXTS (677-678). 

If it be held that —“ Number, Conjunction and the rest cannot be 

NON-DIFFERENT FROM Substance, BECAUSE THEY SERVE TO 
CHARACTERISE AND DIFFERENTIATE THIS LATTER,—LIKE 
THE Stick ”,—THEN [OUR ANSWER IS THAT] THERE IS 
PROVING OF WHAT IS ADMITTED BY US, IF WHAT 
IS MEANT IS THAT THEY HAVE AN ‘ ILLUSORY 
EXISTENCE *; BECAUSE WHAT IS ‘ IMAGIN¬ 
ARY ’ CANNOT BE DEFINED EITHER 
AS ‘ THIS ’ OR ‘ NOT THIS ’.— 

(677-678) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Nydi/a- Vaishbfika —“ All the above-mentioned qualities. 
Number and the rest, cannot be non-different from Substance,—because 
they servo to characterise and differentiate Substances;—when one tiling 
differentiates another, it cannot be non-different from the latter,—just as 
the stick, which differentiates Devadatta, cannot bo the same as Dovadatta.” 

If what is meant to prove by tliis argument is simply tbe denial of these 
beiug the same as Substance, then it is open to the charge of being futile. 
Because all things that have an ‘ illusory or imaginary existence ’ are- non¬ 
entities, and as such it cannot be asserted in regard to them as to whether 
they are the same as, or different from, anything. And this is what is 
admitted by us also.—(677-678) 

Tho following Text anticipates the Answer given to the above by 
Aviddhakarna :— 


TEXT (679). 

If THE FACT OF THE * GROUP * AND SUCH THINGS BEING Undefiiable 
IS DENIED (BY THE OPPONENT) ON THE GROUND THAT THEY 
HAVE DISTINCTIVE FEATURES,—JUST LIKE COLOUR, SOUND, 

Taste and other things,— [then our answer is as 
given in the next Text]. —(679) 

COMMENTARY. 

He lias argued as follows:—“ The particular states of the Group and 
the Chain are not incapable of being defined as this or not-this ,—because they 
are endowed with distinctive features,—just like Colour, Taste and such 
things.”—(679) 
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Tho following Text supplies the answer to this argument (of Aviddha- 
Jcarna ):— 


TEXTS (680-681). 

In reality, the ‘ Group ’ is absolutely feature-less ; hence, like 
the * Sky-lotus it can have no specific properties ; 
THEY ARE ALL FIGMENTS OF IMAGINATION.—EVEN WHEN 
STATED IN THIS FORM, THE REASONING ADDUCED WOULD 

be * Fallible in view of things like the 
‘ Sky-lotus ’. In fact, * non-difference ’ 

AS WELL AS ‘ DIFFERENCE ’ RESTS ALWAYS 
IN AN OBJECT.-(6S0-681) 


COMMENTARY. 

If what is meant to be the Reason is the presenco of real specific pro¬ 
perties. then it cannot be regarded as 4 admitted * (by both parties); because 
for the Bauddha , it cannot be admitted that the 4 Clin in ’ and other things 
which have merely * illusory existence ’ are endowed with any real specific 
properties.—If however the Reason is meant to bo put forward only in a 
vague goneml sort of way, then such imaginary properties as 4 non-existence 
4 incorporeality ’ etc. are present also in the 4 sky-lotus * and such tilings ; 
—hence the Reason adduced becomes ' falliblo \ 4 inconclusive 

4 Even when staled »n this form —i.e. if the assertion is mado in a vague 
general sort of way, without- reference to any well-determined specific pro¬ 
perties. 

For the following reason also the Reason is 4 fallible—inconclusive ’ :— 
Because 4 non-difference ’—sameness—and 4 difference ’—-being somotliing 
else, —rest aluays in an object, —not anywhere else. Tho 4 Cliain * and other 
tilings have a mere 4 ideal ’ existence, and as such are not- objects; how then 
could there be any difference or non-difference from these ? 

Thus t-lien. it lias lieen shown tliat, in the first argument (propounded by 
Aviddhakarna ), if what is meant to be proved is merely tho denial of t-lio 
non-difference of Number, etc. from Substance,—then thoro is ‘futility’. 
—(080-f>81) 

It might- bo argued tliat—“it is not- mere denial of non-difference that 
wo seek to establish, but, in view of tlie fact that two negatives make ono 
affirmative, by means of the two negatives we are seeking to prove tho 
difference of Number, etc. from Substance 

This is the reasoning that is refuted in the following text:— 
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TEXT (682). 

Thus then*, if what is meant to be asserted is that Number and 

THE REST ARE OTHER THAN (DIFFERENT FROM) SUBSTANCE,— 
THEN THE REASON BECOMES OPEN TO THE FALLACY OF 

‘Haying no substratumbecause Number 

AND THE REST ARE NOT ADMITTED AT ALL. 

-<682) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tliat is, what tho other party seeks to prove is not that they arc not 
non-different, but tliat they are different .—(G82) 


Tho following Text shows how Number and tlie rest are devoid of Rub- 
stratum :— 


TEXT (683). 

Tf it is Substance itsklp. as diversified through ‘Group’, etc., 
THAT IS SPOKEN OF AS SUCH,—THEN WHAT THE ARGUMENT 
WOULD PROVE WOULD BE THE DIFFERENCE OF SUBSTANCE 
FROM ITSELF—THUS INVOLVING SELF-CONTRADICTION.— 

(683) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Is spoken of as such *;—i.e. as 1 one \ * two ’ and so forth. 

It might be argued that—“ what is to be proved is the difference of 
Number, etc. which are only forms of Substance.” 

Tho answer to this is—‘ What the argument would prove, etc.'; —i.o. no 
entity can bo different from its own form ; as it would become devoid of its 
own character.— 1 Self-contradiction —i.e. contradiction of ono another ; 
because ‘ Difference ’ and ‘ Non-difference \ being of the nature of exclusion 
and inclusion, cannot co-exist in any single object- 


Thus liavo all qualities ending with ‘ Posteriority ’ been rejected. The 
rest of tho qualities (postulated by tlw NyCtya-Vaishexikn )—1 loginning with 
Cognition and ending with effort —liave been lield to gulwost in the Soul. 
They should therefore bo taken as discarded by tlie rejection of tho Soul 
itself. 

As a matter of fact however, the Soul cannot be tho sub¬ 
stratum of these qualities. Because the Soul could be the substratum of 
these, either as being the cause of their production, or as being the cause of 
their subsistence. It cannot be the cause of their production, becauso, 
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tlio Cause (Soul) being always there in its perfect form. Pleasure and 
other effects would bo produced always; nor can there be any dopondenco 
upon auxiliaries for a Cause in wliich no peculiar properties can be produced 
by anything else ; as has been reiterated hundreds of times.—Nor again can 
an eternal Substance have tho capacity of producing effects; as such pro¬ 
duction could only be either successive or simultaneous, and it has been 
explained that in tho case of an eternal substance there is incongruity 
both in successive and simultaneous activity.—Nor again can tho Soul bo 
tho onuso of the subsistence (of the Qualities in question); because * sub¬ 
sistence ’ lias no other form than tliat of tho ‘ Subxistent ’ itself; so that if 
the Soul were said to be the cause of subsistence, it would mean that it is the 
cause of the subsislenl thing itself ; and this idea has just been rejected. Then 
again, the subsislenl tiling being a well-established entity, it can have no 
cause at all; as there would be nothing therein that could bo done by tho 
Cause.—Even if tho subsistence were something different from the subsisfetil 
thing, there could be notliing done by the cause in the latter, as it will 
linvo brought about onlj' tho subsistence, which cx-hypothesi is something 
different. And thus not producing anything in tho subsislenl thing, how 
could the Soul lie it* substratum ?—Nor will it be right to urge that—“ in¬ 
asmuch us the Soul will liavo produced the subsistence related to tho sub¬ 
sislenl thing, it would be a helper of tlie latter; because the said relntionsliip 
is not yet proved.—As a matter of fact, the Soul cannot bo regarded as tho 
cause of the stibsislence ; because an eternal thing can have no such causal 
potency.—as has been explained before. 

Further, the entity (in tho sliape of subsistence) that is established 
(by tho Soul)—would it be of permanent nature ? or evanescent ? If 
the latter, then how can it be established by something else ? It would 
lose its character. If, on tho otlier hand, it is permanent, then also its 
establishcr (Cause) would be futile; as by its very nature, the subsistence 
would be there always. 

Further, as regards corporeal things, it is possible to assume for them, 
a substratum which prevents tlieir falling downwards ; for the things in ques¬ 
tion however, which arc incorporeal, -such as Pleasure and the rest,—there 

can he no Jailing doionicard; then what would the ‘substratum’ do for 
them ? 

Lastly, for what cannot be spoken of either as existent or as non-existent, 
there can be no subsisting at all. 

In this manner Pleasure and other Qualities may lx> shown mutatis 
mutandis to he incapable of being regarded ns subsisfent; from which it 
follows tliat ilierc can be no such tiling as ‘ Quality ’. 

Then again, Jluddhi has been accepted by tho other party ns being of 
tho nature of Jhdna, Cognition,—ns declared in the following Sutra —“ Jluddhi, 
Upalalxlhi, Jhdna, are synonyms ” (Nydyasulra 1. 1. 15). Even t hough 
Buddhi is of this nature, yet tho otlier party liavo not admitted any such 
form of it as is apprehended by itself ; in fact they regard it as apprehended 
by another Buddhi. Thus, not liaving a self-sufficient existence, like Colour 
and other things,—it cannot rightly be regarded even as Buddhi. This is 
going to l>c explained later on.—(083) 
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Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Hatred and Effort,—aro Qualities that have 
been held to Ixs distinct from Cognition (Buddhi). These wo aro going to reject 
in course of the examination of tlio Means of Right Cognition (Chapters 17, 
18 and 19). 

As regards the Qualities of Gravity, Fluidity and Viscidity,—these are 
to bo rojectod in the same way ns Colour and the rest. 

In viow of this, tire Author proceeds next to reject the Quality of 
Momentum ( Sarivfkdra ):— 

TEXTS (634-685). 

Momentum has been described as being op three kinds—named 

* Vega Velocity,—‘ Bhdvand Impression,—and ‘ Sthitastha - 
paka ’, ‘ Elasticity ’.—All this however is not 
compatible ;—because things being momentary, 
there can be no action in them, of the con¬ 
tinuity op which the Momentum named 
‘Velocity’ could be the cause.— 

(684-685) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are three kinds of Momentum : Velocity, Impression and Elasticity. 

Of tlieso the Momontum named 4 Velocity ’ subsists in the five corjxireal 
substances, Earth, Water, Fire, Air and Mind,—and is produced by an 
action duo to Effort and Propulsion. It is tho cause of action proceeding 
in a particular direction; and prevents contact with tangiblo substances. 
For instance, in tlio Arrow, it is due to action produced by a particular 
effort; by virtue of wliich it falls on tl»c head of a remote object. That is 
why it is accepted ns having its existence indicated by particular offects. 
In such things as the branch of a tree, the samo quality is due to tlio move¬ 
ment produced by the stroke of the stone hurled at it. 

The Momontum called ‘ Impression * is a quality of tlie Soul; it lias been 
said to bo produced by Cognition, and also to lie tlie Cause of Cognition. It 
is accepted as having its exlsteuco indicated by such particular offects os 
Romembranco and Recognition. 

As regards tho quality of Elasticity, it lxtlongs to corporeal substances ; 
it is tho quality tluxt brings its solid and lasting substratum bock to its 
previous position from which it lmd been tom away by some one’s 
effort; for instance, when tho Palm-leaf wluck has been rolled up for a 
long time is spread out, and tlien let off,—it reverts to its former (rolled) 
position. The effect of this quality Is seen in such tilings as tho Bow, tho 
Troo-branch, tho Horn, the Teeth and also in Cloth and so fortli, when 
tlioy aro bout and straightened. 

‘ All this ’,—i.o. all the throe kinds of Momentum. 

Of tho Momentum called 4 Velocity \ any such effect as connection with 
an action is not admitted ; because it lias been proved that all things are in 
perpetual flux (momentary); hence immediately upon tilings coming into 
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existence, they cease to exist; so that no action is possible in thorn, of tho 
continuity of which action. Velocity could be the cause.—If by * continuity 
of action ’ is meant tho production of tilings that Is perceived to be separate 
from its constituent cause,—theu even so, tho Reason remains ‘ Inconclusive ’ 
(Fallible). Because what are inferred from tho said * continuity of action ’ 
are tho previous Causal-Ideas of tilings produced in that way,—and not 
any such tliiug as the said ‘ Momentum *; because concomitance with tills 
latter lias nowhere been perceived.—Further, if tlic not-falling of tho arrow 
woro duo to the quality of Velocity, tl»*n it should never fall at all; as 
the Velocity preventive of such falling would bo always there. Ifndor tho 
circumstances, what could bo tho explanation of tho fact of tho arrow falling 
while moving in a particular region of A kasha ?—It cannot be said tlmt- 
“ the falling is due to tho cessation of Velocity on account of its force having 
been destroyed by contact with such solid substances as Air and the like ” ;— 
as, in that case, tho falling should come about before it docs ; as the Air 
obstructing it is there all along.—It might bo argued that—“ Before the 
Arrow actually falls, the force of tlie Velocity is very strong, it pierces 
through tho obstacle duo to the Air, and carries the Arrow further to another 
place ”.—If that be so, to what is its subsequent weakness due whereby it 
does not carry the Arrow still further ? As a matter of fact, in all cases, 
it is found that the Arrow falls in the way, while moving through A kasha, 
over the whole of which tho contact of Air is equally present- It cannot 
be said that tho Volocity becomes altered later on ; as there is no cause which 
could produce this alteration in the Velocity; as its inherent cause in tho 
shape of the Arrow is the same all through.—It cannot l>e right to say 
that what qualifies it subsequently is the cause called ‘ Karma ’ (‘ Action ’). 
Because that also would bo open to the same objection. Even if tho sub¬ 
sequent Volocity be different (from the initial ono), as there would be no 
cause for the destruction of the former Velocity, it should continue as before 
and there should be no falling down of the Arrow.—Tho Contact of Air 
cannot bo destructive of the previous Velocity; os if that were so, then tho 
Arrow should fall down before it does,—as pointed out above; tho Air 
being the same all througli, its contact also would bo there all through. 
So thoro is nothing in this explanation.—(684-685) 

The following Text states the objections against tho Momentum named 
* Impression 

TEXT (686). 

The Momentum called * Impression ’ is of the nature of an imtress 

on the Mind. It cannot be a quality of the Soul ; because 

THIS HAS BEEN REJECTED.-(686) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Impression is postulated only in a general way as tho causo of 
Remembrance, then the argument proves what is already admitted and is 
therefore futile. Becauso it is already admitted (by us) that tho cause of 
Remembrance consists in Impression which is a form of the Mind itself, 
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boing a potency produced in it by a previous apprehension; tliis Ls known 
by the name of ‘ Vasand \ ‘ Conception—If wlmt Ls meant to l»o proved 
is Impression as a Quality of tlie Sold, then, as such an impression will never 
have been foiuul to bo concomitant with Remembrance, the Reason would 
bo Inconclusive; and the Conclusion also would be ono that is annulled by 
Inference. And inasmuch as its intended sulwtrattun, the Soul, lias already 
boon discarded before, and hence cannot exist, its quulity also would’ ho 
non-existent.-—Tliis argument may bo formulated as follows :—When a 
number of tilings subsist in another thing, they can Jiave no subsistence if 
tho latter tiling is non-existent,—e.g. the picture cannot exist if tlio wall is 
not tlioro ;—and under tlio Opposite party’s view, the Momentum in question 
is subsiatcut in the Soul;—hence there is foiuid in it a cliarnetor tliat is 
contrary to what is concomitant with the Probandion. Hence what is 
desired is not proved. Specially as tlio Soul itself lias been previously 
discarded. Thus the net result of tho means of Right Cognition bearing 
upon the matter is that Impression should bo regarded as Ixiing of the 
nature of an impress upon tlio Mind, and not a quality of the Soul. The 
sonso is tliat whilo tlio former view Ls supported by proofs, the latter is not 
so supported.—(686) 

The following Text points out objections against tlio third kind of 
Moinontum (i.o. Elasticity):— 

TEXT (687). 

There can be no such quality as * Elasticity because things are 

IN A ‘ PERPETUAL FLUX *, AND HENCE NOTHING CAN BE LASTING 

( sthitu ); IF there were any such thing, it should 

CONTINUE TO EXIST IN THAT SAME FORM.—(687) 

[Tho name of this Quality appears throughout in this work in tho form 
• Sthitasthapaka ', though tho form in which it is known from the NgSyu- Vauhesitn 
books is • Sthilisthapaka ’. That the former form is not an error of the copyist or 
the printer is dear from this Text, where the first term in tho compound is dourly 
stated to be* nth ita ’.] 

COMMENTARY. 

Tliat is to say, the ‘Slhita', ‘lasting’, tiling, of which tliis Quality is 
said to bo the ‘ Sthdpaka ’, • ro-estab!islior ’,—Ls that tiling by itself not- 
lasting ? Or is it by itsolf lasting ? Only these two alternatives are possible.— 
If it is not-looting, then as in a moment it will have ceased to exist, what 
would bo there which the Quality in question would re-establish ? On tlio 
other hand, if it is, by itself, lasting, —then, if the thing in question would bo 
existent,—then, as all existing things continue to exist in their own form,— 
i.e. without deviating from it,—the thing would continue in tho same form ; 
and in tliat case, wliat would be the uoed for assuming a ‘ re-establishcr ’ of 
it, which would liave nothing to do ?—(687) 

It might be argued that—“ Even though all things are momentary, as 
each of them would exist for a moment, and would continue in the con- 
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tinuoas ‘ Chain it is in regard to this that the Quality in question is 
said to function ”,—then, the answer is as follows :— 

TEXT (688). 

The momentary existence of a thing consists merely in its being 

PRODUCED FROM ITS CAUSE ; AND THE ‘ CONTINUITY IN THE 
CHAIN * ALSO (OF EVERY SUCCEEDING THING) LS DUE TO 
BEING PRODUCED FROM EACH PRECEDING THING.—(088) 

COMMENTARY. 

Momentary tilings are admitted to exist only as being produced from 
their causes ; and what Is called their ‘ sthili ’, ‘ status \ consists only in 
their acquiring their own selves, —and not in their taking up their form sub¬ 
sequently to their having acquired their status; as by themselves all things 
are momentary, and hence incai»blo of slaying at any time subsequent 
to their coming into existence.—Or, if the thing did so exist, it would 
never cease to exist, it should be there as before; and even subsequently, 
it would remain the same ; or else, it would have to renounce its own nature. 
—In the 1 Chain \ the production of each succeeding Product is due to the 
immediately preceding cause. So that oven here, there is notliing that 
could be done by the Momentum in question.—(688) 

Says the Opponent—“ Well then, the Momentum in question would 
establish what is not-momentary ”. 

Answer :— 


. TEXTS (689-690). 

[What is not-momentary] does not appear in any other form ;—of 
WHAT THEN COULD THE MOMENTUM BE THE ‘ ESTABLISHER ’ ?— 

Nor has this Momentum been found to have causal 

CHARACTER ; THE CAUSE THEN MAY CONSIST OF THIS 

Momentum or something else. Further, the 
Momentum in question has been held to be 

A QUALITY THAT RE-ESTABLISHES WHAT HAS 
BEEN ALREADY PRODUCED,—SUCH FOR 
EXAMPLE, AS THE Cloth. —WHAT THERE¬ 
FORE HAS BEEN CALLED A ‘ QUALITY' * 

and * Momentum * is not 

possible.—(689-690) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been already pointed out that the thing that is not-momentary 
can never become otherwise than it is, and hence its status is there always,— 



31)2 


TATTVASAKGKAHA: C1LAPTKR XI. 


so tlwt there would lx* nothing to bo established by tlu* quality in question, 
cstablishcr of status. Elasticity. 

It might bo argued that—Tlu> Quality may not bo tlu> cstablishcr ; 
it may bo tlio producer of tlio Moment itself 

The answer to tliis is tliat this Momentum has not been found to have 
causal character; tlio conviction regarding tlio nullity of the truth about 
tilings is always dependent upon the Moons of Right Cognition; and as a 
matter of fact tlio causal diameter of Momentum,—as something different 
from well-known causes—is not definitely recognised in tilings like tlio Cloth, 
by Perception and Non-apprelionsion,—or as something different from tho 
ordinary effects, as in the orgaas like tho evos ; lienee the notion in question 
cannot bo based upon any such character. 

If it be argued that—“ evon though its causal potency has not boon 
percoived, yet the fact of its being the Cause might be presumed ” 

If that be so, then Momentum, or anything olso, like tho Parrot, tho 
Crane, etc., might be tho Cause,—Lo. presumed to be as RucIl Tlio fact of 
its not being perceived does not constitute a positive jx>culiar feature, by 
virtue of which it could bo only by presuming tlio Momentum,—and nothing 
olso,—even though its potency has not been pcrceivod,—that you should bo 
satisfied. 

As a matter of fact, tlio Momentum in question has not been held by 
you to bo the causo of production ; in fact it is hold to bo a quality in a tiling— 
o.g. tho Cloth is already produced, which re-establishes its former status ; 
and in this it is of no use, as already explained above.— An d it is on admitting 
(for argument's sake) the possibility of its being the cause of production, 
that tho above objection has been urged; the idea being that there may bo 
some one who may cross beyond tho limits of oven his own doctrino. 

The last sentence—‘ What therefore, etc. etc. '—sums up all that lias 
been said above.—(689-690) 


Tho Author next points out objections against tho Qualities of ‘ Merit 
and Demerit ’:— 

TEXT (601). 

Mind, Mind's Contact and the Soul having been previously dis¬ 
carded,—THERE CAN BE NO ‘ UNSEEN FORCE ’ OF THE KINDS 
POSTULATED BY THE OTHER PARTY.—(691) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ Tlio Unseen Force (Destiny) is what brings tho fruits of an act to its 
Door,—it is a Quality of tho Soul,—is produced by tho contact of tlio Soul 
and Mind,—and is destroyed by its own effect; it is of two kinds—tho two 
kinds being Merit and Demerit; of these Merit becomes.the cause of tho 
Doer's happiness, welfare and liberation; and Demerit bocoraes the causo of 
his unhappiness, calamities and sin.” 
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Such is the account of the Unseen Force provided by the other party. 

Inasmuch as tho Soul, the Mind, and the contact of these—which liavo 
been regarded as tho cause of the said Force,—liavo been already rejected 
bofore,—there can be no Cause for the said Force ; and hence it is concluded 
that it cannot bo existent. 

As regards Sound, tlwt lias bcou lield to bo tho Quality of AkCisha,— 
it lias been already rejected above, when it cumo under review, apart from 
its proper place. Hence objections against it are not repeated liore.—(G91) 


End of Chapter XI. 



CHAPTER XII. 


Examination of the Category of 4 Action*. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author next proceeds to set forth the objoctious ugoinst the 
VaiohijUca category of ' Karma ’, Action :— 


TEXT (692). 

In things that are in a * perpetual plux \ any Action, in the shape 
of ‘ Throwing up ’ and the like, is impossible ; because it 
CEASES AT THE VERY PLACE WHERE IT IS BORN, AND 
HENCE IT CANNOT GET AT ANY OTHER 

PLACE.—(692) 

COMMENTARY. 

“The Sutra on this point is—‘ Going up, going down, contracting, 
cxjKiiuling and moving —mo the five Actions ’.—Of these, going up is that 
act which is the cause of the Conjunction and Disjunction with upj>er and 
lower space (respectively). That is to say, when, by virtue of effort and 
such other agoucies, there arises,—in some part of the body, or in some such 
solid substance as the clod of Earth which is connected with the body,— 
an action which becomes the cause of the conjunction of that thing (Limb 
or Clod) with the upper layers of Akdsha, and also of its Disjiuiction with tlio 
lower layers of it,—that Action is called ‘ going up —The Action winch is 
the cause of effects contrary to these is ‘ going down'. —When a straight 
object becomes curved, this Action is called ‘ contracting ’; as has been thus 
described:—When of a straight object like the arm, the foreparts i:i the 
sliajH) of the Finger aud the rest, become disjoined (separated) from the [x>int« 
of A kasha with which they liave been in contact,—while the hind part still 
remains in contact with those points,—then tlw whole object in the sliapo 
of the Arm becomes curved ; and this action is called ‘ Contracting —Wlien 
the Conjunction and Disjunction appear in a manner contrary to the one 
thus described, the whole object becomes straightened again; this Action is 
called ‘ Expanding \—That which becomes the cause of Conjunctions and 
Disjunctions with several stray objects in diverse places, is the Action called 
* doing —The first four forms of Action are the cause of Conjunctions and 
Disjunctions with well-defined parts of Space and A kasha, while Going brings 
about Conjunctions and Disjunctions with sundry points in space in various 
directions.—Thus there are only five kinds of Action. Such other actions 
as Going Round, Flowing, Evacuating and the like are all included under 
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‘ Going ’.—All tliese five kinds of Action are established as having their 
existence indicated by such effects as Conjunction and Disjunction sub¬ 
sisting in solid objects. Conjunction and Disjunction are the effects common 
to all Actions ; this Is what establishes the existence of the effects of Action. 
It is proved by direct Perception also ; as has been thus described—‘ Number, 
Dimension, Separateness, Conjunction, Disjunction, Priority and Posteriority 
mid Action subsist in coloured (solid) objects, and lienee are perceptible 
to the Eye * ( Vaish&gika-sutra)." 

Such in brief is the scheme of tlie other Party. 

As regards this. Conjunction and Disjunction having been already 
rojectod, what has been put forward as the ‘ Effect ’ of Action cannot be 
admitted. If what Is put forward as the Reason for postulating Action 
is its effect in the shape of such Conjunction and Disjunction as consist of 
being produced in juxtaposition and so forth,—oven so, the Reason would 
be ‘ fallible * (and Inconclusive); because the concomitance of such Conjunc¬ 
tion and Disjunction with Action is in nowise admitted (or proved).— 
On the otlier hand, the Reason is concomitant with the contrary of the Pro- 
bandum; so that it is aLso ‘ Contradictory'.—If merely the existence 
of a Cause is meant to be proved, then the Reasoning is superfluous; because 
the fact of Air and such other things being the cause of the said Conjunction 
and Disjunction is accepted by us also.—If a particular character (of the 
Cause) be meant to be proved, then tlic Conclusion is annulled by Inference. 
For instance, when the Action appears in a Substance, does it appear in a 
momentary substance ? Or in a non-momentary (permanent) substance ? 
It cannot appear in the monventary substance, because it ceases to exist— 
becomes destroyed—at the very spot where it comes into existence, and 
lienee it cannot got at auy other spot. Tliis Inference may bo formulated as 
follows:—When a tiling ceases to exist at a certain spot, it cannot subsequently 
got at any otlier spot,—e.g. the Lamp and such tilings;—all the tilings in 
question do cease at the very spot where they come into existence;—hence 
there is an appreliensiou which is contrary to a character wider than the one 
desired to be proved (by tlie opposite party).—(602) 

Tho following Text shows that tlie Reason set forth (by the Buddhist, 
in the Inference just cited) is not ‘ Fallible ’ (or Inconclusive):— 

TEXT (693). 

The other party also have asserted that the time of Action is 

SUBSEQUENT TO THE TIME OF THE BIRTH OF THE OBJECT,—EVEN 
. IN SUCH THINGS AS THE LaMP-FLAME, WHICH ARE 

ADMITTED (BY HIM ALSO) TO BE FLEETING 
IN THEIR CHARACTER.—(693) 

COMMENTARY. 

Some things are admitted to bo fleeting in their character;—e.g. tho 
Lamp-flame is admitted to be something which ceases very quickly ; and 
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ovon in these, Aetion appears only after they are bom,—i.o. como into 
existence : and liave beeu !w*!cl to last only for ‘ six moments and only to 
tliat extent, not-momentary (lasting).—(G93) 


The following Text shows how this is so— 


TEXTS (604-695). 

(1) (At the first moment) there is contact with the Cadse,— 

(2) THEN THE APPEARANCE OP THE GENERIC CHARACTER,— 
THEN (3) SOME COMMOTION IN THE PARTS OF THE OBJECT, 

—THEN (4) THE DISRUPTION OF THE PARTS,—THEN 
(5) THE DESTRUCTION OF THE CONTACT,—THEN 
(6) THE DESTRUCTION OF THE OBJECT ;—IN 
THIS WAY, EVEN IN THE CASE OF THE 

Lamp-flame and such things, what 

HAS BEEN HELD IS THAT THEY LAST 

for «« tnoments only.— 

(604-695) 


COMMENTARY. 


For instance: (1) what comes first is the moment of contact with tho 
Cause,—(2) then the moment of the appearanco of tho gonoric character of the 
Thing produced,—(3) then action among the component parts,—then (4) the 
moment of disjunction of the Composite,—then (5) the destruction of tlio Con- 
junction that produced the object,—then (6) the destruction of tho object 
itself ;—in this way, in the case of things like the Lamp-flame, what lias been 
held is that they last for six moments only. Thus, there boing no momentary 
object (for tho Opponent) which could liave any action, tho'Action of all 
active objects must bo such as appears after the birth of tho objects.—So 
that our Reason is not ‘ unproven \ as thcro can be nothing else tliat could 
bo momentary (for the othor party).—(694-695) 


It might be asked—“ Even if wo admit tho momentary character of 
Tilings, why cannot their action appear at tlie timo of their birth ? ” 

The answer to this is provided in the following— 
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TEXTS (696-697). 

It is only when there is separation from the posterior spot, and 

CONTACT WITH THE FRONTAL SPOT, THAT THE OBJECT MAY BE 
ASSUMED TO BE ‘ GOING ’ (‘ IN MOTION ’), OR TO BE THE SUB¬ 
STRATUM OF ANY OTHER ACTION. WHEN THE MOBILE 
PERSON DOES NOT LAST EVEN FOR A MOMENT,— 

EVEN THOUGH SUCH A PERSON BE EXTREMELY 
SMALL, THERE IS NO POSSIBILITY OF 
PASSING OVER TO ANOTHER SPOT 
REMOVED BY THE MINUTEST 

POINT.—(696-697) 

COMMENTARY. 

When it is possible for an object to bocome separated from the place 
behind it,—and to come into contact with the place before it, then it can bo 
said to be * going ’; or for another thing, to be the substratum of such actions 
as Expanding and the rest; all this cannot be said in regard to any other tilings 

_s UC h as Akdsha .—The object that lasts only for one moment however 

cannot be so long as to admit of its abandoning the place behind it and 
then passing over to that before it; because at the moment of its existence itself 
it is within the clutches of disappearance (destruction); and as such it is 
unable to pass over to the other place.—Hence no Action is possible even 
at the time of the birth (of the object). Nor Is it possible at either of the 
two ends : because at the time in question, this cannot be determined. Thus 
then, os regards the object which does not last even for a single moment,— 
the possibility of its passing over to a remote place may rest awhile ; it is 
not possible for it to pass over even the minutest space. Under the circum¬ 
stances, how can there bo any Action in what is momentary ?—(C9C-G97) 

Nor can tliore be Action in a non-momentary object;—this is what is 
shown in fcho following— 

TEXT (698). 

In case the object is something lasting, 1 Going ’ and the rest 

ARE ALL IMPOSSIBLE ; BECAUSE SUCH AN OBJECT SHOULD REMAIN 
THE SAME UNDER ALL CONDITIONS.-(698) 

COMMENTARY. 

That object is said to bo ‘ non-momentary' which remains in the same 
form always ; it is all the moro impossible for any Action to appear in such 
an object; as, liko Akdsha, it remains always in tlio samo condition.—'Dus 
argument may bo thus formulated If an object remains always the samo, 
it can have no Action,—os in the caso of Akasha the object regarded as 
• pon-momentary ’ is always of tho same condition ;—henco tliore is appro- 
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hension of sometliing contrary to what is wider (than the Conclusion of the 
Opponent).—(60S) 

The following might bo urged Even if the aon-momentary objoct is 
always the same.—inasmuch as, by its very nature, it has the form of the 
‘ moving entity —it could havo Action; hence our Reason is not Incon¬ 
clusive 

Tlio answer to this is provided in tlie following— 

TEXTS (099-700). 

Tp the action of Going and the rest constituted the very essence 
ok the ‘ Moving Entity \—then, this latter could not 

STAY IMMOBILE FOR EVEN A SINGLE MOMENT ; BECAUSE 
EVEN WHEN THE Going , ETC. ARE NOT THERE, 

THEY SHOULD CERTAINLY BE THERE,—INAS¬ 
MUCH AS THE OBJECT HAS NOT RENOUNCED ITS 
PREVIOUS FORM, AND IS EXACTLY AS IT 
WAS AT THE TIME OF THE APPEARANCE 
OF THE Going, ETC. — (0)99-700) 

COMMENTARY. 

If such objects as DewIaUa and tho like, which aro hold to bo non- 
momentary, wore, by thoir very nature, connected with the Actions of Going, 
Throwing up and the rest,—then, they should never stand unmoving: as 
the Going nature would always be there. Hence in tho case of these, Deva- 
datta, etc., who are endowed with the action of Going,—even when there is 
no Going —i.e. even when they are standing immobile,—the said actions of 
Going, etc. shoxild be there,—just as at the time of the appearance of those 
acts; because the objects will not liave abandoned their previous form or 
nature.—(699-700) 

.TEXTS (701-702). 

If, ON THE OTHER HAND, THE OBJECTS WERE, BY THEIR NATURE, OF THE 
nature of the ‘ immobile entity —then absence of going 

SHOULD BE THERE ALWAYS, AND THERE WOULD BE NO 
MOVEMENT OF ANY KIND EVEN FOR A MOMENT. BECAUSE, 
even when going MIGHT BE THERE, THE OBJECT 
WOULD STILL BE OF THE NATURE OF THE 
‘ IMMOBILE ENTITY —BECAUSE IT WILL 
NOT HAVE RENOITNCED ITS PREVIOUS 
NATURE,—JUST AS AT THE TIME WHEN 

IT WAS NOT MOVING.—(701-702) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, from fear of the above criticism, it be held that the objoct, by its 
nature, is immobile, —then the absence of going, etc. should be there always ; 
because the object is of the same form always,—like A kasha. 
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The particlo ‘ adi ’, ‘ etc.’; is meant to include the actions of Throwing 
up and the rest. 

Under such circumstances, even when there would be actual going, etc., 
the object would be immobile ; because it has not renounced its immobile 
nature, —exactly as in the unmoving condition. 

4 Praspanda ’ is Action. 

In the terra * nishchaldtmakakdlavat ’, the * Vali '—affix hits been 
added to the compound with the Locative ending—[the meaning being 
* as at the time, etc. etc.’}—(701-702) 

It might be argued that—“ it is not of the same form; it is of both 
forms, going (mobile) and nol-going (immobile); lienee the criticism urged is 
not applicable ; and the Reason too is * unproven V 

The answer to tliis is provided in the following— 

TEXT (703). 

If the object were mobile at one time and immobile at another’ 

THEN, INASMUCH AS TWO MUTUALLY DIFFERENT CHARACTERS 
WOULD BE THERE, IT WOULD BE TWO DIFFERENT 

OBJECTS.—(703) 

COMMENTARY. 

The 4 cha ’ after 4 Ikadd ’ should be construed after ‘ punah \ 

What is meant is that, in tlie manner suggested, as the mutually con¬ 
tradictory characters of mobility and immobility would be imposed upon 
it, the object would cease to be one.— (703) 

The following Text shows that for the above reason, it bocomes established 
that the object is momentary ;— 


TEXT (704). 

IT IS CLEARLY SEEN THAT THE TWO ARE ENTIRELY DIFFERENT ; BECAUSE 
OF THE PRESENCE OF CONTRADICTORY PROPERTIES ;—LIKE TWO 
THINGS OF WHICH ONE IS MOVING AND ANOTHER NOT 
MOVING. -(704) • • 

COMMENTARY. 

4 The two ' —i.e. things in the mobile and immobile states. 

4 Like two things, etc. etc. ’,—i.e. such tilings as the Croopor (moving) 
and the Mountain (not moving).—(704) 


Having thus established the annulment of the Opponent’s conclusion 
by Inference, the Author proceeds to show that it is annulled by Perception 
also :— 
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TEXT (705). 

The Action that is regarded as visible is nothing different from 

the object. Even such existence of it as would be com¬ 
patible WITH REASON, IS NEVER ACTUALLY 
perceived.—(705) 

COMMENTARY. 

If a pereeptiblo tiling is not perceived, it comos to bo regarded by intelli¬ 
gent men as ' non-existent ’;—as Cloth not perceived at a certain place ;—and 
Action is never porceived as apart from the Colour, etc. (of the object);— 
henco this is a reason for regarding it ns naturally not-perceived (and lienco 
non-existent). As a matter of fact, Action never becomes manifest in any 
Sense-perception, as anything apart, from the Colour, etc. of the object as 
produced in a different position. As regards such notions associated with 
verbal expressions as ‘ Throwing up \ ' Throwing down ’ and the like,— 
they cannot be Perception, for the very reason that they are associated 
with verbal expression. Nor are they compatible with reason, if taken ns 
associated with a distinct category in the shape of ‘ Action ’; because what 
are really seen are only tho Colour, etc. as produced under certain conditioas ; 
and tho verbal expressions (names) also are applied only to these latter, in 
accordance with Convention.—This has just been explained, when it was 
pointed out that no movement is possible in things either permanent or 
impermanent. 

Thus it is not proved, as asserted, tlrnt the existence of Action is proved 
by Perception itself.—(705) 

Tho above arguments are summed up in tho following— 


TEXT (706). 

Thus ‘ Going ’ and the rest are impossible either in permanent 
or impermanent things ; because it is not possible for 

THEM EITHER TO BE SEPARATED FROM THEIR FORMER PLACE, 

OR TO GET AT ANOTHER PLACE.-(706) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Thus ', —Lc. because it has been discarded by Inference and Perception, 
as just shown above. 

‘ Because it is not possible, etc. etc.' ;—i.e. because separation from the 
former place is not possible; and bocause junction with another place is 
not possible. Tho words arc to be construed in the respective order.—(706) 

Question —“ If this is so, then how is it that people speak of Going ? ” 
Answer :— 
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TEXT (707). 

The notion of ‘ Going ’ is an illusion,—as in the Lamp-flame,— 

DUE TO THE APPEARANCE OF DIFFERENT BUT SIMILAR THINGS 
BEING FOUND CONSECUTIVELY IN DIVERSE PLACES.-(707) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Different but similar things ’;— 4 different * and ‘ similar ’ are 
compounded first,—then that compound is compounded with 4 things ’.— 
Of these different and similar things,—there is appearance (birth)—which 
is consecutive, —i.e. in a place other than that of its own Cause,—when 
such appearance is seen, thero arises, from it, the notion that it is 4 going '; 
—just as in tlie caso of the Lamp-flame, when it is being carried by someone, 
there appoars the notion that 4 the Lamp-flame is moving ’; while certainly 
the same Lamp-flame does not move from one place to another; because it 
lias been held (even by the Vaishifika) to last for six moments only. Farther, 
what is called the 4 birth ’ (appearance) of a thing consists in mere Being, 
entirely devoid of any preceding or succeeding end; and the apprehension 
of such 4 birth * or 4 appearance ’ is only natural. 

Or 1 janmanah * may be construed as Ablative; —the sense being— 
4 because things are bom consecutively, therefore different and similar things 
are perceived in different places ’.—(707) 


End oj Chapter on ‘ Action \ 


CHAPTER Xni. 

Examination of ‘ Sdmdnya \ the 4 Universal 

With the following Text tho Author begins the criticism of the Category 
of ‘ The Universal ’:— 

TEXT (708). 

‘Substance’ and other Categories having been rejected, the ‘Uni- 

VERSALS’ ALSO HAVE BECOME REJECTED; AS THEY HAVE ALL BEEN 
ASSUMED TO SUBSIST IN THE THREE CATEGORIES.— (708) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The Universal* i.o. the Genuses. These are held to bo subsistent in 
tho threo Categories,—Substance, Quality and Action ; and hence become dis¬ 
carded by the rejection of tlieso Categories themselves ; as without the Sub¬ 
stratum, tho Subsistent cannot exist anywhere; for if it did, it would not bo 
subsistent at all. 

Tho mention of tho ‘ Universal ’ is only by way of an illustration ; the 
Ultimate Individualities also are held to be subsistent, as subsisting in Ultimate 
Substances; honce these also become discarded by the rejection of their 
substratum.—(708) 

Even though the ‘Universal’ has been discarded, yet the Author is 
desirous of putting forward special objections against it; and as until the 
character of the thing is known, a criticism of it is not possible, he proceeds 
to describe the character of the * Universal * and the ‘ Particular ’ :— 

TEXTS (709-711). 

The ‘ Universal ’ is postulated by the other party in the following 
MANNER : “ It IS OF TWO KINDS—‘ BEING ’ IS A ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ WHICH 
is ‘Universal ’ only,—as it pervades over all things ; 

‘ Substance ’ and the rest, while being * Untversals 

ARE ALSO SPOKEN OF AS ‘ PARTICULARS ’ ; BECAUSE IN 
REGARD TO THEIR OWN SUBSTRATA, THEY BECOME THE 
CAUSE OP THEIR COMPREHENSIVE NOTION, AND ALSO 
SERVE TO DIFFERENTIATE THEIR SUBSTRATA FROM ALL 
THINGS BELONGING TO OTHER ‘UNIVERSALS’; 

—AND IN THIS WAY THEY ALSO BECOME THE CAUSE 
OF THE EXCLUSIVE NOTION OF THOSE 

SUBSTRATA . ’ ’-(709-711) 

COMMENTARY. 

The * Universal ’ is of two kinds—the Higher and the Lower; ‘ Being ’ is 
the highest ‘ Universal ’; it is colled ‘ Universal \ ‘ common because it 
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forms tho basis of only a comprehensive notion in regard to all its three sub¬ 
strata—Substance, Quality and Action ; for this same reason it is not a 
‘ Particular * at all. 

Tho Lower kind of ‘ Universal * is in the form of ‘ Substance ‘ Action ’ 
and so forth; this kind is called ' Universal ’ (Genus, Class) in so far as it 
is the basis of the comprehensive notion of its substrata, in tho shape of Sub¬ 
stances, etc. and though being ‘ Universal \ it is also called ‘ Particular 
in so far as it serves as the basis of the exclusive notion of its substratum as 
distinguished from things belonging to other ‘Universals’. For instance, 
in regard to Quality, there arise such exclusive notions as ‘it is not-Sub- 
stance \ ‘ it has no qualities ’ and so forth; and the cause (basis) of these 
must consist in such ‘ Universals ’ as * Substance * and ‘ Quality \—not in 
anything else; because there are no such things as ‘ not-Substance ’ and 
so forth. There is no incongruity in the samo thing being both ‘ universal * 
and ‘ particular when it is taken relatively to other things. This Is what 
tho Text means.—(709-711) 

The Author states the definition of * Ultimate Individuality \ as provided 
by tho other party:— 


TEXT (712). 

“ There are some * Particulars ’ which serve as the basis of 

‘ EXCLUSION ’ ONLY ; THESE HAVE BEEN DESCRIBED AS 

* Ultimate Individualities subsisting in 
ETERNAL SUBSTANCES —(712) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are some ‘ Particulars * which are held to be ‘ Particulars ’ only, 
not ‘ Universals ’; because they serve as the basis of exclusion —i.e. of ‘ exclu¬ 
sive notion ’—only. 

“ Which are theso ? ” 

Ansuxsr—‘ These have been defined, etc. etc.' ;—it lias been declared 
(in the Yaishl?ika-Sulra) that—“ Ultimate Individualities subsisting in 
eternal Substances are the ultimate (differentias) ”.—‘ Subsisting in eternal 
Substances \ —i.e. subsisting in Atoms, Akdsha, Time, Space, Soul and Mind. 
As Atoms are tho two ends —beginning and end—of the Universe,—and 
liberated Souls and liberated Minds continue to exist till tho end of the 
Birth-rebirth-CycIe, and hence fo rm i n g one end, —the Specific Individualities 
subsisting in them liave been called ‘ ultimate *; specially as it is only in 
these that the said Individualities aro more clearly perceived. Thoir Sub¬ 
sistence too is always in the eternal Substance, like the Atom. This is tho 
reason why they have been described both as ‘ ultimate ’ and as ‘ subsisting 
in eternal Substances ’.—These are called ‘ Vishlfa ‘ Specific Individualities ’, 
because they serve as tho basis of the absolute exclusion of the eternal Sub¬ 
stances from one another, and hence serve to 1 specify ‘ distinguish their- 
substratum from everything else.—(712) 
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The question arising—"How is the existence of these Specific In¬ 
dividualities proved ? ”—the following answor is given :— 

TEXT (713). 

“ INASMUCH AS IT IS ON THE STRENGTH OF THESE THAT MYSTICS HAVE 
THE NOTIONS,—IN CONNECTION WITH THE ATOM AND OTHER ETERNAL 
SUBSTANCES,—THAT ‘ THIS IS DIFFERENT FROM THAT —THESE 
ARE REGARDED AS SUBSISTING IN EACH OF THESE 
SUBSTANCES.”—(713) 


COMMENTARY. 

It is found that poo pie like ourselves lrnve, in regard to the Ox,—the 
notion of the ‘ Ox ’ as distinguished from tlio ‘ Horse \ through the presence 
of a particular sliape, qualities, action and constituents,—these notions 
appearing in the form rcsjxxrtively of 4 the Ox, wliita, fast moving, fat-hum|>ed. 
with a largo bell ’;—in tho same nxanner, in people different from us, such ns 
Mystics, thero appears,—in regard to each of tho eternal objects, Atoms, 
Liberated Souls and Liberated Minds,—the exclusive notion that ‘ this is 
different from that ’; and also whon the same object is seen at another 
time and place, t-horo is recognition of it as ‘ this is tho same *; of such notions 
there being no other basis,—that to which they are due is held to consist in 
tho ‘ ultimate Specific Individualities whose existence is inforred from tho 
peculiar experience of the Mystics.—Each of these Individualities subsists 
in its own substratum, and their existence is proved by the direct perception 
of the Mystics.—(713) 

Question —How is the existence of ‘ Universal ’ (Genuses, Communities) 
proved ? 

Answer :— 


TEXT (714). 

“ Such ‘ Universals ’ (Communities, Genuses) as ‘ Being \ ‘ Cow ’ 

AND THE LIKE ARE VOUCHED FOR BY DIRECT PERCEPTION ; AS 
THE NOTION OF ‘ BEING ’ AND THE REST ARE FOUND 
TO APPEAR ONLY WHEN THE SENSE-ORGANS 
ARE FUNCTIONING.”—(714) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is a well-established principle that when one thing follows the presence 
and absence of another thing, the former proceeds from the latter ;—in regard 
to Substance and the rest, the appearance of the notion of ‘ Being ’ (Existence), 
etc. follows the presence and absence of the functioning of the Sense-organs ; 



EXAMINATION OP ‘ S AMANYA THE ‘UNIVERSAL’. 


405 


wherefore then could tho said notion not be regarded as produced by the 
Sense-organs,—just like any other Cognition through the Sense-organs ? If 
it were not so regarded, then it would lead to an absurdity.—(714) 

Tho following Text seeks to prove the existence of ‘ Specific Individual¬ 
ities * by means of Inference also :— 


TEXT (715). 

“ The existence of these is cognised by means of Inference 
also : A distinctive notion must be due to a 
different cause.”—(715) 


COMMENTARY. 

* A distinctive notion ’—a notion of a kind different from that of tilings 
like Substanco, etc. 

‘ Due to a different cause ’,—whose birth is due to other causes. 

The inference may be thus formulated:—When one notion is different 
in form from another, it must be due to a cause other than the latter,— 
like the notion of ‘Colour’ in regard to the Cloth, the Leather and tho 
Blanketof this same kind is the notion of ‘ being * in regard to Substanco, 
etc.;—hence this is a natural reason [for assuming a different cause for it, 
in the form of the * Universal’J.—Such is the view of the other Party (the 
Nyaya- Vaishesika). — (715) 

The sense of the same argument is shown by sotting forth the arguments 
propounded by Bhdvivilcta :— 


TEXTS (716-720). 

(A) “ In regard to the Cow and the Elephant, the peculiarities 
of Name—* Cow ’ and * Elephant —and Ideas—must be due 
to causes other than Convention, Shape, Body, etc.,—because 

WHILE APPERTAINING TO THE COW AND THE ELEPHANT, THEY 
ARE DIFFERENT FROM THE NaMES AND IDEAS OF THESE 
LATTER ;—JUST LIKE THE NAMES AND IDEAS ' WITH CALF ’ 

AND ‘ WITH THE GOAD ’ (RESPECTIVELY) AS APPLIED TO THE 
SAME COW AND ELEPHANT. The QUALIFYING CLAUSE 
HAS BEEN ADDED FOR THE PURPOSE OF EXCLUDING THE 

‘ Hare’s Horns ’ and such other non-entities. 

The Name and Idea of the other things 
are the Corroborative Instance 
per dissimilarity. 
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(B) “ The Idea pervading over all Cows proceeds from something 

DIFFERENT FROM THE BODY OF THE COW,—BECAUSE IT APPEARS 
AS A DIFFERENTIATOR,—LIKE THE IDEA OF THE 

* Blue ’ and the like. 

(C) “ The ‘ universal ’ Cow is something different from the 
‘ INDIVIDUAL ’ COW ,—BECAUSE IT FORMS THE OBJECT OF A DIFFERENT 

IDEA J—LIKE THE IDEA OF THE COLOUR AND OTHER QUALITIES OF 
THE SAME COW ,—ALSO BECAUSE IT (THE UNIVERSAL) IS SPOKEN OF 
AS BELONGING TO THAT (THE INDIVIDUAL),—JUST AS THE HORSE 
IS SPOKEN OF AS BELONGING TO ChaUrO." —(716-720) 


COMMENTARY. 

Bhdvivikta has argued as follows:—“ In regard to such tilings as tho 
Cow, Horse, Buffalo, Boar, Elephant, etc-, the peculiarities of Name—‘ Cow 
etc.—and Idea must be due to a enuso related to the form of each animal, 
hut differeut from such causes as Convention, Shape, Body and tho like;— 
tins is the Pronouncement (of tlie Conclusion).—[The Reason is tins]— 
Bocauso while appertaining to the Cow, etc., they are Namos and Ideas 
difforent from the Names and Ideas of the Body, etc.;—just like such peculiar 
Names and Ideas relating to the same animals as—‘ the Cow with tho calf \ 
‘ the Bullock with the load 4 tho Boar with tho dart ’, ‘ the Elephant with 
tho goad ’ and so forth.—The Corroborative Instances per dissimilarity are 
the Namos and Ideas of the forms of the Body and other things.—It follows 
from this that this 4 other cause * must be the 4 Universals 4 Cow 
4 Elephant ’ and so forth.” 

Tho term 4 abhidhdna ' stands for Name ;—‘ prajndna ’ for Idea, Cogni¬ 
tion ;—tho peculiarities in the shape of these two are meant by the compound 
1 abhidhdnaprajrianavishis&h \ 

' Samaya ’ is Convention ;— 4 Akrti' —Shape;— 4 Pirufa '—Body ;—the 
term 4 etc.' includes Colour and such details. Different from these are the 
Causes related to and in keeping with the Form of each of the animals in 
regard to its Name and Idea. 

Or the compound may mean that the Causes of the names and notions 
of 4 Being ’ and the rest are different from Convention and the rest. The 
rest being understood as before. 

‘ Proclamation' —Proposition, Conclusion. 

In order to avoid the 4 fallibility ’ duo to the Reason otherwise applying 
to non-entities like t he Hare’s Horn (which also has a distinct Name and 
Idea relating to it),—the quali6cation has been added in the form 4 while 
appertaining to the Cow, etc.'. 

The compound setting forth the Reason is to be expounded as— 4 Because 
they have Names and Ideas different from the Names and Ideas relating to 
the Body, etc.’. The 4 Names and Ideas of the Body ’ serve as tho Corrobora¬ 
tive Instance per dissimilarity; as in this instance, the presence oj a cause 
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other than the Names and Ideas of the Body is absent; and hence the Reason 
adduced is also absent in them. 

Uddyotakara [under Nydyavdrtika on 2. 2. 61, page 319 el seq.] has stated 
the argument as follows :—“ Tho Idea pervading over all Cows proceeds from 
a Cause other than the Body, etc-—because it appears as a differentiator,— 
liko the Idea of the Blue, etc.—Or again, the ‘ Universal * Cow is something 
different from the individual Cow,—because it is the object of a different 
Idea,—like Colour and Touch, etc.,—also because it is spoken of as belonging 
to this latter,—just as the Horse is spoken of as belonging to Chaitra, and as 
something different from Chaitra." 

All these arguments have been set forth in these Texts. They are easily 
intolligible.—{716-720) 

The Author answers all these arguments in the following— 


TEXTS (721-722). 

All this has no essence in it ; it is an elaboration of a mere 

THEORY ; THERE IS NO EVIDENCE AT ALL IN SUPPORT OF IT. As A 
MATTER OF FACT, THE NOTIONS OF * BEING ETC. ARE NOT 
FOUND TO PROCEED FROM THE FUNCTIONING OF THE 

Sense-organs ; they arise from a body of 
Conventions.—(721-722) 


COilMENTARY. 


It has been argued (under Text 714, above) that the fact of the notions 
of 1 Being ’, etc. being of the nature of Sense-perception is deduced from tho 
presence of the operation of Sense-organs.—If, by the Reason here adduced, 
it is meant that the said notions follow immediately after the operation of 
the Senses,—then it cannot be ‘ admitted ’: because as they are of tho nature 
of ‘ determinate Cognitions ’, the body of Conventions (bearing upon the 
verbal expression) must interpose (between the Sense-operation and the 
resultant Determinate Cognition).—(721-722) 


It might be urged—“ without a comprehensive something, how can 
mutually distinct entities become the basis, directly or indirectly, of the 
notion of identity or xinity ? ” 

In anticipation of this question, the Author supplies the following 
explanation :— 
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TEXTS (723-726). 

In the case of the Dhdtri, Haritala , etc., it is found that there is 
PRESENT IN THEM, EITHER SINGLY OR COLLECTIVELY', THE POTENCY 
TO REMOVE VARIOUS DISEASES ; AND YET THERE IS NO * UNIVERSAL ’ 

(Community) in them which has that potency ; because the 

CURE OF THE DLSEASES IS FOUND TO BE QUICK AND DELAY'ED.— 

Nor can any diverse peculiar properties be produced in the 
‘universal’, through the diversities of the Soil, etc. 

BECAUSE IT REMAINS ALWAYS IN ONE AND THE SAME FORM J THE 
SAID DIVERSE PROPERTIES, HOWEVER, ARB PRESENT IN THE Dhdtri , 
etc.—Thus though, as a rule, things are entirely differ¬ 
ent, YET SOME OF THEM HAVING WELL-DEFINED POTENCIES ARE 
CONCEIVED OF AS similar , AND HENCE THESE THINGS BECOME 
THE BASIS OF THE CONCEPTION OF similarity , ETC.,—NOT OTHER 
THINGS.—(723-726) 

COMMENTARY. 

Dhdtri and some otlior fruits, though of entirely different forms, are 
yet, .severally or jointly, endowed with the capacity to remove various 
diseases,—even without any comprehensive entity embracing them all.— 
It cannot bo right to urge that—“ even in this cas© it is only a comprehensive 
‘Universal’ that does the effective act”; for the simple reason that there 
is no such common ‘ Universal * over them capable of performing the various 
fruitful acts. If there were such a common * Universal ’, there could bo 
no possibility of the notion that people have, of the capacity of removing 
diseases quickly or slowly that is found in only some Dhdtri, etc. and that 
at only certain times; as the ‘ Universal * would be of only one uniform 
character.—Nor can it be right to assert that—‘‘tho said Universal itself 
performs the diverse fruitful acts, when it acquires certain peculiar properties 
due to the soil as watered by milk and such things —because the ‘ Universal ’ 
is, ex hypothesi, eternal, and hence incapable of having any peculiar properties 
produced by anything else ; and hence no such properties could bo produced 
in it by tho diversities of Soil and such things; because the ‘ Universal ’ is 
always of one and the same form. As for the Dhdtri, etc.; on the other 
hand, they are evanescent things and hence diverse properties are produced 
in them by the diversities of Soil, etc.; and henco they become endowed with 
the diverse potencies of curing diseases.—In the same manner, other things 
also, like the Jar, are produced out of their Caxisal Ideas in such forms 
that by their very nature they como to be conceived of as of ono and the 
same form. Hence there is no difficulty in this case. 

The term ‘ etc.' in the expression * the basis of the conception of similarity , 
etc', is meant to include the capacity to perform such fruitful acts as tho 
holding of water and the like.—(723-726) 

The question being—“ How is it proved that * the Body of Conventions ’ 
comes between (the functioning of the Senses and the appearance of tho 
notions of Names, etc.) ? ”—the Answer is provided in the following— 
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TEXTS (727-729). 

All that the expression ‘ Being * (Existence) is meant to convey 
is ONLY the idea of capacity for action; it is in this sense that 
the Convention is established, in regard to the things in 

QUESTION, OR TO ANY OTHER THING, ACCORDING TO THE WHIM (OF 

people).—Persons using the term ‘ go ’ (‘ Ox ’ or ‘ Cow ’) 

ESTABLISH THE CONVENTION IN REGARD TO THE TERM AS 
APPLICABLE TO THINGS SERVING SUCH DIVERSE PURPOSES AS 

carrying, yielding milk and so forth—Thus it is that 

ALL THESE NOTIONS OF * BEING ’ AND THE REST ARE 
FOUND TO PROCEED FROM THE CONCEPTION OF 

these Conventions, and not immediately 

AFTER THE FUNCTIONING OF THE SENSE- 

ORGANS.—(727-729) 


COMMENTARY. 

Tho notions of ‘ Being ’ and the rost can never appear in persons who are 
not cognisant of the Conventions bearing upon those terms ; if they did, then 
there would be no use in establishing tho Conventions at all. Thus it is 
that the makers of Convention apply the term ‘ existent ’ (Being), on noticing 
a certain identity (among things) indicated by the fact of their performing 
similar functions ; and it is in regard to such things that the notion of 1 Being ’ 
appears. 

4 Or to any other thing ' i.e. of the expression 4 Entity *. 

Similarly in tho case of the terms 'go' (‘ Ox * or 4 Cow ’) and the rest, 
the Convention bearing upon thorn is made upon their capacity for such 
actions as carrying and tho like. Hence, after tho Convention has been 
made, when people como to use the term,—even when tho Ox is seen, tho 
previous Convention steps in and the name 4 Ox ’ comes to the mind ; and 
tho idea that it 4 exists ’ comes only later in a clear form. In some casos, 
through repeated use, the whole process passes through tho mind so quickly 
that every step in it is not fully realised ; but it is quite clearly distinguished 
by persons who have used the term for only a short time. 

Tho whole matter is thus summed up:—From all this, it follows that on 
account of the intervention of the body of Conventions, the notions in 
question cannot bo said to be directly perceptible ; because it is not reasonable 
to regard as 4 perceived ’ things that are cognised only indirectly; as such 
a process would lead to absurdities.—(727-729) 

The following Teat proceeds to show that for the following reason 
also, tho notions of 4 Being etc. are effects of memory, and have to bo 
treated as so many Remembrances, and cannot be regarded as 4 Perception * 
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TEXT (730). 

At first, every Cognition appears nr a form free from verbal 

EXPRESSION ; THEN COMES IN THE BODY OF CONVENTIONS J 
HENCE THE NOTIONS IN QUESTION PARTAKE OF THE 

nature of Remembrance, —for that reason 
also.—(730) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, there Is no Convention bearing upon the ‘ Specific 
Peculiarity ’ (of Tilings); and it is only after ono has seen the entity, 
prior to its determination, only as a point of ‘ Specific Peculiarity ’, free 
from all contact with verbal expression,—that there follows its Cognition 
based upon the functioning of the Sense-organ;—then t-hero comes to the 
mind, the body of Conventions bearing upon tliat same entity;—then there 
appear the notions of ‘ Being ’ and the rest,—in accordance with the said 
Conventions,—in regard to the thing that has been seen ; and these notions 
embody all the ‘ det emu nation ’ with reference to tlio tiling, and give verbal 
expression to thorn. How can these notions escajio from being rogarded 
ns ‘ Remembrance ’ f 

1 For that reason also —i.e. because they are ‘ determined ’ as seen. 

* The notions in question \—i.e. those of ‘ Being ’ and the rest.—(730) 

Question —“ Whence has this sequence in the appearance of Cognitions 
been deduced ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (731). 

It is because the process is AS DESCRIBED that when a man has 

Hts MIND TURNED SOMEWHERE ELSE, THERE APPEARS ONLY THE 
VAGUE APPREHENSION OF THE MERE thing APART FROM 
ALL SPECIFIC PECULIARITIES.- (731) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is because tho notions of ‘ Being etc. appear in the above-mentioned 
sequence, that when a man lias his mind fixed elsewhere,—i.e. lie is absent- 
minded,—if he sees a thi n g lying before himself,—until there come to his 
mind tho conventions and conceptions bearing upon that thing, the first 
perception thAt appears is that of the mere thing, entirely devoid of all specific 
peculiarities. If it were not so,—if this first Cognition were in the full-fledged 
form equipped with the verbal expression and all the rest of it,—then, why 
should the absent-minded man apprehend the mere thing devoid of all quali¬ 
fications ? It is not possible for two deterrainato Cognitions with verbal 
expressions to appear at the same tiny>_ 

Thus it is proved that the assertion that “ the notions of ‘ Being », etc. 
are positively and negatively concomitant with direct Sense-functioning ” 
is not true.—(731) 
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It has been argued above (under Text 716) that—“ In regard to the Cow 
and the Elephant, the peculiarities of Name and Idea must be due to causes 
other than Convention, etc. etc.”.—Tills is answered in the following— 

TEXT (732). 

AS REGARDS THE FIRST REASON ADDUCED,—IT IS SUPERFLUOUS J AS THE 
FACT OF THE NOTIONS BEING BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE BODY OF 
Conventions is already admitted (by us) ; and that 
same Relative (Body of Conventions) is what 
is positively and negatively concomitant.— 

(732) 

COMMENTARY. 

If all that is sought to be proved is the general fact that the notions in 
question are due to other causes related to the cliaracter of the things con¬ 
cerned,—then it is superfluous—proving what is already admitted. Because 
the Body of Conventions bearing upon the Cow, etc. is that other cause 
related to and in keeping with the character of the things ; as the said notions 
appear only when this Body of Conventions is there, and they do not appear 
when what Is there is some heterogeneous Body of Conventions ; which 
shows that it is this Body of Conventions, which is positively and negatively 
concomitant with them, that is the Cause of the notions in question ; as 
these are found to follow on the wake of the positive and negative concomi¬ 
tance of these Conventions. Thus the attempt to adduce Reasons for this is 
entirely futile.—(732) 

TEXTS (733-734). 

If the said * Body of Convention * is included in the ‘ Subject ’ (of 
the Inference propounded by the Opponent), then the Corro¬ 
borative Instance cited becomes ‘ devoid of the Pro- 
b and cm *; as the external things mentioned,—the 
Calf AND THE Goad, ETC.—are not the direct 
causes of the notions ; because the Name 

AND SUCH OTHER QUALIFICATIONS HAVE NO 

bearing upon the ‘ Specific Peculiar¬ 
ity * OF THINGS J AS THE ‘ SPECI¬ 
FIC Peculiarity ' of things 

IS SOMETHING BEYOND THE 

reaOh of Verbal Ex¬ 
pression.—(733-734) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the ‘ Conventional Conception ’ is included in the ‘ Subject ’ (of the 
Opponent’s Reasoning), and then it is sought to be proved that all theso 
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notions are duo to their connection with an eternal and all-embracing Entity 
named ‘ Universal which is apart from all those,—then what lias been 
citod ns the Corroborative Instance would be * devoid of the Probandum *; 
because the concomitance of tho things with such a Probandum has nowhere 
been perceived. As a matter of fact, the Calf, the Goad and such things 
tlrnt have been cited as the cause (basis) of tho notion of the Cow being ‘ with 
Calf ’, or the Elephant being ‘ with the Goad have not been proved to be so. 
Specially because when theao things—the Coif and the Goad,—revert to 
the position of their ‘ Specific Peculiarity \ they are not found to be the 
direct, cause of any Names and Ideas, —for the simple reason that all ' Specific 
Peculiarity ’ is, by its very nature, beyond the reach of verbal expression. 
Thus tho Corroborativo Instance cited is * devoid of the Probandum 
—If they be regarded as tho indirect cause of the notions, then that would 
lead to an absurdity, because indirectly, everything is of use in the producing 
of everything.—(733-734) 

Question —“ How is it then that people regard such external things 
(as the Calf and the Goad) as the cause of the notions (of tho Cow being 
with the Calf, and tho Elephant being with the Goad) ? ” 


TEXT (735). 

Ik faot, all these notions proceed on the basis of things like 

the Goad, which consist in mere * Idea ’ and are illusory, 

ON WHICH ‘ EXTERNALITY * LS IMPOSED.-(735) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has boon already pointed out that the ‘ Specific Peculiarity • of Things 
which forms tho root-cause of the Idea of the ‘ Goad ’ and such things, is 
not touched by an ‘imposition’ (or qualification). As regards tho 
‘ Illusory ’ form of things, it is a mere product of the art of Imagination ; 
it consists in mere ‘ Idea *, and Is not an external object. People rogard it 
as an ‘ external thing ’, because they are unable to distinguish between what 
they see and what they imagine, and hence they regard the form cognised 
as * oxtemal ’; so that the external existence of the Goad and such things 
cannot be admitted. 

‘ Avalambya ' is to be construed with ‘ ahkushddikam *. 

What is meant is that the notions proceed to apply to the Goad, etc. 
which aro purely illusory, which consist in mere ‘ Idea ’ and on which the 
external character is superimposed. 

‘ Antarmatrd ’ is Buddhi, Idea, Cognition. —(735) 

In the same argument (under 716), the Opponent has introduced the 
qualification ‘‘while pertaining to the Cow”. This again is not right; 
as it cannot exclude anything (and hence is useless as a qualification).—This 
is what is shown in the following— 


EXAMINATION OF ‘ SAMANYA THE * UNIVERSAL \ 


413 


TEXTS (736-737). 

4 The negation of action, quality and name ’ is also described 

(by you) as the cause of the notion of ‘ Non-existence ’; 

HENCE THE QUALIFICATION SERVES NO USEFUL PURPOSE.— 

The said description (of the Cause of the notion 
of Non-existence) also is not right ; because 
if it is a Cause, then it must be a Positive 
Entity, as possessing a definite po¬ 
tency. Lastly, the notion of 
4 Non-existence * would be ap¬ 
plicable to * Being * and 
such ‘ Universals ’ also. 

-(736-737) 

COMMENTARY. 

Of tho notion of 4 non-existence ’ also, tho * Negation of action, quality 
and narao ’ has boon described as the Cause.—This cannot be right; because 
what has been said to constitute the character of the * Cause ’ is the potency to 
produce the effect ;—this Potency can reside only in a Positive Entity ; as the 
Positive Entity alone is characterised by the said Potency. If then, Negation 
also had tho said Potency imposed upon it, how could it not attain tho 
character of the Positive Entity ? As the presence of that Potency alone 
constitutes tho nature of tho Positive Entity. In this way the Negation 
would lose its negative character itself. As * negation * consists only in the 
cessation of tho character of the 4 Positive Entity 

Then again, if 4 the negation of Action, Quality and Name ’ were the 
Cause of the notion of Non-existence, then the notion of being 4 non-existont ’ 
would apply to 4 Boing ’ and other Universals also ; as therein also is present 
4 the negation of Action, Quality and Name’—just as much as in such non¬ 
entities as the 4 Hare’s Homs —(736-737) 

The following Text shows that the Reason cited (by the Opponont under 
Text 716) is 4 unproven ’ (not admitted):— 

TEXT (738). 

The fact of the notions in question being different from the 

NOTIONS OF THE BODY, SHAPE, ETC. IS NOT ADMITTED (OR 
PROVED) J HENCE THE REASON PUT FORWARD IS 
ALSO OPEN TO THE CHARGE OF BEING ‘ UN- 

PROVEN \—(738) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the notions of the Cow and such things do not 
have for their objective anything other than the Body, etc. (of the 
animals); by virtue of which they could be hold to be distinct from these 
latter.—(738) 
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The Conclusion also (of the Opponent's Argument) is annulled by 
Inference :— 


TEXT (739). 

The comprehensive notion (op all Cows, for instance) manifests 
within itself the verbal expression and the constituent, in¬ 
dividuals ; while the ‘Universal’ is described as 
devoid of all tinge of colour , shape and verbal 
expression .— (739) 


COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows:—What is meant by you to bo proved is 
the fact that tlie basis of comprehensive notions consists of sometlu'ng different 
from the Body, etc. ;—this however is not right; as no such thing enters 
into tho notions at all; and aLso because what does appear in thoso notions 
is something quite different, in tho shape of Colour, Shape, etc. That is 
to say, you doscribo tho ‘ Universal ’ Cow to be devoid of all tinge of Colour, 
Shape and Verbal Expression ; and yet tho actual Cognition that appears 
is always apprehended as accompanied by tho manifestation of Colour, etc.; 
how then could the basis of such Cognition consist of what is devoid of Colour, 
etc.? Certainly a Cognition of.one form cannot have its basis in something 
of an entirely different form ; if it did, it would lead to absurdities. 

The argument may be formulated as follows:—When a Cognition 
manifests an object distinct from some other object, it cannot bo regarded 
os apprehending tliis latter object;—e.g. the Cognition of Sound cannot bo 
regarded as appreliending Colour; —and as a matter of fact, the compre¬ 
hensive notion manifests within itself Colour and the rest which are something 
different from the pure ‘ Universal *;—so that what is actually perceived 
is contrary to the premiss (cited by the Opponent). 

‘ Manifests within itself the Verbal Expression, etc. etc ';—‘ verbal expres¬ 
sion i.e. tho name ‘ Cow ’;— 4 constituent individuals \ in the form of colour, 
shape and tho rest; ‘ avabhasavdn \ containing the manifestation of these. 

4 Ak-fara 4 Letters stands for tho verbal expression * gauh wliich 
is made up of the letters 4 ga 1 au ’ and the Visarga. —(739) 

Shahkarasvdmin has argued os follows:— 44 The 4 Universal ’ Blue 
also is of the form of Blue ; if it were not so, then there would be no such 
comprehensive idea as 4 Blue ’; thus the Reason adduced by the Buddhist 
being not admitted, there is no an nul m ent of the Naiyayika’s Conclusion by 
Inference (os urged in the preceding Text, by the Author).” 

This is answered in the following— 
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If the ‘ Universal * also were in the form of ‘ Blue then, what 

WOULD BE ITS DIFFERENCE FROM ‘ QUALITY ’ ?—As A MATTER OF FACT, 
HOWEVER, NO ALL-COMPREHENSIVE ‘ BLUE * IS EVER PERCEIVED. 

Even thouoh it may be manifesting itself, it is never per¬ 
ceived IN A DIFFERENTIATED FORM. UNDER THE CIRCUM¬ 
STANCES, how could the Idea and Name apply to the 
Individual, on the basis of the said comprehensive 
notion ?—Further, the other party holds the 

NOTION OF THE * UNIVERSAL * TO BE DEF I NITE AND 
CERTAIN ; CONSEQUENTLY, ITS NON-PERCEPTION 
CANNOT BE RIGHT, AS THAT WOULD IMPLY THAT 
IT IS INCOGNISABLE.—(740-742) 

COMMENTARY. 

Such being the case, there can be no difference between the Quality 
‘ Blue ’ and the ‘ Universal ’ Blue ; as, ex hypothesi, both have the same form. 

It might be urged that—“ the Quality * Blue * is not something com- 
prehensile, while the 1 Universal ’ Blue embraces all that is blue at all times 
and at all places; and in this sense thoro is a difference between the forms 
of the two ”. 

The answor to this is that ‘ no all-comprehensive Blue is ever perceived \ 
That is, as a matter of fact, any such comprehensive ‘ Blue' as distinct 
from the Quality Blue,—embracing all that is of the form of Blue, —is never 
perceived to manifest itself; as all that appears in Perception is a specific 
‘ Blue ’ alone by itself. Even in the * determinate ’ Cognition, there does 
not appear any second Blue ; as that Cognition only ‘ determines * what lias 
been perceived (by the previous indeterminate Perception). 

It might be argued that—“ Just as for the Bauddha, the Momentary 
Character of Things, though apparent, is not actually apprehendod in its 
differentiated form by people with dull intelligence,—so the ‘ Universal ’ 
also ”. 

This cannot bo right; as even so, the theory propounded by you— 
that “ on tho strength of the perception of the Universal there appear the 
single identical Name and Idea in regard to Individuals that are diverse ",— 
would become untenable; because if the qualifying factor is unperceived, 
there can be no perception of the qualified thing; e.g. until the Stick is 
seen, there can be no such notion as * the man \cith the stick Similarly 
in the case in question. Because the idea put forward by you is 
that Diversities (Individuals) by themselves are beyond the reach of Verbal 
Expression and Cognition ;—and those diversities, wliich are by themselves 
beyond the reach of Cognition and Verbal Expression, would (under your 
theory) be cognised only on the strength of the perception of the ‘ Univer¬ 
sal ’ ; —how, then, can the Cogniser not ‘ perceive ’ the Universal itself 1 
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Further, for the man for whom Perception is always 4 indeterminate ’, it 
may be right to say that 4 oven though apparent, it is not apprehended ’ ; 
as 1 Apprehension * involves tlie functioning of the idea of Certitude ; but 
for you, who hold all Perception to bo determinate, it is not right that there 
should be no apprehension ; as that would mean that there is no Cognition of 
it at all. In fact, the apprehension of objects by all certain Cognitions consists 
in thoir bringing about certitude; if then, they do not bring about tliis certitude, 
it comes to this that they do not cognise or apprehend the object at 
all.—(740-742) 

Even granting that the existence of something other than the 4 Bluo ’ 
is proved, tlvere can be no proof for what you desire to prove; as your Con¬ 
clusion itself is barred by Inference, and to that extent, the Premiss also 
cannot be admitted.—This is what is shown in the following— 

TEXT (743). 

Even though it may be takes as established that the notions in 

QUESTION HAVE A DIFFERENT CAUSE, THE EXISTENCE OF THE 

‘ Universal ’ as comprehensive, and free from 

IMPERMANENCE, DOES NOT BECOME ESTABLISHED J 
BECAUSE THE NOTIONS IN QUESTION APPEAR 
IN SUCCESSION.—(743) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Free from impermanence —i.e. free from non-eternality,—eternal. 

44 Why is it not established ? ” 

4 Because the notions in question appear in succession ’; i.e. the notions 
of the 4 Cow ’ and the rest. If these were due to any such commonality 
as the 4 Universal \ then they would not appear in succession,—as thoir 
cause being always present in its perfect form, they should all appear simul¬ 
taneously ; just like several things produced simultaneously. Specially 
because a cause that cannot bo helped does not need anything else.—(743) 

Now, even admitting the Reason, tire Author shows that it is 4 fallible ’ 
(‘ not true 4 Inconclusive ’):— 


TEXT (744). 

On WHAT BASIS DOES THE TERM * CATEGORY ' (‘ Paddrtha ’) REST 
WHEN APPLIED TO THE SIX (Vaishifilca CATEGORIES) ? As 
ALSO THE NOTION * IT EXISTS ’ WHICH IS FOUND TO 
BE PRESENT IN ‘ BEING ETC. ?—(744) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is not (even for the Yaishcfika) any such 4 Universal * as 4 Paddr - 
thatva ’ (the genus 4 Category ’) subsisting in all the six Categories,—on the 
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basis of which there should be such a comprehensive notion as ‘ this is a 
Category —this is a Category and so forth’ similarly in the ‘ Universal ’, 
the 4 Specific Individuality ’ and 4 Inherence \ the 4 Universal ’ Being does 
not subsist; by virtue of which each of these could be conceived of as 
4 existing *; because (according to the Vaishlf ika) ‘ Being ’ subsists only in 
the three Categories of 4 Substance ’, 4 Quality ’ and ‘ Action —As regards 
the thrco Categories of Substance and the rest, the Opponents hold the name 
to be based upon the presence of the 4 Universal ’; hence the fallibility of 
the Reason has not been urged in regard to these.—(744) 


The following argument may bo put forward :— 44 Even in the Categories 
named, the property of 4 existence ’ is present in the form of being the object 
of the right Cognition that 4 it exists ’; so that here also the name is due to 
something other than the object itself ; and hence the Reason is not untrue ”. 

The answer to this is provided in the following— 


TEXTS (745-746). 


If in regard to the Categories mentioned, the notion that * it 

EXISTS ’ IS DUE TO SOMETHING ELSE,—THEN, IN REGARD TO THIS 
‘ SOMETHING ’ ALSO THE NOTION THAT 4 IT EXISTS ' IS PRESENT ; 

AND SO ON AND ON, THERE WOULD BE AN INFINITE REGRESS,- 

AND THE CHARACTER OF * HAVING THE PROPERTY ’ 

WOULD CEASE. IN VIEW OF THESE, THE REASON 
WOULD BECOME 4 FALLIBLE ’ (UNTRUE).— 

Then again the all-embracing con¬ 
comitance of the Reason has 

NOT YET BEEN ESTABLISHED.— 

(745-746) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even if it be admitted that- the notions in question are due to something 
else, the defect of * Fallibility ’ remains: because even in regard to the 
property mentioned by the Opponent, there Is the notion that 4 it exists 
which is expressed by the words 4 this property of existence is there ’ ;—so 
this notion of is-ness will have to be attributed to something other than 
4 Existence * (or Being) ; and so on and on, there would be an infinite regress ; 
as also the anomaly that other things also would be receptacles of the Property, 
and hence 4 things possessing that property ’; and the result thus would bo 
that there would be no sucb restriction of number as that 4 there aro only sir 
Categories’ which can have properties.—If. in order to avoid the Infinito 
27 
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Regress, a further property (of ti-nua) is not postulated, then, in view of 
ihese not,on,,-a, appearing in connection with the Categories, or with the 
property of Existence,-,he Reason would ha™ to be regarded as falhble 

(untrue). , ..... 

It may be that the * inconclusiveness ’ of the Reason is not due to its 
being Too Wide ; even so, how could the defect of its negation l>oing open to 
‘doubt’ be avoided ’—This is what is pointed out in the words—' Then 
again, etc. etc .'-.—what is meant by ‘ all-embracing concomitance, is the 
cognition of the fact of the Reason being invariably concomitant with the 
whole of the thine in wlxich the Probandum is sought to be proved. 

The following argument might bo urged" The required concomitance 
is there all right; because, if there were no other Cause, how could the 
notion in question (of the Universal ‘Cow’, etc.) be different from the 
notion of the thing itself ? There can be no difference among notions of 
the same object, even when they are many. If there were such difference, 
then, tliere could be no diversity even among the notions of different tilings, 
like Colour, Taste and so forth: because diversity among things is always 
due to the diversity among Cognitions." 

This is not right; as a matter of fact, there can be no idea of lauversal 
in regard to the Specific Peculiarity’ of tiling Because the ‘ Specific 
Peculiarity’ novel- forms the object of any notion associated with verbal 
expression.—But,—even in the absence of any ' Universal ’,—if the view 
be held that each tiling by itself is one only and is excluded, from other 
things, on some basis.-and it is through this basis that there come about 
various assumptions and ™rbal expressions of an all-embracing character, 
in accordance with conventions end the experience of people -,-d such were 
the view, then there would be no opposition to it. This is the reason why 
the Text speaks of the * absence of concomitance <745-.46) 

It has been argued (above, under Text 719) that—“ The comprehensive 
idea that appears in regard to the Cow and other things, etc. etc.”.—This 
is answered in the following— 


TEXT (747). 

The argument in proof of the ‘ Universal ’ that has been urged 

AFTER THE ONE JUST DISPOSED OF, ALSO BECOMES REJECTED 
BY THIS ; BECAUSE THE FALLACY OF ‘ FUTILITY ’ AND 
THE REST ARB EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO THAT 

ALSO.-(747) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ By this i.e. bv the refutation just explained.—As the same objections 
are equally applicable to that also ; for instance, the defect of being 4 futile 
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‘ superfluous 1 (proving what is already admitted) and the rest are applicable 
to this argument also. 

Tho plirose ‘ and the rest’ includes the fallacies of the Corroborative 
Instance ‘ being devoid of the Probandum \ the Reason being 4 unproven 
and 4 fallible * (Inconclusive) and so forth.—(747) 


The following Text points out the 4 Fallibility ’ of the Opponent’s Reason 
in another manner :— 


TEXTS (748-749). 


Without any all-embracing basis, there is—( a) a particular 
Cognition in regard to the 4 Cook ’; (6) similarly there 
is the notion of 4 Negation ’ in regard to Negation 

ITSELF ; AS ALSO (c) IN REGARD TO PERSONS AND 
THINGS CREATED BY IMAGINATION, AND ( d ) IN 
REGARD TO DEAD AND UNBORN PERSONS.—In 
VIEW OF ALL THESE COGNITIONS, THE 

Reason becomes open to the 

FALLACY OF ‘ FALLIBILITY ’.— 

(748-749) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of the notion of the 4 Cook the 4 Teacher ’ and the like, there 
are no such all-embracing bases as the character of being Cook, the character 
of being the Teacher and so forth, on which comprehensive notions of the 
4 Cook ’ and the 4 Teacher ’ could be based. Similarly in regard to the four 
kinds of Negation,—Prior Negation and the like,—how could there be any such 
comprehensive notion as 4 Negation ’ ? Certainly there could be no 4 Universal * 
in this case ,—as this must rest in positive entities. —Similarly in regard to 
persons and things created by imagination,—such as the poetical character 
of Chandrdpida (in Kddambari) and White Palaces in tho sky and so forth,— 
and also in regard to persons dead and unborn—such as MaJidsammata , 
Shaiikha and the rest,—how could there be any notion without there being 
any comprehensive character ? Surely there is no 4 Universal ’ in these 
cases ; which are all based upon individuals. —(748-749) 


The following Texts explain the notions of the 4 Cook etc. :— 
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TEXTS (750-754) 

In fact, there is no single basis for the notions of * Cook ’ and the 

REST.—If IT BE SAID THAT “ THE ACT (OF COOKING) IS THE BASIS ”,— 
THEN, THE ANSWER IS THAT THE ACT VARIES WITH EACH INDIVIDUAL 
PERSON J AND YOU HAVE POSTULATED THE ‘ UNIVERSAL * AS EM¬ 
BRACING all Individuals only, on the ground that unless there 

IS AN ALL-EMBRACING ENTITY, THERE CAN BE NO COMPREHENSIVE 
NOTION OF THINGS WHICH ARE DIFFERENT.—If, EVEN WITHOUT SUCH 
ALL-EMBRACING CHARACTER, THE ACT BE REGARDED AS THE BASIS (OF 
THE COMPREHENSIVE NOTION) THEN WHY SHOULD NOT THE INDIVI¬ 
DUALS THEMSELVES BE REGARDED AS CAUSES OF IT ?—FURTHER (IF 
THE ACT WERE THE BASIS, THEN) THE NOTION OF ‘ COOK ’ COULD NOT 
APPEAR IN REGARD TO THE MAN AFTER HE HAS DESISTED FROM THE 

act (of cooking ); surely even the other party do not regard 
THE Act AS PRESENT THERE AT ALL TIMES,—LIKE THE ‘ UNIVERSAL \ 
—If IT BE HELD THAT “ THE NOTION AND NaME OF THE COOK, ETC. IS 
BASED ON PAST AND FUTURE ACTION ”,—THEN SUCH AN ACT CANNOT 
BE THE CAUSE AT ALL, FOR THE SIMPLE REASON THAT IT IS NOT 
PRESBNT AT THE TIME.—(750-754) 


COMMENTARY. 

It cannot be right to say that the notion in regard to the Cook is due to 
the act of cooking; because this Action also is held to be different with each 
person,—just like the individuality. 

You postulate the * Universal ’ as embracing all individuals, on the 
ground that, in regard to diverse things, there could not appear any com¬ 
prehensive notion, in the absence of on all-embracing entity. Under the 
circumstances, if even without this all-embracing character, the Action were 
the basis of regarding diverse things as one,—then why should there be 
an aversion to tho individuals, whereby ignoring these, the ‘ Universal ’ 
lias been postulated as the basis of that notion ? 

Then again, if the notion in regard to the Cook were due to the Action, 
then after the man has desisted from the Action, and is not- doing any cooking, 
the notion of Cook could not appear in regard to him. You do not regard 
tho Action to be ever present, like the ‘ Universal \ by virtue of which the 
notion could appear even when the Action had ceased. When one thing is 
due to another, it cannot appear in the absence of this latter. 

Nor can past and future Action be rightly regarded as the basis of the 
said notion ; because what is past or yet to come cannot be there, and what 
is not there cannot serve as the cause of anything.—(750-754) 

Shankara-svdmin argues as follows:—“ The comprehensive idea of 
the Cook is based upon the presence of that particular Action which is related 
to the ‘ Universal * (or Genus) ‘ Action ’; hence, even after the actual act of 



EXAMINATION OF 1 SlMlNYA THE ‘UNIVERSAL’. 


421 


cooking lias ceased, the permanent basis of it (in the shape of the Universal) 
is always there, and from that there arises the idea of the Cook ”.—This 
view is anticipated in the following— 


TEXT (755). 

If the idea be said to be due to the presence of the act related 
to the ‘ Universal ’ Action ,— and this permanent basis is 

ALWAYS INDICATED BY IT EVEN WHEN THE PARTICULAR 

act has ceased, —[then, the answer is as 
given in the following Text]. —(755) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ By it \—i.e. by the action. 

4 Permanent basis \—in the shape of the ‘ Universal ’ Action. —(755) 

The answer to this is given in the following— 


TEXT (756). 


When t he particular Act has ceased, the permanent ‘ Universal ’, 

EVEN THOUGH INDICATED, CANNOT REALLY EXIST ; FOR THE 
SIMPLE REASON THAT ITS RECEPTACLE HAS CEASED TO 

EXIST.-(756) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Its receptacle \ —i.e. the receptacle of the Universal; i.e. the particular 

act. 

As a matter of fact, the 4 Universal * cannot be perceived,—or even 
exist,—by itself, apart from its receptacle; otherwise it would have to be 
regarded as baseless. —(756) 

The following argument might be urged:—“ When once the Universal 
has been indicated and perceived,—even if its receptacle, in the shape of the 
particular act, ceases, the Idea based upon it still continues ”. 

The answer to this argument is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (757-760). 

In the case op such ‘ Universals ’ as the ‘ Stick ’, the ‘ A rmlet * 

AifD THE LIKE,—EVEN THOUGH THEY HAVE BEEN INDICATED AND PER¬ 
CEIVED ONCE (IN ONE PERSON),—THE IDEA OF THE ‘ MAN WITH THE 

Stick’ (or ‘the man with the Armlet’) does not continue on 
THE REMOVAL OF THE STICK OR ARMLET.—If THE * UNIVERSAL ’ 
Cook WERE SOMETHING ENTIRELY DIFFERENT (FROM THE INDIVIDUAL 
PERSONS), THEN (AS A PERMANENT ENTITY) IT SHOULD BE PRESENT IN 
THE NEW-BORN CHILD ALSO, WHO ALSO COULD BE CONCEIVED OF 

as a ; Cook —If it be held that, like the idea of ‘ Being ’ 
(Existence), it does not subsist in a certain substratum (the 

CHILD JUST BORN Pi),—THEN, LATER ON, ALSO IT COULD NOT SUBSIST 
IN IT; AS THE CONDITIONS WOULD BE THE SAME.—It MAY BE THAT 
AT THE INITIAL STAGE (WHEN THE CHILD IS JUST BORN) THERE IS NO 

Inherence between the two (the Universal and the Parti¬ 
cular) BECAUSE OF THE DEFECTIVE CHARACTER OF THEIR RELATION¬ 
SHIP. But if so, then, how could there be that Inherence, 

EVEN AFTERWARDS, WHEN THE DEFECT WOULD STILL BE THERE ?— 

(757-760) 

COMMENTARY. 

There would be many absurdities. For instance, such ‘ Universals ’ as 
4 Stick * and the like having been perceived once,—when Dlvadatta lind given 
up the Stick, the idea of his boing ‘ with Stick or ‘ with the Ear-ring would 
be thero. 

Nor is it right to say that even in the man who has given up cooking, 
the ‘ Universal ’ Cook is present; because, the * Universal ’ being eternal, it 
would be present in the new-born child also. 

The Opponent might argue thus :—“ The idea of ‘ being existent 
though due to the ‘ Universal Being ’ (Existence), does not come about 
always ; in the same way, the ‘ Universal ’ Cook also, being inheront in a 
certain particular substratum, would not appear at all times ; so that it would 
not inhere in the new-born child.—‘ Inhering * is mentioned only by way of 
illustration ; the ‘ Universal ’ would not be manifested ;—this also has to be 
understood ”. 

But in that way, it comes to this that it may not inhere in it at all. 
Because the non-inherence of the ‘ Universal ’ in the new-born child, at 
the earlier stage, could be due only to some defect in the character of tho 
relation between the 1 Universal ’ and the Particular Object; and this defect 
would be present there at the later stages also ;—how then could the 
1 Universal ’ inhere in it at all ? According to your view, the Object is not 
momentary,—by which at the subsequent stages the Object (Child) would 
be a different entity. 

1 That' —i.e. inherence. 
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‘ Their relationship i.e. the relation between the ‘ Universal ’ and the 
Particular Object. 

4 Tadatmyl i.e. the previous defective form not having been 
abandoned.—(757-760) 

Even when the Object is admitted to be evanescent, the objection stated 
remains in force ;—this is what is shown in the following— 


TEXT (761). 

If the Particular Object be not permanent, it might acquire 

ADDITIONAL CHARACTERS ; BUT EVEN SO, THE DEFECTIVE NATURE 

of the ‘ Universal ’ would never cease.—(761) 


COMMENTARY. 

It may be that the Particular Object, being impermanent, will acquire 
additional qualities later on; but the 4 Universal ’, being permanent, will 
always retain its character of being averse to Inherence; hence how could 
it be 4 inherent * even at a later stage ?—Nor can it be right to assert that— 
“ the ‘ Universal * remains for ever in a state which is not averse to sub¬ 
sequent Inherence ” because in that case, the Particular Object also would 
have to be regarded as eternal; as the 4 Universal ’ related to it would be 
eternal; because in the absence of one relative, the other relative cannot be 
said to be devoid of the defect preventing its related nature.—(761) 

The following Text puts forward the answer given by Uddyotakara :— 

TEXT (762). 

“ The name ‘ Cook ’ is meant to be applied to that which is the 

PRINCIPAL CAUSE OF THE ACT OF COOking ; AND THIS ‘ PRINCI¬ 
PALITY ’ IS PRESENT IN ANOTHER COOK ALSO.”—(762) 

COMMENTARY. 

Uddyotakara has argued as follows (in Nydyavdrtika, Su. 2. 2. 8, page 320) 

_“ It is through ignorance of our Reason that our Opponent has urged that 

— 4 just as the term Cook is comprehensive in its connotation, and yet there 
is no such Universal as Cook,— so also is the comprehensive character of 
the connotation of the term Coio ’.—Because what is meant by our Reason 
is that 4 Particular Cognition cannot be accidental (without cause) * ; and 
what this means is that the Idea which is different from the idea of the 
individual object must be due to a different cause and not that all compre¬ 
hensive ideas are based upon 4 Universals ’. Such being the case, that which 
is the principal cause of the action of cooking is what is spoken of by the 
name 4 Cook ’ ; and this principal character is present in other persons also ; 
hence the objection urged against us has no force.” 
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This argument is answered in the following— 


TEXT (763). 

What is it that is called 4 principal character * i —It cannot be a 

POTENCY ; BECAUSE THIS DOES NOT SUBSIST (» OTHER INDIVIDUALS). 

—For the same reason it cannot be said to consist in 
THE NATURE OF THE SUBSTANCE, QUALITY OR ACTION, 

ETC.—(763) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is this ‘ Principal C'liaracter ’ ? 

If it is a Potency, that cannot be right ; as potency is restricted to each 
individual substratum, and must tliereforv vary with each individual object, 
and cannot subsist in another object. 

For the same reason, it cannot consist in die ! nature ’—essence, self- 
sufficiency,—of Suhstance, etc.; as thus also cannot belong in common to 
several objects. 

The term ‘ etc. ’ is meant to include any entity that may be held to l>e 
distinct from Substance, Quality and Action. 

As regards the explanation offered (by Uddyotakara) of the assertion 
that “ the appearance of the notions in question is due to other causes ”,— 
this has already been answered by pointing out that if some sort of a Cause 
is meant, then the argument is futile, as we also admit it as being due to 
Conventional Conception ;—if on the other hand any particular Cause is 
meant, then there is 4 absence of concomitance ’ and also ‘ Falsity ’. in view 
of such notions as those of the Coot and the like.—(763) 

The following Texts sum up the Author's position— 

TEXTS (764-765). 

Thus the notion that appears nr regard to the 4 Cook ’ is dependent 

ONLY UPON THE DIVERSITY OF CONVENTION. AND APPREHENDS 
ONLY THE FORM THAT PRECLUDES ALL UNLIKE THINGS.— 

From all this it follows that all Names and 
Notions proceed diversely nr accordance 
with .Convention, without there being 
ANY ALL-EMBRACING ENTITY.—(764-765) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Thus \—because no other cause is found, on examination, for the 
notions of the Cook and the rest, therefore,—even in connection with diverse 
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objects like the Cook, etc., the comprehensive notion—idea—which ultimately 
apprehends only something distinguished from all things unlike itself—pro¬ 
ceeds in accordance with Convention ; as this exclusion of the unlike is always 
present. 

Because this is so, therefore it follows that in the case of the ‘ Cow 
etc. also, notions partaking of a uniform character, as also Names, should 
proceed on the basis of Convention.—even without any entity like the 
‘ Universal \—So that the Reason put forward by the other party remains 
4 Inconclusive \ (Fallible. Untrue).—(764-765) 


The following Text further supports the argument (urged under Text 748, 
above) based upon the notion of ‘ Negation * with regard to Negation— 


TEXT (766) 


Thus the notion of Negation with regard to Negation is not incom¬ 
patible : NOR IS THE COMPREHENSIVE NAME (INCOMPATIBLE) ; 
BECAUSE THEY PROCEED FROM CONVENTION, WHICH DOES NOT 
INVOLVE THE ASSUMPTION OF ANY OTHER ENTITY.— 

(766) 

COMMENTARY. 


The only basis for a comprehensive notion, that will apply to all cases, 
consists in the Body of Convention ; otherwise, the incongruity of the com¬ 
prehensive notion that we have in regard to all Negations,—as also of the 
very term ‘ Negation ’—cannot be denied. Because in the case of Negations, 
there can be no ‘Universal’, which subsists only in entities (not in non-entities). 

Why it is not incompatible is shown by the words—‘ Because they proceed 
etc., etc. ’ ; the Convention is called ‘ anartha * in the sense that it does not 
involve the assumption of any other entity in the shape of the ‘ Universal ’ 
and so forth ; from such convention, they porceed ;—i.e. the Name and the 
Idea follow the presence or absence of the said Convention.—(760) 


The following Texts anticipate and answer Shahkarasvamin's answer to 
the Bauddha’s criticisms— 
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TEXTS (767-770). 

“ Such motions (of Negation) as 4 the precious negation of the J.ar 
4 the Destruction of the Jar ’ and the like, apprehexd Negations 
with positive entities as their ADJUNCTS ; AND THE COMPREHEN¬ 
SIVE character of the said notion of 1 Negation * is due to the 

COMPREHENSIVE CHARACTER OF THOSE ADJUNCTS ”.—If THIS IS URGED, 
THEN (OUR ANSWER LS THAT) THIS CANNOT BE SO ; (a) BECAUSE THERE IS 
DISPARITY AND (6) BECAUSE IT CANNOT REST UPON THAT.—(a) THE 
COMPREHENSIVE NOTION OF THE ‘ JaR ’ MAY BE RIGHTLY REGARDED AS 
BEING DUE TO THAT ; NOT SO THE COMPREHENSIVE NOTION OF ‘ NEGA¬ 
TION ’ ; THE NOTION OF ‘ PRESENCE ’ (AFFIRMATION) IS ENTIRELY DIF¬ 
FERENT FROM THE NOTION OF ‘ ABSENCE * (NEGATION). (6) THE NOTION 
OF THE * COW * OR THE ' HORSE ’ IS NOT HELD TO BE DUE TO THE 
‘ Universal ’ Being. If it did, then only one 4 Universal ’ would 

HAVE TO BE POSTULATED AS ACCOMPLISHING EVERYTHING (AS BEING THE 
BASIS OF ALL NOTIONS).—(767-770) 

COMMENTARY. 

Shankarasvamin lias argued thus:—“ The notions of Negations are 
never found to be free from adjuncts [the Negation is always of something]; 
for instance, in all such notions of Negation as ‘ the previous negation of the 
Jar \ ‘ the Destruction of the Jar * and so forth,—they are found to rest upon 
Negations associated with certain positive entities as adjuncts ; which shows 
that in all cases the notion of Negation has its comprehensive character 
dependent upon the 4 Universal * permeating the said adjuncts; so that 
there is no 4 fallibility ’ in our Premise **. 

4 Tasyah '—of the said notion (of Negation). 

The above argument is answered in the words—‘ It cannot be so, etc., etc. 
—The compound ‘ Vailaksanyatadashrayat' may bo construed to mean 
either (a) 4 because there is the fact that it cannot rest upon that, along with 
the fact that there is disparity or as (6) ‘ because there is disparity, and 
also because it cannot rest upon that ’. 

The first of these two reasons—* because there is disparity ’—is explained 
in detail, in the words —‘The comprehensive notion of the Jar, etc., etc .';— 
it is not right that notions of diverse forms should be based upon one and 
the same adjunct; as in that case a single 4 Universal * would serve all 
purposes, and it would be useless to postulate several 4 Universals ’. Thus 
then notions of positive entities like the ‘ Jar * etc. may be due to the 
4 Universal ’ * Jar ’,—how could the notions of 4 Negations ’ be based upon 
those 4 Universals being, as they are, entirely different from these latter 
in character ? For example the notion of the universal 4 Cow ’ does not 
proceed on the basis of the 4 Universal * Being .— (767-770) 

Bhdvivikta has argued as follows:—“ It is not held that in every case, 
the Notion is exactly in keeping with its Cause (or basis). For instance, 
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the number * Plurality * subsisting (a) in Elephants and Horses, or (6) in the 
Dhava and Khadira trees, forms the basis of the notions of (a) the * Army ’ and 
(6) the ' Forest';—similarly the mixture of several heterogeneous substances 
forms the basis of the notions of ‘drinks’, ‘fermented gruel’ and the like. 
Otherwise (i.e. if the resultant notion must be exactly in keeping with its 
basis) the notions in question should have been of (a) ' Many ’ and (6) 
‘ Mixture ’ 

This is the argument that is anticipated and answered in the following— 

TEXTS (771-772). 

“ In all cases the notion is not in exact accordance with its 

BASIS,—INASMUCH AS THE NOTIONS OF ‘ ARMY ‘ FOREST * AND 
THE LIKE HAVE NUMBER, ETC. FOR THEIR BASIS ” ;—IF SUCH 
BE THE VIEW, THEN, WHY SHOULD NOT THE SAID NOTION 
IN REGARD TO THESE DIVERSE THINGS ALSO BE 
HELD TO BE BASED UPON THE DIVERSITY OF 

the Body of Conventions set up by 
one’s own whim ?—(771-772) 

COMMENTARY. 

' The said notion —i.e. the Comprehensive notion. 

The * diversity’—i.e. Peculiarity of the Convention*.—(771-772) 

Question :—"* What is the peculiarity on the basis whereof this statement 
is made ? ” 

Ansirer :— 

TEXTS (773-774). 

When there is cognition of diversity, then there arises the 

DESIRE TO SET UP A CONVENTION ;—THEN THE CONVENTION IS SET 
UP ;—THEN COMES THE HEARING OF THE NaME IN ACCORD¬ 
ANCE with that Convention ;—then the 1 body ’ or 
‘ FORM * OF THE CONVENTION ;—THEN THE notion 
(IN ACCORDANCE WITH THAT CONVENTION). 

That this is the cause (basis) of the 
said Notions is thus known defi¬ 
nitely THROUGH AFFIRMATIVE AND 

negative Premisses. In regard 
TO OTHER causes, there 
WOULD BE AN INFINITE 

REGRESS.—(773-774) 

COMMENTARY. 


The relation of Cause and Effect is ascertainable only by means of affirma¬ 
tive and negative premisses : and in regard to the comprehensive notion in 
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question, the only cause that is so ascertained is the Body of Conventions set up 
by the desire of man. For instance, first of all, there appears the cognition 
of difference among tilings after this cognition has come, there comes the 
desire to set up a Conventionfrom that desire proceeds the setting up 
of the Conventionthen the hearing of the same at the time of actual 
usage of the name from that hearing of the usage, there follows the ‘ hodv 1 
or ' form of the Convention ; from this Body of the Convention, comes the 
using of the name in regard to the diverse things in question ;—and then 
finally the notions of * Jar * and the like come into appearance. 

Among all people, down to the veriest cowherd, the idea of such being 
the cause of the notions in question is definitely recognised with certainty. 

As for the * tniversal’ on the other hand, its capacity has nowhere 
been seen ; if then it were regarded as the Cause of the notions, it would lead 
to absurditiesfor, after having assiuned that as the Cause, why could you 
not assume another cause, of which also the capacitv mav not be known 
and so on ?—(773-774) 

The following Texts continue the same line of reasoning— 


TEXTS (775-776). 

The assumption of something else (as the cause of the comprehen¬ 
sive NOTION) IS BASED UPON THE IDEA THAT THE CORRELATIVE 
of a Thing should be of the same nature as that Thing. 

But, even so, when the notions are diverse, it is 
FAR BETTER TO ACCEPT WHAT HAS BEEN JUST SUG¬ 
GESTED (BY US) ; AS IN THIS CASE, THE RESTRIC¬ 
TION IS DUE TO THE CAPACITY OF THINGS ; 

AND IT IS FAR BETTER TO ASSUME THAT 
WHICH HAS BEEN FOUND TO BE TRUE 
IN REGARD TO THINGS WHOSE 
CAPACITY IS WELL KNOWN,— 

THROUGH AFFIRMATIVE AND 
NEGATIVE PREMISSES. 

(775-776) 

COMMENTARY. 

When you were expounding the reason for your conclusions to consist 
in the fact that they should have a basis similar to themselves, you had to 
postulate millions of ' Universal ’. If the ‘ Universal • also produces notions 
of diverse forms, then it is far better to assume this,—that is, that which 
has been actually found to have the capacity (of producing the said notions). 
As in so doing, there would not have to be an assumption of anything not 
actually seen. 
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Further, when you are asked the question—How is it that one and the 
same * Universal ’ produces diverse notions ?—You will have to say that 
“ 8Uch is the restricted capacity of things that even though itself one, it is 
capable of producing notions of diverse forms If such be the caso, then 
why should not the assumption be that the determining factors consist in 
the diverse things themselves whose capacities are well known and fully 
ascertained ? In doing this, nothing would be done which is not in strict 
accordance with experience.—(775-776) 


The following might be urged—" Of the * Universal * also, the capacity 
is well known and fully ascertained 
The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (777). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THERE CAN BE NO AFFIRMATIVE CONCOMITANCE 

(OF THE NOTIONS) WITH THE UNIVERSALS : AS THEIR NOTION IS 
NOT ALWAYS PRESENT; AS FOR NEGATIVE CONCOMIT¬ 
ANCE, THAT IS NOT POSSIBLE IN THE CASE OF 
WHAT ARE ETERNAL.—(777) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact the notions of ‘ Being ’ and such other Universal s 
do not appear at all timos ; and hence it caTi never be right to assert the 
affirmative concomitance of these with the Universals. If the notions were 
roally concomitant with the presence of the Univorsals, then, as the Universal 
would bo there at all times, why could not the notions appear at all times ? 
Specially as the Universal does not need anything else; because other things 
cannot create any peculiar capacities in it. Hence there can be no affirmative 
concomitance with these Universals. 

Nor is negative concomitance possible. Because at the time that the 
notions of Being, etc. do not appear,—it cannot be said that the cause of this 
non-appearance lies in the non-existence of the Universal; because eternal 
things must be always present, and hence their non-existence (absence) is 
impossible. Consequently there can be no negative concomitance with the 
Universals.—(777) 

Thus then, there being objections against the view that Comprehensive 
notions should have their cause in something different (from the individual 
things),—the following assertion of the other party also becomes discarded :— 
“ When in rogard to Quality, there arises the notion that it is not-substance, 
it is not-Action and so forth, the basis for this lies in the particular-Univcrsal 
‘ Quality ’; while Inherence in the same object is the basis for the compro- 
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hoasive uotion of the * Universal ’ that appears in regard to the pure Univer- 
sals 4 Being ’ and tlie like ”. 

Tin's is what is explained in the following— 


TEXT (778). 

The view that “ the Universal * Quality ’ is the basis of the 
NOTION OF ‘ SOT-SUBSTANCE ’ AND THE LIKE ” IS NOT REASON¬ 
ABLE ; FOR THE SAME REASON THERE CAN BE NO 
‘ INHERENCE IN THE SAME OBJECT ’ IN THE 
CASE OF THE NOTION OF THE ‘ UNIVER¬ 
SAL ’.—(778) 

The following Text shows that the Theory in question involves an 
absurdity also— 


TEXT (779). 


AS FOR ‘ INHERENCE IN SEVERAL THINGS THIS IS PRESENT IN NUMBER, 

ETC. ALSO, JUST AS IN THE ‘ UxiVERSALS ’ ; HENCE THE NOTION 

of ‘Universal’ must be there in regard to 
Number, etc. also.—(779) 

COMMENTARY. 

If 4 Inherence in several things ’ were the basis of the Comprehensive 
notion in regard to ‘Universal*’, then,—as such ‘ subsistence in several 
substances ’ is found in such things also as Number, Conjunction, Disjunction, 
Composite Substances and so forth,—the notion of 4 Universal ’ should appear 
in regard to these also; because the basis of such notion would be equally 
present in tlxis case also. 

As for the character of 4 forming the object of one and the same cognition \ 
this also is restricted to the universal* * Being etc. as appearing in the 
forms of the ‘existing,’ etc.; and it does not touch any other ‘Universal’; 
so that, on the strength of that also, the comprehensive notion of ‘Universal— 
Universal * cannot appear in regard to the several Universal*. Consequently 
the following assertion of Kumarila is entirely irrelevant:—“ The subsistence 
of one in several different things is the basis of tho name 4 Universal ’ as 
applied to Being, etc.; or it may be due to their being the basis of one and 
the same cognition ”. (Shlokavartilca-Akrtivada, 24).—(779) 
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So far the author has explained the Reason ‘ Recause there is disparity ’ 
[put forward by himself under Text 768, against the opponent’s explanation 
of the comprehensive notion of ‘ Negation ’ in regard to the several kinds of 
Negation]. He next proceeds to explain the other Reason ‘ Because it cannot 
rest upon tluvt 1 :— 


TEXTS (780-782). 

Univrrsals called * Jar ’ and the rest subsist only in the Jar ; 

THEY CANNOT SUBSIST IN NEGATIONS ; HOW THEN DOES THE COMPREHEN¬ 
SIVE notion (of Negation) arise in regard to these latter ?— 
The (comprehensive) notion and Name cannot be applied to one 

THING ON THE BASIS OF WHAT SUBSISTS IN SOMETHING ELSE; FOR INSTANCE, 
THE NOTION AND NAME ‘ CANCER ’ CANNOT BE BASED UPON THE UNIVER¬ 
SAL ‘ Elephant ’. As a matter of fact, even ‘ subsistence in one 

AND THE SAME THING ’ IS NOT PRESENT HERE. NOTIONS OF TASTE, 
Colour, and Heaviness might arise from their ‘ subsistence in 

ONE AND THE SAME THING ’ ; IN THE CASE IN QUESTION (OF NEGATION) 
HOWEVER, EVEN THUS SUBSISTENCE IS NOT THERE ; FOR THE SIMPLE 
REASON THAT NEGATION DOES NOT SUBSIST IN ANYTHING AT ALL.— 

(780-782) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the ‘ Universal ’ subsists only in the Jar and such 
entities, never in Negations, because these latter are non-entities. How- 
then could there appear, in regard to these Negations, any comprehensive 
notion associated with the form of a Universal, on the basis of the ‘ Universal ’ 
Jar which subsists in something other (than the Negations) ? For instance, 
the ‘ Elephant ’ does not become the basis of a comprehensive notion regarding 
the Cancer. 

“ But a notion is actually found to appear in connection with one tiling 
on the basis of something that subsists elsewhere; e.g. such notions as ' the 
sweet Taste is viscid, cool and lieavv ”. 

This is answered in the words—‘ Even subsistence in one and the same 
thing, etc., etc .’:—In the example cited, the qualities of ‘ Coolness * and the 
rest subsist in that same substance wherein the sweetness subsists; so that 
on the strength of this ‘ subsistence in the same substratum ’, there is co¬ 
existence ; while Negation never subsists in any substance along with 
Universals like the ‘ Jar ’; for the simple reason that that which has no 
colour and form cannot subsist in anything.—(780-782) 

The following Text anticipates the answer given by Uddyotakara — 
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TEXTS (783-784). 

Ip it be argued that—*“ is this case there is the relation of 
Qualification — and—Qualified ”,—then the answer ls that 

SUCH A RELATION IS ASSUMED ONLY WHEN SOME OTHER 
RELATION IS ALREADY THERE ; FOR INSTANCE, THE RELATION 

OF Qualification and Qualified is assumed on the 

BASIS OF THE CLOSE PROXIMITY (CONTACT) BE¬ 
TWEEN THE TWO FACTORS CONCERNED ; IN 
THE ABSENCE OF SUCH CONTACT, THE 
RELATION IN QUESTION CANNOT BE 
POSSIBLE, AS THERE WOULD BE 
NO BASIS FOR IT.— 

(783-784) 

COMMENTARY. 

Udduotakara has argued as followsThe relation between the 
Universal ‘ Jar ’ with the particular Jar is of the nature of Inherence, while 
the relation of Negations is of the nature of Qualification and Qualified ; 
so in both cases the * relation of the same thing ’ is the basis for the common 

name . . 

The answer to this is that ‘ Such a relation, etc., etc. ; that is, the relation 
of Qualification and Qualified among Entities is always brought about by 
some other relation ; e.g. the relation of Qualification and Qualified between 
Devadatta and his stick is due to conjunction (contact) between them, and 
the same between the King and his officer is due to the relation of Master 
and Servant. In the case of Negations however, there is no such other 
Relation which could form the basis of the relation of Qualification and 
Qualified; how then could any such relation be possible ? If it wero possible, 
then there would be an absurdity ; everything could be the qualification of 
everything —(783-784) 

The question then arising as to—“ how, in the absence of any other 
relation, such notions are current among people as ‘ the Prior Negation of 
the Jar ’ ? the following Texts supply the answer— 

TEXTS (785-786). 

As REGARDS SUCH EXPRESSIONS AS ‘ THE PRIOR NEGATION OF THE JAR 
IT IS A CREATION OF MERE FANCY ; JUST LIKE THE DESCRIPTION 
OF ‘ BRAVERY ’ IN REGARD TO AN IMAGINARY PERSON. IN 
CASES WHERE the relation of Qualification and 
Qualified IS based upon a real entity, there 

IS BOUND TO BE SOME OTHER RELATION 
(REGARDED AS ITS BASIS).—(785-786) 

COMMENTARY. 

When it is found that a thing which was not there has come into 
existence,—and there is a desire to speak of it,—there appears an imaginary 
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notion which indicates 4 Prior Negation ’ as something different from the 
tiring concerned, and related to it by the relation of Qualification 
and Qualified ; it is on tliis imaginary basis that the relation of Qualification 
and Qualified is mentioned, and there is no such relation in reality ;—-just as 
in the case of the picture drawn by an artist, the qualities of 4 bravery ’ and 
the like are assumed. In cases where you postulate the said relation of 
Qualification and Qualified, —some other relation (ns its basis) lias surely to 
be looked for; otherwise there would be no regularity or restriction.— 
(785-780) 


The following Text proceeds to show tliat the answer given by Shankara- 
svdmin is not relevant to the objection urged by us— 


TEXT (787). 

The objection urged by us was in regard to such notions as * this 
Negation \ ‘ that Negation *. As regards the ‘ univer¬ 
sal ’ subsisting in the adjunct, that subsists 
ONLY IN ITS OWN SUBSTRATUM.—(787) 


COMMENTARY. 


What we had urged was as follows :—In the case of the Negation of the 
Jar, the Negation of the Cloth, the Negation of the Hare's Horn and so forth,— 
we find the comprehensive notion of 4 Negation ’ apjiearing, even when 
there is no such 4 Universal ’ as 4 Negation ’,—lienee in other cases also the 
assumption of the 4 Universal ’ is useless ; and we did not raise the objection 
against the 4 Prior Negation ’ and other Negations that are concoivod of 
in connection with a large number of tilings of tho same kind. 

44 If that is so. what then ? ” 

As regards the 4 Universal' subsisting in the adjunct, etc., etc. —That is, 
tho Universal 4 Jar ’ subsisting in the adjunct, the particular Jar, subsists only 
in its own substratum, —i.e. only in the Jar, not in the Cloth and other tilings. 
How then could there arise, from that, the notion regarding the 4 Prior ’ and 
other Negations of such heterogeneous things as the Cloth and the rost ? 
This is what is meant.— (787) 


It might be argued that— 44 there is one all-embracing Universal every¬ 
where ” ;—the answer to that is as follows— 
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TEXT (78S). 

Nor is it held that the single all-embracing universal 1 Being * 

SUBSISTS IN THEM ALL. BECAUSE NOTIONS OF ‘ NEGATION ' 

DO NOT APPEAR .APART FROM THE SIX CATEGORIES.— 

(78S) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no one Universal embracing several such heterogeneous things 
as the Cloth and the like,—upon which the notion in question could be 
based.—It might be argued that—“ there is the Great Universal (the Summum 
Genus) called 1 Being \ and the notion of Negation would arise on the basis 
of that ”,—That however cannot be right; as it is not true ; that is to soy, 
you have such notions of Negation as are involved—(a) in the denial of 
such things as 1 Dissociation from Impurities ’ [‘ Pratisankhydnirodha ’, a 
technicality postulated by the Bauddha, but denied by his opponents] ns 
apart from the six Categories,—and ( b) in the true denial of such imaginary 
characters in stories like KapiUjala to which adjunct would such notions of 
‘ Negation * be due, which could be regarded as their basis ? Surely 
according to your view there is no real ‘ Being ’ (existence) in the case of 
such things as the said * Dissociation from Impurities ’ and the like. 

This same argument answers also the following assertion of Rumania's :— 
“ If it be urged that ‘ in the case of Prior Negation, etc. there is no Universal 
positedthe answer is that Being itself is the Universal in these, as qualified 
by non-appearance” [Shlokavartika-Apchavada . 11]; where the last qualifica¬ 
tion means that the ‘ Being * that subsists in the Negations is qualified by 
the character of being not-produced. 

The objection that we have urged above applies to this view also. 
Because there can be no ‘ Being’ (Existence, Reality) in the things postulated 
under other systems, or in character and things created in imaginary tales, 
etc.,—on which basis the notion of ‘ Negation ’ could arise in regard to them. 

" What is conceived in the case of these things is the imaginary 4 Being 
which lias no counter-part reality in the external world.” 

If that is so, then why is not the denotation of all terms admitted to 
consist in mere fancy, entirely devoid of any single permanent Universal 
in the shape of 4 Being ’ ? Otherwise, if a Universal in the shape of the 
one eternal 4 Being ’ be postulated,—inasmuch as all such terms as 4 Being ’, 
4 Man ’ and the like would equally connote only the 4 exclusion of other 
things why should there be divergent notions regarding these ?—There 
con be no answer to this objection.—(783) 

It has been urged by the author above (under Text 749) that—‘ in regard 
to persons created by imagination, and in regard to dead and unborn persons, 
—the notions of Negation appear without any all-embracing basis This 
argument is further elaborated in the following— 
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TEXTS (789-795). 

In the case of things created by imagination, THERE CAN BE NO 
Universal subsisting in them ; because there is no possibility 
OF THE EXISTENCE OF THE INDIVIDUALS (THAT WOULD MAKE UP THE 
UNIVERSALS). HENCE THE ‘ FALLIBILITY * OF THE OPPONENT’S 

Reasons remains as before.—Similarly with regard to past and 

FUTURE THINGS,—IF THERE IS A COGNITION OF AN ETERNAL UNIVERSAL, 
THEN NO SUCH PURE * UNIVERSAL ’ (WITHOUT THE CONSTITUENT INDI¬ 
VIDUALS) CAN EVER BE APPREHENDED. Or, IF SUCH A PURE 

Universal by itself were apprehended, then it could not be 
THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ OF ANY PARTICULARS. SUCH A UNIVERSAL COULD 
NOT BE MANIFESTABLE BY PARTICULARS ; JUST AS THE Himalaya IS 
NOT MANIFESTABLE BY THE Vindhya .—NOR CAN THE UNIVERSAL BE 
TIED DOWN TO THE PARTICULARS THROUGH ITS BIRTH BEING DEPENDENT 
UPON THESE.—NOR LASTLY CAN THE UNIVERSAL BE DEPENDENT UPON 

the Particulars for its cognition, because it is eternal and 

BECAUSE IT IS APPREHENDED PURELY BY ITSELF.—THERE IS ALSO NO 
POSSIBILITY OF ITS BEING DEPENDENT UPON ANY SUCH THING AS THE 
CONTACT OF ITS OWN SUBSTRATUM WITH THE SENSE-ORGAN CONCERNED. 

Consequently this Universal could either be apprehended at 

ALL TIMES, OR NOT APPREHENDED AT ANY TIME AT ALL.—As REOARDS 
ITS CAPACITY TO BRING ABOUT ITS OWN COGNITION BY ITSELF, IT MAY 
OR MAY NOT HAVE THIS CAPACITY ; WHICHSOEVER WAY IT IS, IT WOULD 
ALWAYS REMAIN SO. ITS NATURAL FORM,—WITH OR WITHOUT THE SAID 
CAPACITY,—WOULD BE UNSHAKEABLE, BECAUSE IT IS ITSELF PERMANENT.. 

Who then, could ever shake what is unshakeable ?—(789-795) 


COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ xchchMrachUa, etc. ’ is to be expounded as ‘ that of 
which the form is created by imagination ’: The term ‘ adi ' includes dead 
and unborn things.—Thei*e is no Universal subsisting in such imaginary 
things, on whioh the said notion could be based. 

“ There may bo no Universal in regard to imaginary things; in regard 
to the past and future tilings, the notion could bo due to the Universal ”. 

This is not true; the nature of things subsisting in other things is not 
such that they exist by themselves, without their substratum; if they did 
not exist, then they would cease to be subsistent. 
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Even if the subsistent things existed by themselves,—even so, the 
difficulty remains; because the other party also does not admit the appre¬ 
hension of tho Universal by itself. This has been thus declared by them— 
“ The Universal depends for its cognition upon tbo contact of its substratum 
with the sense-organ 

Further, if the Universal could be apprehended by itself, the cognition 
of the Particular Individuals could not be held to follow from the cognition 
of the Universal; because the Particular does not exist at the time that the 
Universal is apprehended by itself. 

Nor would there be any connection between the Particulars and the 
Universal,—such as is involved in the notion that ‘ this is the Universal of 
those Particulars *; as there would be no basis for such a connection. 

For instance, if there were a basis for such connection, it could consist 
either, (a) in the fact of its being manifested by them, or (6) in its being 
produced by them, or (c) in its cognition being dependent upon their 
cognition.—(a) The Universal cannot bo regarded as connected with those 
Particulars on account of its being manifested by them; boeause l>emg 
permanent, it can have no peculiarity produced in it by anything else, hence 
it could not bo manifested by anything else; when ono thing does not confer 
any benefit upon anotiier tiling, it cannot servo as its manifestcr ; for instance, 
the Himalaya is not the manifester of tho Vindhya. The Particulars in the 
same way cannot be tlie manifestcr of the Universal. Henco the notion 
involved in the proposition is contrary to a wider proposition. If a thing 
that confers no benefit were to be regarded as the manifester, then there 
would be the absurdity that everything would be the manifester of every¬ 
thing else.—(6) For the same reason, because tho Universal is held to bo 
eternal, therefore it cannot be right to regard it as dependent upon the 
Particulars for its production. —(c) Inasmuch as there is apprehension of 
the pure Universal by itself, it could not be held to be dependent upon the 
Particulars for its cognition. —Thus all the three alternatives are impos¬ 
sible. 

Hence the assertion that—“ the Universal has its apprehension depen¬ 
dent upon the contact of its substratum with tho sense-organ ”—is not 
right; because there can be no ‘ substratum ’ for the Universal; how then 
could the Universal be dependent for its cognition upon the contact of tho 
sense-organ with any such * substratum ’ ? 

The particle 1 ddi * includes such conditions as tho contact of the Mind 
and Soul, and the like (postulated by the Vaishi?ika). 

Then again, as the Universal is eternal, and hence can have no peculiar 
features introduced into it by other things,—it cannot be dependent upon 
anything else. Consequently, if it is capable of bringing about its own 
cognition, then it should bring it about at all times; if it is incapable of 
bringing it about, then it could not bring it about at any time at all. What¬ 
ever its nature be—capable or incapable,—it could not alter it; or else it 
would lose its permanence; this has been thus declared—' Its capacity 
or incapacity, which rests in its very nature,—who can destroy ? As it 
is eternal and hence not amenable to treatment \—(789-795) 
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It lias been argued (by Bhdmvikla, undor Text 720) that—“ the Universal 
Cow is something different from the Cow, etc., etc. ”—The following Text 
shows that the Reason adduced there is found to be false, in view of the 
case of such notions as those of the 4 Cook ’ and the like— 


TEXTS (79G-797). 

44 The Universal 4 Cow ’ is something distinct from the individual 

Cow, BECAUSE IT FORMS THE OBJECT OF A DIFFERENT IDEA,— 

like Colour, Touch and the like ;—also because it is 

SPOKEN OF AS BELONGING TO THAT, JUST AS THE HORSE 
IS SPOKEN OF AS BELONGING TO CHAITRA ”,—THIS 
ARGUMENT MAY BE SHOWN TO BE 4 FALLIBLE ’ 

(UNTRUE) IN VIEW OF THE NOTION OF THE 

4 Cook ’ and so forth.—In this 

SAME MANNER, OTHER WRONG 
ARGUMENTS ALSO ARE TO 
BE DISCREDITED.— 

(796-797) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, even though the Universal ‘ Cook ’ is not hold to bo any¬ 
thing different from the individual Cook, yot it does become the object of 
diverse cognitions,—such as 4 this is a cook —tliat is a cook ' and so forth; 
there are also such verbal expressions as 4 Devadatla's Cook-ship ’, whore 
the two tilings are expressed by words with different case-terminations. 
Thus the Reason adduced by the other party is found to be 4 Inconclusive ’ 
because 4 too wide 

‘ Other wrong arguments' ;—such as those put forward by Kumarila 
and others. 

The following are the 4 wrong arguments' set forth by KumGrila :— 
“ (1) In regard to the diverse particular cows there appears the notion of 
* cow ’,—this must bo due to a single entity in the shape of the Universal 
‘ Cow ’,—because it manifests the cow and is of one form ;—just like the notion 
in regard to a single individual cow.—Or again (2) The notion of 4 Cow ’ 
cannot bo due to a particular Cow, the Black one for instanco, or it must be 
due to something different from this particular Cow;—because it appears 
even when this particular Cow is not presont;—just like the notion of ‘ being 
mado of Clay ’ in regard to the Jar.—If it is asked how this Universal is said 
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to subsist in all particular individuals,—our explanation is as follows :—This 
notion of ‘ Cow ’ (the Universal) has for its object something that subsists in 
everyone of the individuals;—because each individual is found to contain 
the whole form of the thing,—like the notion in regard to each individual.— 
The one-ness also of the Universal is fully establislied. Because even though 
the Universal subsists in its entire form in every individual, yet it is one 
only,—because it is apprehended by a cognition of one and the same form ; 
just as the exclusion of the Br&hmana by such negative terms as ‘ non- 
brahmana ’.—It cannot be urged against this that—* this notion of identical 
form in regard to things that are different must be wrong, and hence it is not 
right to determine the nature of things on the strength of that notion \— 
Because there is no defect in the source of this notion; nor is there any subse¬ 
quent cognition that annuls this notion. Hence there being none of the 
causes of mistake, the assertion that it is wrong cannot be right 

All these arguments have been thus formulated (by Kumarila, in 
Shlokavdrtika—Vanavdda 44-49):—“The Idea of Cow in regard to the 
different individual cows is based upon the one Universal ‘ Cow ’,—because 
it manifests the cow and because it is of one form,—just like the notion 
of the individual Cow.—The Idea of the ‘ Cow ’ cannot be based upon the 
individual Black Cow,—or it must be based upon something other than this 
individual,—because it is present even when the individual is not present,— 
just as the notion of ‘ being made of clay * in regard to the Jar.—The Idea of 
the 4 Cow ’ has for its object everyone of the individuals in which it subsists, 
because it subsists in everyone of them in its complete form,—just like the 
notion in regard to each individual.—Even though the Universal subsists 
in each individual, yet it is only one,—because it is cognized as one—just 
like the exclusion of the Brdhmana in the case of the negative term (like 
* non-brahmana ’).—The notion of 1 one-ness ' in regard to the Universal Cow 
cannot be regarded as wrong;—because there is no defect in its source, nor 
any subsequent cognition annulling it 

In the first of these arguments, the Corroborative Instance is ‘ devoid of 
the Probandum ’; because a single Universal 4 Cow ’ is not admitted ; hence 
the fact of the notion of the one individual cow being based upon that 
cannot also be admitted.—If what is proved is the general fact of its having a 
single basis, then it is superfluous; because it is admitted by us also that 
the notion is due to the exclusion of the non-cow, which is one only, which 
serves to distinguish the Cow from all heterogeneous things. 

In the argument that the notion of 4 Cow * cannot bo based upon any 
particular Black Cow,—if what is denied is the fact of its being produced 
directly from it, then it is superfluous; because the producing is interposed 
by the apprehension of the ' specific peculiarity ’ and the 4 conception of the 
Convention If what is denied is the fact of even indirect production, 
of the notion from the individual, then the Proposition is annulled by direct 
experience and the Corroborative Instance is devoid of the Probandum. 

Even when what is meant to be proved is that the notion is based upon 
something other than the individual,—if the fact of the notion being due to 
something else be sought to be proved even when the Black Cow is close by,— 
then this also is contrary to direct experience. Because as a matter of fact, 
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it proceeds from the cognition of the Cow close by. The Corroborative 
Instance also is devoid of the Probandum.—If, on the other hand, what is 
sought to be proved is that when the Black Cow is not there, the notion of 
Cow that appears in the presence of the Cow of variegated colour is duo to 
sometliing different from the Black Cow,—then the argument is superfluous.— 
If then what is meant to be proved is the fact of its being due directly to the 
entity itself,—then the Reason is ‘inconclusive ’; os it lias been explained 
tliat thero is no real entity (like the Universal 4 Cow ’) which could form 
the basis of the said notion. 

As for the argument that lias been adduced to provo that the Universal 
subsists in its entire form in every individual,—there also if the fact is meant 
to be proved in a vague general way, then it is superfluous. Because in 
regard to every individual thing, its notion is based upon the notion of the 
thing as excluded from every other thing. 

If what is meant to be proved is the fact tliat the notion has for its 
object a real entity called ‘ Universal ’ which subsists in its entire form in 
©very individual,—then the Corroborative ' Instance is devoid of the 
Probandum and tho Reason is 4 inconclusive \ As the concomitance of such 
a character is not known of anywhere. If a single thing subsisted in its 
entire form in several things, then all tho diverse individuals would be of 
one and the same form ; because every one of them would be associated 
with the same entity, 4 Universal', subsisting in every single individual. 
Or tho Universal itself would have to bo regarded as being of diverse forms,— 
because at one and the same tune, it subsists in its entire form in several 
tilings ; just like the Bilca and other fruits placed in several vessels kept 
at varying distances. So that tho argument is annulled by this Inference 
also. 

For tliis same reason, the assertion tliat 44 there is no annulling cognition 
to tho contrary ” is not true. As the annulling cognition has been pointed 
out above and is also going to be pointed out later on. 

As regards tho argument in proof of tho one-noss of the Universal,—thore 
also, as it is not admitted that tho Universal subsists in each individual, 
tho fact of its being apprehended by a single cognition cannot be admitted ; 
henco the Reason is ono whose very basis is not admitted. —As regards tho 
Exclusion of the Brdhmana, it is not really one,—because it is a non-entity ; 
hence the Corroborative Instance is devoid of the Probandum.—If the 
one-ness ’ be meant to be imaginary, then the reasoning is superfluous ; 
because if it is imaginary, then it is already admitted by us in the form of 
4 Apoha ' (Exclusion of the Contrary). 

As regards the statement that “ there is no defect in the source of the 
notion ”,—that also cannot be admitted,—because the defect of tho source 
is always there, in tho shape of the boginningless influence of Ignorance. 

In this same way all wrong arguments aro to be disposed of.—(796-797) 


Having thus pointed out the defects in the arguments adduced by the 
other party, for the proving of the Universal, the Author proceeds to advance 
arguments against the very Conception of the Universal 
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TEXTS (798-801). 

It is averred that the * Universal subsists in several things 
What is this ‘ subsistence ’ meant to be /—Is it slaying ? or 
being manifested ? As for ‘ staying ’, which stands for not deviating 
from its own form, —thls belongs to the Universal by its very 

NATURE ;—ANY RECEPTACLE OF IT COULD NOT PRODUCE THIS IN IT, BY 
VIRTUE OF WHICH THAT SUBSTRATUM COULD BE REGARDED AS ‘ THAT 

which makes it stay As for preventing its movement (which is 

ANOTHER FORM OF ‘ SUBSISTENCE ’), IT CANNOT BELONG TO THE 

Universal, as it does to the Jujube fruit (contained in the Cup) ; 

BECAUSE THE UNIVERSAL IS, BY ITS NATURE, IMMOBILE; HENCE IT 
CANNOT HAVE A RECEPTACLE.—If IT BE HELD THAT ‘ STAYING ’ IS 

inherence, —that cannot be accepted ; as it is the exact nature of 
this * Inherence ’ that is being examined. In the form of the 
relation of the sustainer and sustained which subslsts among things 
never found apart from each other, such 1 Inherence ’ is 
admitted by us also.—(798-801) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is essential that the subsistence of the Universal in the diverse 
Individuals should be admitted ; if it were not, tlien how rould there l>e. on the 
basis of that Universal, any comprehensive notion of one and the same form 
specifically in connection with tliose tilings ?—Now this ‘ subsistence ’ of the 
Universal, when it is there, could be either in the form of staying or in that 
of being manifested. Staying also is of two kinds— not deviating from its own 
form and having its downicard movement checked. —The former is not possible 
in the case in question; because, being eternal, the Universal would, by its 
own nature, never deviate from its own form. Nor can it be the latter ; 
l>ecause the Universal is incorporeal and all-pervading, and hence it can 
liave no movement; so that downicard movement would not be possible ; 
hence it cannot be right to assume the checking of any movement. 

The answer that what is meant by the ‘ subsistence ’ of the Universal in 
the diverse tilings is its inherence in these,—would be no answer at all; as 
it is just this ‘ Inherence * the exact nature of which is being considered.— 
For instance, 1 Inherence ’ has been defined as the relation of sustainer and 
sustained that subsists in things never found apart from each other. Now 
what is being considered Is whether this character of being sustained is of 
tho nature of its staying being restricted, or of being manifested. In the 
case of entirely distinct things, it cannot be right to postulate any such 
distinct thing as 4 Inherence * which can serve no useful purpose; as such 
postulating would lead to absurdities,—as in that case everything would 
‘ inhere ’ in every other thing. Because ' Inherence ’ lias been postulated as 
that which combines things which are distinguished from one another; 
but even when there is such a distinct thing as ‘ Inherencetilings which 
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are essentially different do not assume one another’s form; for, if they did, 
they would lose their own form.—In giving the name of ‘ Inherence ’ to 
that other thing, there con be no dispute.—From all this it follows that the 
* staying ’ (of the Universal in the diverse things) cannot bo anything different. 
-(798-801) 

The following Texts proceed to show that it is absolutely incongruous 
to assume a ‘ receptacle ’ for the ‘ Universal *— 

TEXTS (802-804). 

In the case of Water and such things, there may be a ‘ Receptacle ’ 

WHICH PREVENTS THEIR DOWNWARD MOVEMENT ; IN THE CASE OF 

Universals however, which are immobile, what would be the 
use of Receptacles ?—In the case of what is capable of bringing 
about its own cognition, what would be the use of any causes 
of manifestation ?—And also in the case of what is incapable 
of bringing about its own cognition, what would be the use of 
ANY CAUSES OF MANIFESTATION ? If WHAT WAS incapable YESTERDAY 
WERE MADE Capable (TO-DAY), THEN THE THING WOULD BE IMPERMA¬ 
NENT,—JUST LIKE THE JaR MANIFESTED BY THE LAMP. —(802-804) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Agatlnum 4 Immobile ’—which are devoid of movement. The absence 
of movement in the Universal is implied by its incorporeality and all- 
pervading character. 

Nor can the ‘ subsistence ’ of the Universal in the Individuals be of the 
nature of being manifested. Because the ‘ manifestation ’ of tho Universal 
could only consist in bringing about its Cognition, not in any strengthening of 
its character, because the character of an eternal thing cannot be changed. 
Under the circumstances, if the Universal lias tho capacity of bringing about 
its own Cognition, then why should it need any other cause for its 1 manifesta¬ 
tion ’ ?—If, on the other hand, it does not possess the capacity of bringing 
about its own Cognition, then it would not bo reasonable to assert its 
dependence on something else, as by its very nature, the Universal is such 
that nothing can be introduced into it by other things.—If it bo hold that 
other tilings do introduce peculiar features into the Universal, then, like 
tho Individual, it would become specific, and cease to be Universal. 

The thing, etc. etc .—The entire category 4 Universal ’ is held to be based 
upon the name and notion of 4 existence [hence 4 bhdva' here stands 
for the thing Universal, in that sense]. 

The argument may bo formulated ns follows :—When there is no basis 
for one thing subsisting in another, then it cannot subsist in tliis lattor,—e.g. 
the Himalaya in the Vindhya ;—tlioro is uo basis for the subsistence of 
tho Universal in the Individuals;—hence there is non-apprehension of the 
wider 4 term ’ (which implies the negation of tho narrower term).—(802-804) 


The following Text sets forth another objection— 
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TEXT (S05). 

The various Universals, * Jar * and the rest, could subsist either 

in their own respective receptacles or in all places,- 

like the ‘ Highest Universal’ (Summum Genus).—(805) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Ghafadi , etc,' —i.e. such diverse ‘ Universal* ’ as the * Jar ’ and the 

rest. 

The Universal* ‘ Jar ‘ Clayey ’ and the like have been described as 
all-pervasive, and yet would they be described as pervading only over their 
own substratum—or as pervading over all space, even where there are no 
individuals at all ’—There are only these two views possible. 

‘ Like the Highest Universal ' 4 Being ’ is called the ‘ highest ’ Universal 
because it comprises the largest number of things. It is this widest 
Universal as comprising the largest number of tilings that has been cited as 
the instance, and not any such Universal as pervades over only such space 
as happens to lie between two individuals ; as the said character is not per- 
coived in this latter.—(805) 

Out of the two alternatives set forth above, the Author sets forth the 
objection against the first alternative :— 

TEXT (806). 

When the thing comes into existence in another place, it is not 

UNDERSTOOD HOW THE UNIVERSAL IS PERCEIVED THERE, OR 
HOW IT GAINS SUBSISTENCE THEREIN.—(806) 

COMMENTARY. 

When in a place entirely devoid of the Jar, a Jar comes into existence 
(on being made),—how the particular Universal ‘Jar’ comes to be per- 
ceived in that Jar,—or how it subsists in it,—it is not understood.—(806) 

The following Text explains why it is not understood— 

TEXT (807). 

The Universals cannot be said to have come into existence along 

WITH THE NEW JaB,—BECAUSE THEY ARE ETERNAL ; NOR CAN THEY 
BE SAID TO HA VE BEEN THERE ALREADY, BECAUSE (ex hy - 
pothesi) THEY ARE NOT ALL-PERVADING J NOB CAN 
THEY BE SAID TO HAVE COME PROM ELSEWHERE, 

BECAUSE THEY ARE IMMOBILE.—(807) 

COMMENTARY. 


In the said case the Universal ‘ Jar ’ could either come into existence 
along with the different individual Jars,—or it would be there already,—or 
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it would come in from another place;—only under these three conditions 
could the Universal be perceived, or subsist, in the Jar newly come into 
existence. As a matter of fact however, the Universal could not bo produced 
along with the new Jar,—as it is eternal (and hence cannot be produced). 
Nor could it have been there already, because it is not all-pervading in 
character. Nor lastly could it come in from olsewhere, because it is immobile. 
How then could the Universal subsist, or bo porceived, in this case ? 

The argument may be formulated os follows—When in any place a 
thing is not produced, nor has it been already there, nor lias it come from 
elsewhere, then it cannot be porcoived, nor can it subsist,—just like the 
Horn on the Hare’s head;—whero the Jar is produced in a place which 
had been devoid of it, the Universal is neither produced, nor has it been 
there already, nor has it come from elsewhoro;—hence the wider character 
is not perceived (which implies the absence of the narrower character).— 
This Reason is not Inconclusive, because there is no other way (apart from 
the tliree mentioned) in which the Universal could subsist or bo perceived. 
—(807) 

Tlie following Text sets forth the objection against the second alternative 
view (mentioned in Text 805, that the Universal 4 Jar ’ and the like are 
all-pervading, subsisting in all tilings):— 


TEXT (SOS). 

When the contact of its substratum with the Sense-organ and 
SUCH OTHER CONDITIONS WOULD BE PRESENT AND BRING ABOUT 
the Cognition of the Universal,—that Universal 

WOULD BECOME PERCEIVED EVERYWHERE J 
BECAUSE THERE CAN BE NO DIVISION 
IN ITS FORM.—(S08) 

COMMENTARY. 

/ 

‘ The contact, etc. etc.' —i.o. the causes of Perception. 

‘ Such other conditions ’;—this is meant to includo the contact of tlie 
Mind and Soul and so forth. 

What is meant is that the Universal boing perceived in one particular 
individual, it should be perceived in other and heterogeneous individuals 
also, as also in the interval between two individuals; because it is of one 
uniform character which cannot differ from the one that is actually per¬ 
ceived.—( 808 ) 


This same argument is further elucidated in the following Text — 
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TEXT (800). 

(a) If the Universal (in the new Individual) be not-different 

FROM THAT WHICH HAS BEEN ALREADY PERCEIVED,—THEN 
THERE SHOULD BE PERCEPTION OF THAT UNIVERSAL ALSO ; 

—OR ( b) LIKE IT, THE OTHER ALSO SHOULD NOT BE 
PERCEIVED ;—OR (c) THERE SHOULD BE 
DIFFERENCE.—(809) 

COMMENTARY. 

(a) That is to say, if the form of the Universal subsisting in other 
heterogenous individuals and in the intervals were not-different from the 
form of the Universal subsisting in the Individual that is seen,—then, the 
former also should be seen, as it would bo not-different from what is seen, 
like the form of this latter.—(6) If however there is no perception of the 
said Universal, then there should be no perception of that Universal as 
subsisting in the perceived individual which is non-different from what is 
not perceived.—(c) Lastly, if the Universal in question be held to be of both 
kinds,—then tliat would involve a diversity of nature ; two mutually contra¬ 
dictory characters being present; and for any dear-minded person, it cannot 
be right to regard as one what is found to be obsessed by the two mutually 
contradictory cliaracters of perceptibility and imperceptibility ; as such an 
idea would lead to absurdities; as in that case the whole Universe would 
be a single substance, which would imply the anomaly of the whole being 
produced and destroyed at one and the same time. If it were not so, then 
they would be ‘ one' only in name ; and there can be no difference of opinion 
regarding mere names.—(809) 

Thus having discredited the whole conception of the * Universal \ the 
Author proceeds to formulate the arguments against it:— 

TEXTS (810-811). 

The notions of ‘ Tree ’ and such things cannot be based upon 

THE ‘ UNIVERSALS * POSTULATED BY THE OTHER PARTY ;— 

BECAUSE THINGS APPEAR IN SUCCESSION, AND BECAUSE THEY ARK 
COMPREHENSIVE,—LIKE THE NOTIONS OF THE ‘ COOK ’ AND 
SUCH THINGS.—THE FACT THAT WHAT LS ETERNAL 
CANNOT BE PRODUCTIVE (OF EFFECTS) ALSO SERVES 
TO ANNUL THE OPPONENT’S PROPOSITION.— 

All the objections that were urged 
against ‘ Conjunction ’ also serve 
TO ANNUL THE OPPONENT’S CON¬ 
CLUSION .—(810-811) 

COMMENTARY. 

Notions that are endowed with the properties—of appearing in succession, 
being comprehensive, being entities, being produced, and so forth—cannot 
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proceed from the eternal, one all-pervnding ‘ Universal ’, as concoivod by 
the other party ;—liko tlie notions of the ‘ Cook ’;—tlio notions of the 
‘ Tree ’, etc. are of the said character ; honce there is perception of a character 
concomitant with the contrary of the Opponent’s conclusion. As being in 
succession and the rest aro all concomitant with non-elemalily, which is con¬ 
trary to eternal ily (postulated by the Opponent). What is eternal cannot 
have any effective action, either successive or simultaneous,—as both are 
incompatible; hence the Reason adduced by us cannot bo regarded as 
‘ Inconclusive ’. As regards the fallacy of our Corroborative Instance being 
‘ devoid of the Probandum that lias boen already disposed of by us in detail; 
hence the Instance also cannot be said to bo ‘ unproven ’. 

The Author states another argument in annulment of the Opponent’s 
conclusion— All the objections, etc. etc. ;—those objections were set forth 
under Text 674, above, where it has beon shown that one tiling cannot subsist 
in sevoral things ; similarly in the section dealing with the Composite, undor 
Text 607.—(810-811) 

The following Text sums up the section— 

TEXT (812). 

Thus has been rejected the 4 Universal ’ as an entirely distinct 

ENTITY. As REGARDS THE 4 UNIVERSAL ’ POSTULATED BY THE 

followers of .Jaimini, THAT is going to be rejected 

UNDER THE CHAPTER ON * SYADViDA ’ 

(Chapter XX).—(812) 

COMMENTARY. 

The 4 Universal ’ has been postulated by the Vaishfyika and his followers 
as something entirely distinct from the Individuals ; and we have stated 
the objections against this doctrine. The Jainas and the followers of 
Jaimini have postulated the 4 Universal ’ as non-different from the Individual, 
and also of both kinds; and this will be examined, in due course, undor 
the Chapter on 4 Syddvada ’; on the present occasion, we had set out to 
criticise tho doctrine of tho Ny&ya-vaishfyika ; hence we do not take up the 
other doctrine, which would be somewhat irrelevant to the Context.—(812) 


End of the Examination of the 4 Universal ’. 


CHAPTER XIV. 

Examination of the Vishesa : ‘ Ultimate Individuality \ 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author sets forth the objection against the Category of ‘ Ultimate 
Individuality *:— 

TEXT (813). 

Then again, the ‘ Ultimate Individualities ’ that have been 
POSTULATED AS EXISTING IN ULTIMATE ENTITIES, HAVE BEEN 
ALREADY PROVED TO BE IMPOSSIBLE, BY THE REJEC¬ 
TION OF THE ‘ ETERNAL SUBSTANCE ’ ; THEY 
ARE MERE * MOMENTS ’.— (813) 


The ‘ Ultimate Individualities ’ have been defined as ‘ subsisting in 
eternal substances and as existing in ultimate substances ’. This cannot be 
a definition at all; as it is open to the charge of being impossible ; there is no 
substance that Ls eternal ; it has been already rejected under the Chapter on 
the Examination of Substance ; under the circumstances, how could these 
Individualities be admitted as subsisting in eternal substances ?—(813) 

The existence of these ‘ Ultimate Individualities * has been sought to be 
proved on the basis of the peculiar experience of Mystics ; but the Reason in 
that case is ‘ inconclusive This is what is shown in the following— 

TEXTS (814-816). 

Among Atoms, Akdsha, Space and such things (in which the Ulti¬ 
mate Individualities are held to subsist),—if their forms are 

DISTINCT FROM EACH OTHER,—THEN THE APPREHENSION OF DISTINC¬ 
TION AMONG THEM NEED NOT BE DUE TO ANYTHING ELSE IN THE 
SHAPE OF THIS ULTIMATE INDIVIDUALITY.—If, ON THE OTHER 
HAND, THEY HAVE THEIR FORMS MI XE D UP WITH EACH OTHER, 

THEN, EVEN THOUGH THERE MAY BE DIFFERENCE, THE 
APPREHENSION OF ABSOLUTE DISTINCTION COULD NOT 
BUT BE WRONG.—HOW TOO IS THE DISTINCTION 

among * Ultimate Individualities ’ appre¬ 
hended ? If BY THEMSELVES, — THEN WHY 
IS NOT THE SAME HELD TO BE THE CASE 

with Atoms and other things 
also ?—<814-816) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, the form of Atoms, etc. may be either distinct from each 
other, each having its own specific character, or, mixed up.—If it is the former, 
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thou, ns the tilings would themselves be always apprehended in their 
unmixed—distinct—forms, the assumption of any further ‘ Individualities * 
for the purpose of the Mystics’ apprehending their distinct forms would be 
useless.—If the second alternative is accepted, then, even in the presence 
of the distinct Category of the ‘ Ultimate Individualities ’, how could the 
Mystics’ cognition of tho Atoms, etc. as distinct,—when their forms are (cx 
hypothesi ) not entirely distinct—be free from error ? It would be clearly 
wrong, being the cognition of tilings as what they are not; and tho Mystics, 
in that case, would not be true Mystics, on account of entertaining a wrong 
notion of things. 

Then again, if the distinct cognition of tilings were not possible without 
a distinct category in the sliape of ‘ Ultimate Individualities \—then, how 
could there be distinct cognitions regarding those Individualities them¬ 
selves ? As there are no further ‘ Ultimate Individualities ’ in them; if they 
were there, then there would bo an infinite regress; it would also be con¬ 
trary to the Opponent’s doctrine that these Individualities are ultimate 
and subsist in eternal substances; as these other Individualities would be 
subsisting in the Ultimate Individualities also (which are not Substances). 
If, for these reasons, it be admitted that the Ultimate Individualities them¬ 
selves become the basis of the distinct cognitions of themselves,—then, in 
the case of Atoms, etc. also, they themselves may be regarded as the basis 
of their distinct cognitions ; why should there be this aversion against them 
tliat, even though they have their individual forms mutually exclusive, their 
capacity to bring about distinct cognitions of themselves is not admitted,— 
while such capacity is admitted in the ‘ Ultimate Individualities ’ ? We 
find no reason for this aversion, except stupidity.—(814-816) 

The following Texts anticipate the answer to the above given by 
Prashastarnali — 


TEXTS (817-818). 

“Just as the unclean character belongs to the Dog’s flesh by 

ITSELF, AND TO OTHER THINGS BY CONTACT WITH IT,—SO IN THE 
CASE IN QUESTION ALSO J—AND JUST AS BETWEEN THE JAR 

and the Lamp, the Lamp, by itself, is always the 

ILLUMINATOR OF THE JAR, BECAUSE IT IS OF TnE 
NATURE OF LIGHT,—SO ALSO IN THE CASE IN 
QUESTION.”—(817-818) 

COMMENTARY. 

Prashastamati has arguod as follows:—“ The Dog’s flesh is unclean 
by its very nature, and other things become unclean by coming into contact 
with it; in the same manner, the ‘ Ultimate Individualities ’ by themselves 
are the basis of exclusive notion—on account of their being of the nature 
of exclusion,—while Atoms and other things bocome such basis only through 
the presence in these of the said Individuality.—Then again, even if a thing 
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may not be of a certain nature, yet its notion may come about through 
the presence of something else; e.g. the cognition of the Jar is brought 
about by the Lamp ; while the cognition of the Lamp is not brought about 
by the Jar.—‘ Ayam ’ stands for the Jar .—‘ So also in the case in question ’;— 
that is, the approhension of distinction among Atoms, etc. is due to the pre¬ 
sence of the Ultimate Individualities ; while that of the Individualities them¬ 
selves is due to their very nature.” 

This is answered in the following— 


TEXTS (819-822). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THIS ‘ UNCLEAN* CHARACTER ’ IS SOMETHING PURELY 

illusory, not real ; how then could it be there either * by 
itself’ or ‘through something else ’ ?—Or, even if the Unclean 
Character be something real, it may be that other things 

BECOME * UNCLEAN ’ THROUGH CONTACT WITH THE DOG’S FLESH ; 
NOTHING LIKE THIS IS POSSIBLE IN THE CASE OF ETERNAL SUB¬ 
STANCES, BECAUSE THERE CAN BE NO ‘ BECOMING ' (BEING BORN) FOR 

them.—Through the influence of the Lamp, momentary 
OBJECTS,—LIKE THE JaB, THE ORNAMENT AND SO FORTH, —BECOME 
THE CAUSE OF THE PRODUCTION OP COGNITIONS J BUT THE APPRE¬ 
HENSION OF DISTINCTION CANNOT COME ABOUT THROUGH THE 
INFLUENCE OF THE ‘ ULTIMATE INDIVIDUALITIES * IN QUESTION,— 
BECAUSE IT COMES ABOUT IN SUCCESSION,—LIKE PLEASURE AND 

THE REST.—(819-822) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, tho * Unclean Character ’ of things is purely illusory, 
hypothetical, and not real; because it does not remain fixed; for instance, 
one and the same substance may appear to be * unclean ’ for a Vedic scholar, 
but quite clean to the Hunter; and it cannot be possible for one and the 
same tiling to combine within itself two mutually contradictory characters ; 
as it would, in that case, cease to be one and the same. 

Or, the ‘ Unclean Character ’ of things may be something real. Even so, 
it cannot serve as a Corroborative Instance; because what happens in the 
case of such things as food-grains and the like is that when they come into 
contact with an unclean thing, like the Dog’s flesh, they abandon their 
previous clean character and become bom again as endowed with the unclean 
character ; hence it is right that in their case the unclean character is adventi¬ 
tious, due to something else. There is however no such basis in the ease 
of Atoms and other eternal substances; by virtue of which any such adventi¬ 
tious distinctive feature could come into them; because they are eternal 
and hence they cannot be bom with the new character. 

Similarly, in the case of the Lamp also, the character of being the cause 
of cognitions, as found in the Jar, may be held to be adventitious, duo to 
something else (in the shape of the Lamp). 
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I’ho Inst text sets forth the argument against any such explanation in 
the case of Ultimate Individualities. The exact form of this Inference and 
tiie Premiss upon which it is based may be stated in the manner indicated 
above.—(810-822) 


End of Chapter XIV. 



CHAPTER XV. 

Examination of 1 Samavaya ’ (Inherence, Subsistence). 


COMMENTARY. 

Tlie following Texts proceed to set forth objections to the Category of 
4 Inherence ’:— 

TEXT (823). 

“ Inherence (Subsistence) is apprehended on the basis of the 

NOTION OF ‘ THIS SUBSISTS IN THAT —SUCH AS IS FOUND IN THE 
EXPRESSIONS 4 THE CLOTH CONSISTS OF (SUBSISTS 

in) thesb Yarns ‘ the Mat consists of 
(SUBSISTS IN) THE REEDS —(S23) 

COMMENTARY. 

“In regard to tilings that are inseparable, and among things where one 
is the container and the other the contained .—there is the notion of 4 this 
subsisting in that ’; and the relation upon which this notion is based Is 
‘ Inherence (Subsistence) \ This is apprehended as something different from 
Substance and the other categories, on the basis of the particular notions of 
* subsistence ’ present in such conceptions as 1 the Cloth subsists in these 
yarns ’.—In the case of such Universals as 4 Being 4 Substance ’ and the rest, 
it is found that they bring about cognitions like their own, of their substra¬ 
tum,—and on this basis they are regarded as different from one another and 
also from their substratumthe same is found to be the case with 4 Inherence ’ 
also; in regard to all the other five categories, there are such notions as— 4 The 
Universal Substance subsists in this substance \ 4 the Universal Quality sub¬ 
sists in this quality \ 4 the Universal Action subsists in tins action 4 the 
Ultimate Individualities subsist in these substances ’ and so forth ; and on 
the basis of these notions, it is concluded that Inherence is something distinct 
from these five (Substance and the rest).—This argument may be formulatod 
thus : —When a notion is found to appear in regard to a thing in a form 
different from tliat of that tiling, that notion must be based upon something 
different from that thing—for example, the notion of 4 the man with the 
stick ’ in regard to Divadatta ;—of this same kind is the notion of 4 this 
subsists in that ’ that appears in regard to the five Categories ;—and this is 
regarded as justifying the conclusion (that the notion is due to a distinct 
category in the shape of Inherence ).”—(823) 


The Author proceeds to explain the character of this Inherence : 
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TEXTS (824-826). 

“ If there WERE NO SUCH THING (as Inherence), what would be the 

BASIS OF THE SAID NOTION ? NO PARTICULAR NOTION IS FOUND 
TO APPEAR WITHOUT A PARTICULAR CAUSE.—INASMUCH AS THE 
SAME NOTION OF 4 SUBSISTING HEREIN ’ IS EQUALLY PRESENT 

IN ALL CASES, INHERENCE DOES NOT VARY, LIKE CONJUNCTION. 

In FACT IT IS PERCEIVED IN ALL THINGS AS ONE AND THE 
SAME, JUST LIKE ‘ EXISTENCE \—INASMUCH AS ITS 
CAUSE IS NEVER APPREHENDED, IT IS ETERNAL,—LIKE 

‘ Existence ’. By no means of valid cognition 

IS ITS CAUSE APPREHENDED.”—(824-826) 
COMMENTARY. 

“ Unless there is some basis for the notion, the notion of ‘ existence ’, 
etc. would always be thero;—this is the Inferential argument subversive 
of your doctrine. 

“ Thus under the theory of the Vaishefika, ‘ Inherence ’ is inferred from 
the presence of the notion of ‘ subsisting in tins ’ ; while according to the 
Naiydyika, it is directly perceived in the notion of ‘ subsisting in this ’• 
That is to say, whon the sense-organ is functioning, there appears the percep¬ 
tion that ‘ the Cloth subsists in these yarns ’, and on the basis of this, they 
declare this notion to be * Perception ’. 

“ Tliis Inherence (which is a form of Relation) does not vary with the 
various correlatives,—as Conjunction does; in fact, like 4 Existence 
4 Boing ’—it is one and the same everywhere ; for the simple reason that its 
indicative feature,—the notion of 4 subsisting in this \—is overj’where the 
same. 

44 4 Like Conjunction ’—is an Instance per dissimilarity. 

44 Having no caxise, —Inherence is eternal,—again like 4 existence \ 
The fact of its liaving no cause is proved by the fact of no Cause of it being 
cognised by any means of Cognition.”—(824-826) 

With tho following Text, the Author proceeds to set forth the objections 
against 4 Inherence ’:— 

TEXT (827). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE IDEA OF ‘ SUBSISTING IN THIS ’ EXISTS FOR 

our Opponents only ; and it is due entirely to their 

INFATUATION WITH THEIR OWN DOCTRINE ; IT IS 
NEVER MET WITH IN COMMON EXPERIENCE. 

-(827) 

COMMENTARY. 

This points out that the Opponent’s Reason is open to the fallacy of its 
substratum being 4 unknown ’. Such ideas as 4 the cloth subsists in these 
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yarns ’ are only assumed through one’s infatuation with his doctrines; in 
ordinary experience, no such ideas are ever found to appear; hence t he 
very basis of the Probanduin turns out to be ono that does not exist at all. 
—(327) 

The following lexis lend further support to the same objection :— 


TEXTS (828-829). 

If the ' Container ’ and the ' Contained ’ were perceived as distinct 

FROM ONE ANOTHER, THEN ALONE WOULD THERE BE ANY SUCH 
NOTION AS ‘ THIS SUBSISTS IN THAT —AS IS FOUND IN THE 
CASE OF THE FRUITS AND THE PlT (WHERE THE FRUITS 

lie) the Cloth and the Yarns however are 

NEVER PERCEIVED AS DISTINCT FROM ONE 
ANOTHER,—BY VIRTUE OF WHICH THERE 
COULD APPEAR ANY SUCH NOTIONS AS 
* THIS SUBSISTS IN THOSE ’.-(828-829) 


COMMENTARY. 

It is only when two tilings have been found to bo distinct from one 
another, when ono Is found to be contained in the other, that there appears the 
notion that ‘ this subsists in that ’; such is our ordinary experience; as is 
found in the caso of the notion * these Bel fruits are contained in this pit \ 
In the case of the Cloth and the Yams however no such difference has been 
perceived; in fact, no such difference exists; how then could there be any 
such notion as ‘ the Cloth subsists in the Yams —(S2S-829) 

The following might be urged:—“ It may be that the said notion has 
been assumed by us on the strength of our own doctrine; but even so, it 
behoves you to explain the basis of such a notion.” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (830). 

In the case OF THIS NOTION imagined by mere WHIM,—AS IN THE 
CASE OF MERELY ASSUMED THINGS,—IT CANNOT BE RIGHT TO 
QUESTION THE OTHER PARTY REGARDING ITS BASIS.-(830) 

COMMENTARY. 

When one does not wish to find a cause, how could he bo questioned 
regarding such cause for an effect which you have yourself assumed ? In 
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fact, you lrnvo to question yourself, who have assumed the effect, under 
your own whim; whims do not always follow the real state of things ; they 
are essentially froo from all restraint; hence nothing can bo proved on their 
basis ; as it would lead to an infinite regress. For instance, for what is 
assumed by you, another person might assume something entirely different. 
—(830) 

Then again, it is not that notions like ‘ this subsists in that ’ do not 
appear at all; in fact, the notions that do appear are to the contrary. This is 
what is shown in the following— 


TEXTS (831-834). 

The notion that does appear in ordinary experience is in the 
form 4 the Branches in the Tree *, 4 the stones in the Hill ’; 
AND THIS NOTION PROCEEDS FROM THE FACT THAT THE TWO (THE 

Branch and the Stones) are perceived to be in close contact 

WITH THE OTHER PORTIONS OF THE TWO 4 IMMOVABLES * (TREE AND 

Hill). The notion that ‘ those two (Tree and Mountain) 
subsist in these (Branches and the Stones) ’ however that is 

PUT FORWARD (BY THE OPPONENT) IS ONE THAT IS BEYOND ALL 
ORDINARY EXPERIENCE.—WHAT SUCH NOTIONS AS 4 THIS COLOUR OR 

that Action in this Jar’ apprehend is identity ; the general 
terms ‘Colour’ (‘Action’), ‘Jar’ connote these things 

GENERALLY, IN ALL STATES AND CONDITIONS; HENCE FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF MENTIONING THEIR PARTICULAR FORMS, THEY ARE 
SPOKEN OF IN THE MANNER EXPRESSED IN THE SAID NOTIONS ; AND 
IT IS ON THE BASIS OF THOSE PARTICULAR FORMS THAT THE NOTION 
APPEARS IN THAT FORM,—NOT ON THE BASIS OF ‘ INHERENCE ’ ; 
BECAUSE THE DISTINCTION AMONG ALL THESE IS NOT PERCEIVED. 

-(831-834) 

COMMENTARY. 

In ordinary life such notions are met with as 4 The Branches in the Tree ’, 

4 The Stones in the Hill ’,—and not such as 4 The Tree in the Branches 
4 the Hill in the Stones ’. That notion also of 4 the Branches in the Tree ’ 
is not due to 4 Inherence ’ ; it is due to the fact that the two (Branches and 
Stones) are perceived in close contact with portions of 4 the two immovables ’, 
other than the Tree and Stones spoken of,—those other portions being the 
Trunk of the Tree, and the Base of the Hill.—The term 4 immovables ’ 
>s meant to stand for both, the Tree and the Hill, in view of the fact that- 
both are equally immovable. 
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‘ Those two ’;—the Hill and the Tree. 

‘ In these ';—in the Stones and in the Branches. 

Question —“ There are many such well-known notions among people as 
‘ The Colour, Taste, Odour, Touch, and Action in the Jar ’; wliat could be 
the basis of such a notion, except Inherence ? ” 

Answer : —‘ What such notions, etc. etc. '—‘ Identity ’, i.o. Being of the 
nature of the Jar; this is what is apprehended by the said notion,—or by 
men. When ‘ Colour ’ is spoken of as 4 in the Jar \ what is meant is that the 
Colour is of die nature of the Jar, not that it is the same as the Jar. When 
there is a desire to speak of certain common potencies like those of Colour 
and the rest, and yet to distinguish those present in tilings othor than the 
Jar, one introduces the term 4 Jar ’ (and uses the expression 4 the Colour in 
the Jar ’). Each of the terms 4 Colour ’ and the rest, by itself, is used for the 
purpose of connoting the specific capacity of each of those factors to bring 
about the visual and other cognitions specifically; thus it is that the term 
* Jar * just indicates those diverse factors; thus there being no co-ordination 
between the two, the sameness of form is explained on the basis of different 
substratum. 

* 4 Why then arc both the terms used ! ” 

Answer 4 The general terms, etc. etc. 'The term 4 Colour» connotes 
Colour in general, in all sorts of conditions ; for instance, just as the Coloiu in 
the Jar is spoken of as 4 Colour ’, so also is the colour in the Clodi ; hence the 
word 4 Colour ’ by itself docs not connote anything in particular,—as to which 
particular Coloiu is meant. When, however, the expression used i9 4 the 
C'oloiu in the Jar ’, the Coloiu connoted is that particular one which is in 
the form of the Jar, as distinguished from that in the Cloth and other things. 
Similarly, the term 4 Jar ’ also connotes the Jar under all conditions,—white, 
yellow, moving, not moving and so forth; hence the word by itself does 
not connote any thing particular ; but when the expression 4 the white colour in 
the Jar’ is used, the notion that appears is that of the white Jar as distin¬ 
guished from other jars. Thus it is that when one wishes to speak of this 
particular Jar, the words are used in the iorm 4 Colour in the Jar 

It is on the basis of such expressions that there appears the notion of 
the Colour in the Jar, in reference to the Jar. It is not on the basis of any 
such thing as 4 Inherence The reason for this is next stated— 4 Because 
the Distinction, etc. etc. *there is no difference apprehended among 
4 Inherence \ 4 Jar * and 4 Colour ’,—on the basis of which the said notion 
could be said to be based upon 4 Inherence 

What is meant by this is that the Reason adduced by the Opponent 
is * inconclusive * and his Conclusion is annulled by Inference and other means 
of cognition.—(831-834) 


It has been argued by the Opponent (under Text 825, above) that— 
“ Inasmuch as one and the same notion of 4 this subsisting in that ’ is 
equally present in all cases, Inherence does not vary like Conjunction ",— 
This is answered in the following— 
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TEXTS (835-839). 


If there were one and the same Inherence in all things, then 

THE NOTION OF ‘ CLOTH ’ SHOULD APPEAR IN THE POTSHERD ALSO ; 
IT WOULD ALSO FOLLOW THAT THE UNIVERSAL ‘ COW ’ SUBSISTS 

in the Elephant also ; so that the elephant also should 
have THE FORM OF the Cow, just like the Variegated Cow. —The 
notion that ‘ the Cloth subsists in the Yarns’ is based upon 
Inherence ; this same Inherence being present in the 
Potsherds also, why is it that there is no such notion as that 
* toe Cloth subsists in the Potsherds ’ ?—If it be urged that 

THIS IS SO FOR THE SIMPLE REASON THAT THE CLOTH DOES NOT SUBSIST 

in the Potsherds,—then the answer is that in the yarns also, 
it subsists only by Inherence ; is this Inherence then not 

PRESENT IN THE POTSHERDS ? In FACT THE INHERENCE OF THE 

Cloth in the Yarns must be the same as toe Inherence of 
toe Cloth [read ‘ patasya ’ acc. to comm.] in the Potsherds ; 
and hence there could be no restriction in the notion at 
all.—(835-839) 


COMMENTARY. 

If thcro were only one ‘ Inherence ’ in all the Tlireo Worlds, then, such 
notions also should appear as 1 the Cloth in the Potsherds \ and also that 
the Universal ' Cow ’ subsists in the House; and hence just ns the notion of 
4 Cow ’ appears in regard to the variegated Cow, so should it appear also in 
regard to the Elephant. 

Then again, tho notion that ‘ tho Cloth subsists in tho Yarns’ has been 
explained as being due to the influence of Inherence; this Inherence of tho 
Cloth is present in the Potsherds also ; why then should there not be a similar 
notion—' The Cloth in tho Potsherds ’—in regard to the Potsherds also ? 

It might be argued that—" inasmuch as the Cloth does not subsist in the 
Potsherds, the said notion does not appear.” 

This cannot be true. Because the notion that the Cloth subsists in the 
yams is also said to be so only on the strength of Inherence ; is not this same 
Inherence present in tho Potsherds also—on account of which there could 
be no such notion as ‘ the Cloth subsists in the Potsherds’ also, just as in the 
Yarns ?—As a matter of fact, that Inherence of the Cloth which is 
said to be present in the yarns should be the same as that of the Cloth in the 
Potsherds. Under the circumstances, wherefore should not there be an 
admixture of the notions of tilings (and the consequent confusion) ? For 
these reasons, there could be no restriction in the notion at aU ; and as a result 
of tins, the relation of Substance, Quality and Action with their respective 
qualifications—in the shape of tho Universal ‘ Substance ’, ‘ Quality ’ and 
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' Action —being ono and the same, any division among the said Categories 
would bo impossible.—(835-S39) 


The following Text propounds the possibility of the notion of ‘Cow’ 
in regard to the Elephant:— 


TEXT (840). 


Similarly, the Inherence op the Universal * Elephant ’ in the 
Elephant should be one and the same as the Inherence of 

THE VARIOUS UNIYERSALS ‘ COW ’ AND THE REST IN 
THEIR RESPECTIVE SUBSTRATA.—(S40) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the following Text* (841-845), the author sets forth the answer given 
by Prashastamati :— 


TEXT (S41). 


“ Even though Inherence is one, the restriction of container and 
contained is always there : by virtue of which the Universal 
4 substance ’ is present in Substances only, and 
the Universal 4 Action * is present in¬ 
actions only.”—(841) 


COMMENTARY. 

Prashastamati has arguod as follows“ Though Inherence is one, yet 
thero is no likelihood of an admixture among the five Categories; because 
there is always a restriction as to what is contained in what; that is to say, 
the Universal ‘Substance’ is contained in Substances only, the Universal 
‘ Quality ’ is contained in Qualities only, the Universal ‘ Action ’ is contained 
in Actions only; and so on, the notion of the Universal * Substance ’ and 
the rest appear as restricted to a particular substratum only.”—( 841 ) 


In anticipation of the objection that—* in that case. Inherence would 
vary with each object ’,— Prashastapati offers the following explanation 
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TEXTS (842-843). 

“ From the perception of the fact that the notion of ‘ subsisting 
in Tins which arises out of ‘ Inherence is present in 
ALL CASES, IT IS CONCLUDED THAT ‘ INHERENCE ’ IS ONE 
ONLY ; AT THE SAME TIME, FROM THE PERCEPTION OF 
THE FACT THAT SUCH BASES AS THE UNIVERSALS 
‘ SUBSTANCE ’ AND THE REST ARE ABSENT IN 
CERTAIN CASES, IT IS CONCLUDED THAT 
THE NOTIONS OF THESE UNIVERSALS 

‘ Substance ’ and the rest are 

RESTRICTED IN THEIR 

SCOPE.”—(842-843) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The notion of ' subsistence in this which is based upon Inherence, 
is found to appear in all cases in one and tho same form, from which it follows 
that Inherence is one only. However, oven though Inherence is one, the 
notions based upon the Univorsals ‘ Substance \ etc. are found to appear in 
distinct forms as resting in distinct substrata ; and thus they are found to be 
absent,—not present—in all coses; from this it is concluded that these 
Univorsals are distinct and diverse; so that there can be no admixture of 
the five Categories.”—(842-843) 

In answer to the question—How is it that there is this restriction of the 
Container and Contained, when the relation (of Inherence) is one and the 
same ?—the following answer is provided (by Prasliastamati ):— 


TEXTS (844-845). 

“ Even though ‘ Conjunction * is one only, yet the relation of 
Container and Contained is restricted to the Pit and the Curd 
(placed therein) ; similarly there would be restric¬ 
tion IN the case in question also. So that, even 
though Inherence is one only, yet as there 
WOULD BE DIVERSITY IN THE CHARACTER OF 
being the manifester and manifested , 

THERE WOULD BE NO INCONGRUITY 
IN IT AT ALL.”—(844-845) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ Even though Conjunction is one only, yet in the case of the Curd and 
the Pit, tho relation of Container and Contained is restricted ;—similarly, in 
the coso of the Univorsals ‘Substance’, etc., even though Inherence is one 
only, yet, by reason of the diversity in the capacity of manifester and 
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manifested , there would be restriction regarding the relation of Container 
and Contained . 

1,1 In it '—i.e. in the restriction of tl»e relation of Container and 
Contained.”—(S44-S45) 

Tho answer to the above arguments (of Prashaslatnali ) is given in the 
following— 

TEXTS (846-847). 

If Inherence is one only, then any restriction regarding the 

Container and Contained is impossible. The Universal ‘ Sub¬ 
stance ’ is held to subsist in Substance only how 
could that be due to Inherence ? This same 
Inherence op the substance is present in 
Quality, etc. also ; as these latter are 
related to the Univebsals ‘ Quality ’, 
etc. ;—and Inherence is the same 
in both.—(846-847) 

COMMENTARY. 

According to us, there is no such relation of Container and Contained 
as is held to subsist between the Universal ‘ Colour * and the particular 
Colour; it is admitted by you only; and this is impossible for you who 
regard Inherence to be one only. These and other incongruities in the 
Opponent's standpoint are now pointed out. 

For instance, the Opponent accepts the restriction that the Universal 
‘ Substance ’ subsists in Substances alone; and he does so on the basis of 
* Inherence ’;—now the ‘ Inherence * of the Universal as 4 Substance * is 
present in Qualities also; because those are related to the Universal 
‘ Quality \ 

Question : —“ Even though the Relation is there, how is it concluded 
that that Relation is that of Inherence ! ” 

Answer : — 4 Inherence is the same in both ’.—‘ Both ’ —i.e. tho two 
Universals 4 Substance ’ and 4 Quality ’. Thus the notions having the same 
basis in both cases, admixture and confusion are inevitable.—(846-847) 

TEXT (848). 

If it were not so, then this (Inherence) would be different 

in the various Universals like 4 Quality etc.,—just as 
Conjunction varies with each conjunct factor. 

-<S48) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 If U were not so —i.e. if the Inherence of the Universal 4 Quality ’ 
in particular Qualities were not the same as the Inherence of the Universal 
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4 Substance ’ in particular Substances,—then Inherence should vary with 
each substratum ; just as Conjunction does.—(84S) 

It lias been argued (by Prashaslatnali, under Text 843, above) that— 
“ From seeing the absence of such basis as the Universal of 4 Substance 
etc. it is concluded that the scopo of those Universals is restricted.”—This 
is answered in the following— 


TEXT (S49). 

It is not possible that there should be absence of notions based 
upon the Universal ‘ Substance ’,—when the basis is • 
there. For the same reason there cannot be 
restriction of it.—(849) 

COMMENTARY. 

So long as the cause is there in its perfect condition, there cannot be 
absence of the effect; if it were there, thon, it would not be the effect of that 
cause. Thus then the absence of the said notion being impossible, the 
restriction regarding the relation of container and contained also cannot be 
right.—(849) 

“ The restriction could be basod upon such common expressions as 
‘The Universal Substance is contained—subsists—in Substances only 
Answer :— 


TEXT (850). 

The expressions of 4 being contained ’ and 4 subsisting ' and the 

LIKE ALSO ARE BASED UPON THE SAME 4 INHERENCE * J HENCE 
THESE ALSO CANNOT BE THE BASIS OF RESTRICTION.— (850) 

COMMENTARY. 

The use of expressions like 4 being contained ’, 4 subsisting ’ and so forth 
also are explained by you as based upon the same 4 Inherence *; and os this 
is the same everywhere, how could it serve to restrict anything ? Heneo 
these notions of 4 contained in \ etc. cannot serve as tho basis of restricting 
the relation of Container and Contained. Because the notions in question 
stand upon tho same footing as this latter relation.—(850) 

44 In that case the Restriction may be duo to the limitations relating to 
the capacity to manifest and be manifested .” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (851). 

The difference in the capacity to manifest and to be manifested 

ALSO IS BASED UPON INHERENCE ITSELF ; IT CANNOT BE DUE TO 
ANYTHING ELSE ; BECAUSE THERE CAN BE NO * PRO¬ 
DUCING ’ OF THINGS THAT ARE ETERNAL.—(851) 

COMMENTARY. 

Substances have been held to be the manifester of the Universal 
‘ Substance \ —and t his on the strength of Inherence itself; because it is 
on account of the fact that the Universal ‘ Substance ’ inheres in a particular 
substance that it is said to be manifested by it. 

‘ 11 cannot be due to anything else ’;—i.e. to any such circumstance as 
the production of the character capable of bringing abend an idea, which has been 
postulated by the Buddhist. Because Inherence has been held to exist 
even in eternal things like * Being ’ and the like.—and it is not right that 
there should be any * production ’ of what are eternal.—(851) 

The same line of argument is further sup|*>rted in tho following :— 


TEXT (852). 

By the mere presence of the Lamp, the Lamp does not become 
CAPABLE OF PRODUCING ANY NOTIONS ; SO ALSO THE UnIYERSALS 
LIKE ‘ Jab ’ (CANNOT BECOME CAPABLE OF PRODUCING 
NOTIONS).—(852) 

COMMENTARY. 

The case of the ‘ Pit and the Curd ' lias been put forward as an example 
(under Text 844, by Prashastamati). The following Text shows that this is 
not admitted by us :— 

TEXT (853). 

That the Conjunction in the case of the Curd and the Pit is 

ONE ONLY HAS BEEN ALREADY REJECTED BY US BEFORE ; ANY 
RESTRICTION ON THAT BASIS IS NOT POSSIBLE ; AS THAT 
WOULD LEAD TO ABSURDITIES.—(5S3) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Before ’—i.e. in the Chapter on the Refutation of the Quality of 
Conjunction. 

Conjunction may be one only, yet the objection remains—this is what is 
shown in the text—‘ Any restriction, etc.'. 

‘ On that basis —i.e. on the basis of Conjunction. 


EXAMINATION OF * SAMAVAYA * (INHERENCE, SUBSISTENCE). 401 


The ‘ absurdity ’ referred to lies in the possibility of such notions as 
• the Pit in the Curd ’; ns the only ground for it—in the shape of Conjunction, 
—would be equally available in this also.—(853) 

It has been argued above (under Text 82G) that “ Inherence must be 
eternal, because no Cause of it is perceived ”,—This is answered in the 
following— 

TEXT (854). 

BY THE ETERNALITY OF INHERENCE ALL THINGS BECOME ETERNAL ; 

BECAUSE ALL THESE ARE EVER PRESENT, BY INHERENCE IN 
THEIR OWN SUBSTRATUM.—(854) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Inherence is eternal, then the Jar and other things also will have to be 
regarded as eternal ; as they exist for ever in their own substratum. In 
fact, it is on the ground of Inherence that these things are held to subsist 
in their substratum,—and this Inherence is eternal ;—why then should not 
the things persist for over ?—(854) 

In tho following Texts, the Author anticipates and answers the Opponent’s 
reply :— 

TEXTS (855-856). 

" Things become destroyed either through the disruption of their 

COMPONENTS, OR THROUGH THE DESTRUCTION OF THESE,—JUST 

like Action,—on account of Conjunction and such 

OTHER CAUSES ” ;—IF THIS IS URGED, THEN, THAT CAN¬ 
NOT BE SO J BECAUSE THE INHERENCE OF THESE 
COMPONENTS ALSO IN THEIR SUBSTRATUM IS 
HELD TO BE ETERNAL. IF THESE CAME 
TO DESTRUCTION, THEN INHERENCE 
ALSO WOULD BECOME DESTRUC¬ 
TIBLE.”—(855-856) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged by the Opponent:—“ The Jar and other 
tilings become destroyed either through the disruption of their component 
parts or through the destruction of the parts ; just ns, while tho Jar is in 
the state of being whirled or baked, its action (motion) becomes destroyed 
by the contact of a solid substance. This has been thus declared—‘ 33y the 
contact of solid substances, the action becomes destroyed, as also the action 
unfavourable to tho production of tho effect *. Similarly one Cognition 
becomes destroyed through another Cognition ; one Sound liecomes destroyed 
through another Sound.” 

Such is the Opponent’s scheme. What he means is that, oven though 
the Inherence may be there as the basis of the object’s continued existence, 
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if other auxiliary causes are absent, and contrary* circumstances become 
operative, the Jar cannot remain for ever. 

This is answered in the words— 4 That cannot be so ’. —What, has been 
urged cannot be right; because of the said components also there are com¬ 
ponents wherein their Inherence lies for ever; how then could there be any 
destruction or disruption ? 

This is so not only in regard to the substances composed of those com¬ 
ponents ; it is so in regard to Action, etc. also; this is what is indicated by 
the particle 4 api 

If it be admitted that there is destruction of the components of the 
object, then the Inherence also would have to be regarded as liable to 
destruction.—(855-856) 

44 Why so ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (857-858). 

When t he Relative has ceased to exist, it is bipossible for the 

Relation to exist. When the conjunct object has been 
destroyed, the Conjunction can no longer be there. 

And just as the conjuncts are there while the 
Conjunction is there, —so also the Inherents 
SHOULD EXIST WHILE THE INHERENCE IS 

THERE.—(S57-S58) 

COMMENTARY. 

He supports the same idea, in the words — 4 When the Conjunct object- , 
etc. etc.' 

What is meant is that, on account of the Relative having ceased to exist, 
the Inherence comes to be non-eternal, just like the Conjunction which ceases 
on the destruction of the Conjunct, Or the other alternative is that the rela¬ 
tives continue to exist, because of the Relation not having ceased ; these 
relatives being like the two substances, the Conjunction between whom has 
not ceased.—If it were not so, then, in both cases, the Relation in question 
would lose its character.—(857-858) 

The Opponent urges the following argument:— 

TEXT (859). 

“ Even on the destruction of one Relative, the Inherence con¬ 
tinues TO EXIST, BECAUSE THE OTHER RELATIVE IS' STILL 
THERE.—NOR WOULD THE SAME BE THE CASE WITH 

Conjunction ; because t he re is difference.” 

—(S59) 

COMMENTARY. 

What the Opponent means is as follows :—“ In the first Reason (adduced 
by the Buddhist), if what is meant is the destruction of all Relatives,—then 






EXAMINATION OF ‘ SAMAViYA * (INHERENCE, SUBSISTENCE). 4G3 


it is partly ‘ unproven ‘ not admitted ’; because the destruction of all 
Relatives is not possible ; as even at Universal Dissolution, the Atoms remain. 
—If then the Reason is put forward with a view to some sort of Relatives 
having ceased to oxist, then it is Inconclusive ; because even when a certain 
Relative may havo ceased to exist, other Relatives would still bo there.— 
It might be urged against the Opponent that, ' by the same reasoning process, 
Conjunction also should have to be regarded as eternal \— Anticipating 
this, the Opponent says— It cannot be so, because there is difference ; 
that Ls to say. Conjunction varies with each conjunct object; hence it 
is only right to regard it as evanescent; Inherence, on the other hand, 
is only ono in the whole world, because its basis, in the shape of the 
notion of ‘ subsistence herein ’, remains always the same ; hence it cannot 
be right to regard Inherence ns evanescent; as it is always perceptible in 
another Relative (even on the cessation of one Relative).”—(859) 

The above argument is answered in the following— 


TEXTS (8C0-864). 

If it is as explained, then when certain inherent objects like 
the Jar have ceased to exist,—WHAT is it that continues to 
exist ? (A) Is IT THAT Inherence which has been assumed to 
constitute the existence of those objects, which Inherence 
continues to exist in the other Relatives ? Or ( B) is it 
something else, as in the case of Conjunction, Plurality and 
so forth ?— (A) It cannot be the former; if the Inherence of 
THAT KIND CONTINUES TO EXIST, THEN THE SAID OBJECTS— JaR, 
ETC.—ALSO SHOULD BE THERE. If THEY WERE NOT THERE, THEN 

the Inherence that constitutes their existence could not 

REMAIN THERE ; OR IT MIGHT BE THERE IN MERE NAME.—FROM ALL 
THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT EVEN BEFORE, AS AFTER, THE OBJECTS COULD 
NOT BE SUBSISTING IN THEIR SUBSTRATUM, THROUGH ANY SUCH THING 

as * Inherence Thus this * subsistence ’ of theirs cannot be 
real.—(860-964) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the Jar, and other things that are hold to ‘ inhere ’ in their cause, 
cease to exist—what is it that continues to exist ?—(A) Is it the ‘ Inherence * 
that has been assumed as constituting their existence in their cause,— 
this Inherence continuing to exist in Relatives other than the Jar, etc. ? 
—( B ) Or is it something else,—like Conjunction and Plurality, which vary 
with each Conjunct ?—The term ‘ ddi ’ is meant to include Disjunction. 

If the former alternative is accepted, then the Jar, etc. should still 
continue to exist, becauso there would be no falling off of the nature of their 
existence, which (in the shape of Inherence) would bo just as it was before 
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their destruction. Or. if the Jar, etc. did not continue to exist, as their 
existence would not bo tliere, the Inherence also could not lx* there ; or other¬ 
wise the Inherence could not constitute the existence of those things. If 
the more existence of Inherence were postulated as something independent 
of all things and not benefiting anything,—then it would be something 
only in name ; and there would bo no corresponding reality; and under the 
circumstances to assert tlrnt ‘ Inherence constitutes the existence of things ’ 
would be mere verbiage. 

This is what is made clear in the words—‘ From aU this it follows, etc. 
efc -'— 4 They ’—the Jar, etc.—could not be subsisting in their substratum, on 
the strength of any such thing as ‘ Inherence ’.— 4 As after \—i.e. after the 
destruction of their constituent cause, when they have really no existence 
at all. 

' Thus this, etc.' —explains the real sense of the Reason adduced.— 
(860-864) 


TEXTS (865-86G). 

(£) If, on tiie other hand, the ‘ Inherence ’ that continues to 

EXIST, WHILE THE OTHER RELATIVE IS THERE, IS SOMETHING 
DIFFERENT,—AS IN THE CASE OF CONJUNCTION, DISJUNC¬ 
TION, Plurality and so forth,—then, in that case, 

THERE WOULD BE PLURALITY OF INHERENCE ALSO, 

JUST AS THERE IS OF CONJUNCTION, ETC.—THUS, 

if 4 Inherence ’ is postulated to exist, 

THEN THERE WOULD BE THIS AND 
MANY OTHER INCONGRUITIES.— 

(865-866) 

COMMENTARY. 

(B) If the second alternative—that what continues to exist is something 
else,—is accepted, then, there should be plurality of 4 Inherence \ just as 
there is of Conjunction, etc.; and this would involve the surrendering of 
the doctrine that tlxere is no diversity in Inherence. 

4 This and many other incongruities ’this is meant to include such 
incongruities as—(a) 4 the Futility of the Cause (6) 4 the contradiction of 
several aphorisms \ (c) incompatibility with facts of Perception, etc., (d) 
4 the simultaneous birth of all things *. 

(а) For instance, the 4 birth ’ of a thing is described as 4 inherence 
in the cause ’ or 4 inherence in Being *; and Inherence is eternal; hence 
causes could not have any capacity to bring about the birth of the effect; 
hence causes would be futile. 

(б) There would be contradiction of such (Vaishifika) aprorisms as— 
“ Conjunction is brought about by the action of either of the two factors, 
by the action of both, and by Conjunction ”, 44 Cognition is produced by the 
contact of the Sense-organ and the object, etc. etc.” 
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(c) Tlie doctrine in question goes against the idea of the Eye, otc. being 
the cause of Perceptional and other cognitions. 

(d) Birth, in the shape of ‘ Inherence’, being oternal, there can be no 
sequence in tho birth of things,—which will have to be regarded as simul¬ 
taneous ; this would be an incongruity; and it would also go against the 
Opponent’s own doctrine tliat “ the non-simultaneity of Cognitions is indica¬ 
tive of the Mind.” 

Lastly, tho Birth of tilings being eternal,—the entire world would 
consist of tilings which could not benefit, or be benefited by, others; and 
hence tho propounding of the Philosophy would bo futilo; and so on and 
so forth, there would be many incongruities, which would cut off and smash 
tho entire fabric of the Opponent’s Philosophy.—(805-866) 


End of Chapter X V. 



CHAPTER XVI. 


Examination of the Import of Words. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author proceeds to set forth the Introduction to the arguments in 
support of the view (set forth in Text 2) thAt tho Truth is ‘ amenable to 
Words and Cognitions only in an assumed (superimposed) form ’:— 


TEXTS (867-S6S). 

“ If Adjuncts do not exist in reality, then on what basis would 

THERE BE SUCH COGNITIONS AND VERBAL EXPRESSIONS AS 

‘ the Man with the stick * the while ’, ‘ move ’, ‘ exists ’, 

‘ COW ‘ HERE ’ AND SO FORTH ?—THEY CANNOT BE 
HELD TO BE BASELESS. NOR CAN THEY ATPLY 
PROMISCUOUSLY TO ALL THINGS.” 

-<867-868) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ What is apprehended by Word and Cognition is a Real Entity; 
hence what words express by means of affirmation and denial is only the 
real state of things ” ;—such is the view of the Realists.—The view of the 
Negationists (Apohists), on the other hand, is os follows :—“ There is nothing 
real that is expressed by words ; all verbal cognition is wrong, because 
it proceeds by imposing non-difference upon things that are really different ; 
in a caso where there is indirect connection with an entity, there is some 
sort of agreement with the object, even though the Cognition is really wrong ”. 
Such is the view of these people. The one uniform, non-different, form that 
is imposed upon things proceeds on the strength of the apprehension of 
tilings in the form of the ‘ exclusion of other things *; and it being itself of 
tlio nature of the ‘ exclusion or negation of other t h i n gs it is mistaken by 
peoplo under the spell of illusion to be one with that which is excluded by 
it,—and it ultimately brings about the apprehension of the thing * excluded ’ 
from others;—for these reasons it comes to be known as ‘ excluded from 
other things ’. On this ground it has been held that what is expressed by 
words is Apcha, the ' negation of others ’. 

Tho Realists urge the following objections (against the Apohist, 
Negationist, Bauddha) :—“ If,—according to you,—for Verbal Cognition, 
there is no real basis as the adjuncts—qualifying factors—in the shape of 
Substance, Quality, Action, Universal, Ultimate Individuality and Inherence, — 
then how is it that among people, there are such verbal expressions and 
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cognitions as ‘ the man with the stick which are all based upon adjuncts 
in the shape of substance, etc. ? For instance, such expressions and notions 
as ‘ the man with the stick ‘ the animal with horns ’ are known to be 
based upon adjuncts in the shape of substances ; such expressions and notions 
ns ‘ white \ ‘ black ’ are based upon adjuncts in the shape of qualities ; 
such expressions and notions as 4 moves \ 4 wanders * are based upon adjuncts 
m the shape of Action ; such expressions and notions as 4 is ’, 4 exists ’ are 
based upon adjuncts in the shape of 4 Being ’; such expressions and notions 
as 4 Cow \ 4 Horse 4 Elephant ’ are based upon adjuncts in the shape of 
Universale and Particulars ; and the expression and notion 4 The Cloth in 
those yarns ’ are based upon Inherence.—If then, there did not exist any of 
these Substance and the rest, the expressions and notions of the 4 Man with 
the stick •’ and other things would become baseless.—The term 4 udi * goes 
with every member of the compound. So that every one of such similar 
expressions und notions become included, as ‘the umbrella-holder’, ‘the 
horned animal ’ and so forth.—As for the Ultimate Individualities, they 
are cognizable by mystics only; hence these are not meant to be included 
here. 

44 And yet it is not right that those expressions and notions should be 
regarded as entirely baseless. If they wore so, they would be equally liable 
to appear everywhere. 

‘Nor arc they found to apply promiscuously to all things, without 
distinction. 

“ From a11 tilis ‘t follows that Substance and the rest do really exist. 

4 ‘ The argument may be formulated ns follows :—Expressions and notions 
that appear in mutually distinct forms must have a real basis,—like the 
Auditory and other notions ;—the expressions and notions of the 4 stick- 
holdor ’, etc. do appear in distinct forms;—hence this is a natural reason 
(for regarding them as having a real basis).—If they had no such basis, things 
would appear in all places without distinction ;—this is tho argument setting 
aside a contrary conclusion.”—(8B7-868) 


The Author proceeds to refute the above Reasoning (of the Realist) in 
the following— 


TEXT (869). 


The answer to tile above is as follows :— As a matter of fact, 
THERE IS NO REAL BASIS FOR THESE EXPRESSIONS AND NOTIONS ; 

THE ONLY BASIS FOR THEM CONSISTS IN THE SEED 
LOCATED IN THE PURELY SUBJECTIVE CONSCIOUS¬ 
NESS.—(869) 


COMMENTARY. 

If what the Realist desires to prove is the fact that the notions and 
expressions in question have a real basis in tlie external world, then tho 
Reason adduced is Inconclusive ; as there is nothing to annul the contrary 
conclusion. If what is meant to bo proved is only that they liave some sort 
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of basis, then the argument is futile; because we also hold that they havo 
their basis in the awakening of the Tendencies and Impressions embedded 
in the inner consciousness; though not in the external object; because the 
first cognition being always verbal, is wrong, and it cannot have any real basis. 

‘ Located, etc. ’,—i.e. embedded in consciousness; i.e. in the form of 
Tendencies and Impressions.—(809) 


This same lino of thought is further supported by reference to tho 
scriptures :— 


TEXT (870). 


Whatever is said to be the object of a verbal expression 

IS NEVER REALLY COGNISED ; SUCH IS THE VERY ESSENCE 

OP ENTITIES.—(870). 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Whatever i.e. ' Specific Individuality \ Universal ’ and tho like. 

‘ Such is the very essence oj things'; —this character, of being beyond the 
reach of words, forms the very essence of things. This has been thus declared 
—‘ By whatever name a thing is spoken of, that thing is not really cognised 
there ; such is tho very essence of things ’. 

Question: —“ What is the proof for Verbal Cognition being wrong and 
baseless ? ” 

Answer: —The proof has already been asserted by us to the effect that, 
inasmuch as Verbal Cognitions impose non-difference upon things that are 
different, they are all wrong. For instance, when one thing is cognised as 
what it is not, that cognition is wrong; e.g. the cognition of Water in the 
Mirage;—Verbal Cognition consists in the imposing of non-difference on 
what is different;—hence this is a natural reason (for regarding it as wrong). 
Thoro is no real entity in the shape of the ‘ Universal * which could be the 
object of Verbal Cognition—by virtue of which the Reason might be regarded 
as ‘ Unproven \ Because the ‘ Universal ’ has been already discarded in 
great detail.—Even granting that there is such a thing as the ‘ Universal ’;— 
even so, if that Universal is held to be something different from tho particular 
things, the cognition would still bo one of non-difference where there is 
difference ; and hence wrong. Because a set of things cannot be the samo 
as others when they are held to contain these. If, on the other hand, the 
Universal be held to be non-different from the particular things,—tho entire 
Universe would really form the single object of the * Universal *; and hence 
tho cognition of it as ‘ Universal ’ must be wrong, because the notion of the 
‘ Universal ’ does not appertain to a single thing; as the cognition of the 
‘ Universal ’ is always preceded by the perception of diversity. 

When Verbal Cognition is thus proved to be wrong, it must also bo 
objectless, baseless; because the object productive of the cognition having 
surrendered its form, there can be nothing left which could be the basis of 
the cognition. 

Or, we may prove the objectlessness of Verbal Cognitions in another 
manner: That alone con form the import of words whereto they have been 
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applied by Convention ; nothing else can form their import; as if it did then 
that would load to absurdities. And there is no object wherein the applica¬ 
tion of any words has been fixed by Convention. Hence all Verbal Cognitions 
and Expressions must be entirely baseless. 

The argument may be formulated as follows:—When words have not 
been fixed by Convention at their very inception, upon cortain things, they 
do not really denote those tilings;—e.g. the word 4 Horse ’ which has not been 
applied by convention to animals with the Dewlap (i.o. tho Cow) does not 
denoto the cow;—all words have not been applied by Convention, at tho 
very inception to any things ; henco tho wider conception is never appro - 
hended ; that is, Denotaliveness is invariably concomitant with being fixed by 
Convention, and this latter is absent in the case of words.—(870) 

The following Text proceeds to show that the Reason adducod is not 
‘ unproven ’— 

TEXT (871). 

‘ Specific Individuality ’, ‘ Universal ‘ Relation to Universal ’, 

‘ Something endowed with the Universal ’, 4 Form of the 
Cognition of the object ',—none of these really 
find a place in the 4 Import of Words ’. 

-(871) 


COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, when tho 4 Import of words ’ is hold to consist in an 
object in regard to which a Convention has been duly apprehended,— 
such import would consist, either (1) in 4 Specific Individuality’, or (2) 
in 4 Universal \ or (3) in 4 Relation to the Universal tho pronoun 4 tat ’ 
in tho compound 4 tadyogah ’ standing for tho Universal,—or (4) in 4 some¬ 
thing endowed with tho Universal —or (5) in 4 the form of the Cognition of 
the object Thoso are the only alternatives possible.—In the case of 
everyone of these, no Convention is possible ; and hence it cannot form tho 
4 Import of Words 

4 Really ’ ;—this has been added in order to indicate that tho author 
does not deny the illusory 4 import of words ’; and hence there is no self- 
contradiction in terms ; otherwise there would bo a self-contradiction involved 
in his Proposition; inasmuch as it could not be possible to assert that 
4 Specific Individuality and the rest do not constitute the Import of words ’, 
without speaking of them by means of theso words; so that by ^speaking of 
these by their names, for the purpose of proving his proposition, he would 
be admitting the fact that these are capable of being expressed by words ;— 
and yet this fact is denied in the Proposition; so that there would be self- 
contradiction. 

This explanation answers XJddyotakara's assertion to the effect that 
“ if words are inexpressive, then t^ere is contradiction between the Proposition 
and tho Premiss ”,—Because we do not entirely deny the fact of words 
having their 4 import ’; for the simple reason that this is well-known even 
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to tho meanest cowherd. What wo do deny, however, is the character of 
Reality which the other party impose upon the Import,—not the Import 
itself.—<871) 

The following Text proceeds to show that ‘Specific Individuality’ 
cannot form the ‘ Import (or Denotation) of Words ’ because there can bo 
no Convention in regard to it:— 


TEXT (872). 

Of these, 4 Specific Individuality * cannot be denoted by 

WORDS ; BECAUSE IT CAN HAVE NO CONNECTION WITH 
THE TIME OF CONVENTION AND USAGE.-(872) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Cannot be denoted by words ’;—that is, because there can be no Conven¬ 
tion in rogard to it. 

Question :—“ Why can there bo no Convention in regard to it ? ” 

Answer :—Because there Ls ‘ viyoga absence,—of connection with the 
tirno related to Convention and Usage,—* there can be no Convention in 
regard to the Specific Individuality' [this has to be supplied]. 

What is meant is that Convention is made for the purposes of usage ; 
and not through mere love for it; hence people can rightly make Conven¬ 
tions only with regard to things present at the time related to that Convention 
and Usage;—not with regard to anything else. As regards ‘ Specific In¬ 
dividuality ’, it cannot be present at the time of the Convention and Usage ; 
hence there can be no Convention in regard to it. —(872) 

Question :— 44 Why is it not possible for the Specific Individuality to be 
present at the time of Convention and Usage ! ” 

Answer ;— 

TEXTS (873-874). 

Things of the nature of Individuals cannot become inter-related 

AMONG THEMSELVES,—BECAUSE THERE ARE DIFFERENCES (AMONG 
THEM) OF PLACE, TIME, ACTION, POTENCY, MANIFESTATION 
AND THE REST.—FOR THIS REASON, THE THING CON¬ 
CEIVED by Convention is never met with in 

ACTUAL USAGE ; AND THAT IN REGARD TO WHICH 

no Convention has been apprehended 

CAN NEVER BE COMPREHENDED 

through Words,—like any 
OTHER THING.—(873-874) 

COMMENTARY. 

The variegated Cow, etc. are so many distinct Individuals,—and as such 
have their individual forms excluded from each other, through differences of 
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place, etc. ; and as such, they never bocome inter-related among themselves. 
Consequently, when a man has set up a Convention in regard to one of these 
individuals, ho could not carry on usage, on that basis, in regard to other 
individuals.—In the phrase ‘ manifestation and the rest ’, the term 1 tho 
rest ’ is meant to include Colour, Shape, Condition and other peculiarities. 

4 Is never met with in actual usage ’ ;—what is meant is that, in tliis way, 
there being no Convention in regard to it, tho Reason adducod by tho Author 
cannot be said to be ‘ unproven \ 

That the Reason is not 4 Inconclusive ’ is shown by the words— 4 That 
in regard to which no Convention has been comprehended, etc. etc.' 

4 Like any other thing ’,—i.e. like things of other kinds. 

4 Dhvanih Through Words. 

What is meant is as follows If the Word denoted a tiling in regard 
to which no Convention has been apprehended, then tho term 4 Cow ’ also 
should donoto the Horse ; and in that case, the making of Conventions would 
be usoless. Hence the possibility of this anomaly annuls the contrary con¬ 
clusion ; and thereby tho Author’s Premiss becomes established. 

This samo Reason, 4 Becauso no Convention can l>e made has been 
indicated by the Teacher Dihndga in the declaration— 4 The Word denoting 
a Universal cannot bo denotative of Individuals, because of ondlessness ’ ; 
what is meant by 4 endlessness ’ is tho impossibility of Convention. 

This also sets aside the following argument of Uddyotakara ( Nydyavdrtika 
2. 2. 63, p. 327):— 44 If you make 4 Words ’ the subject of your argument, 
then, as endlessness is a property of things (denoted by words), it would be 
a Reason that subsists elsewhere than tho Subject. If, on tho other hand, 
the diverse things themselves aro tho Subject, then neither affirmative nor 
negativo corroborative Instances would bo available. So tliat 4 ondlossness ’ 
cannot serve as a valid Reason ”. 

The samo writer has also urged as follows (in Nydyavarlika 2. 2. 63, 
page 326):— 44 Tho objection urged is applicable to those (Buddhists) who 
hold that what are denoted by words are tilings without any qualifications ; 
as for ourselves, what are denoted by words aro Substances, Qualities and 
Actions as qualified by Being, etc. ; so tliat wherever one porcoives the Universal 
‘Being’, etc., one uses the word ‘existent’ and so forth. The Universal 
4 Being ’ is one only; hence in regard to things characterised by that 
Universal, it is quite possible to set up Conventions. So that endlessness 
cannot serve as a valid reason for you.” 

This is not right. It has beon already proved that there are no such real 
entities as Universal like 4 Being ’ and the rost which ore either different 
or non-different from individual things.—But oven granting that there is 
such a thing as the Universal;—even so, as it is possible for several Univorsals 
to subsist in one Individual, thore could be no use of such words as 4 Being ’ 
and the like, freo from confusion. Further, until it has beon oxplained 
by means of words that 4 Being ’ is so and so’, the person malting the 
Convention could not indicate the things denoted by those words by means 
of 4 Being ’ and other Universals;—and until the Convention has been made, 
words like 4 Being etc. cannot be used. So that thero would be tho incon¬ 
gruity of mutual interdependence. 
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The following argument might be urged:—“The person concerned 
himself comes by the usage and then, through affirmative and negative conco¬ 
mitance, comes to establish the connection between the word and its denota¬ 
tion and therefrom becomes cognisant of the relevant Convention.” 

This cannot be right. No one person can ever come by the entire usago 
bearing upon any subsequent tiling. 

What liappens is that having once found that the term 1 existing ’ is 
frequently applied to things endowed with existence, ho concludes tliat the 
same word is applicable to even unseen things of the same kind.” 

That cannot be true; as such is not found to be the case. In fact no 
Convention can apply to unseen things which are endless and .which differ 
widely regarding their being past and future. If Convention were applicable 
to such things, it would lead to an absurdity. 

“ 0ne really does comprehend such Convention in regard to the things 
when he speaks of them as conceived of by Determinate (conceptual) 
Cognition (which involves verbal expression also).” 

If that is so, then it comes to this that the application of words appertains 
to only such things as are purely fanciful—and not to real things. So 
that tho past and future not being before the man at the time, if there 
did appear a ' determinate cognition * of those, it could only be objectless, 
and honce what is made known by it must be a non-entity.—How then could 
the Convention relating to such things be anything real T We desist from 
further augmentation on this point. 

Lastly, as our Reason is present in all cases where the Probandum is 
present, it cannot be said to be Contradictory. 

Thus it becomes established that words cannot have 4 Specific 
Individualities ’ for their ‘ import ’ (denotation).—(873-874) 


The following might be urged “ There are certain tilings, like the 
Himalaya Mountain, which remain permanently in one and tho same form,— 
so that there can be no diversity in them due to Place, Time and Distinction ; 
—consequently, as they would be present at the time of Convention and 
Usage,—your Reason becomes partially 4 inadmissible 
The answer to this argument is as follows :— 


TEXT (875). 

Even in the Himalaya and such things which do not differ with 
Time and Place,—there are Atoms which are diverse 
AND MOMENTARY, AS PROVED ABOVE.—(875) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ And such things ’—is meant to include other mountains like the Malaya. 
All these are aggregates of many Atoms ; hence there can be no Conven¬ 
tion relating to all their component parte; also because it has been proved 
that all these things are destroyed immediately after their appearance. Thus, 
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in the ca.se of these things also, there can bo no presence, at. the time of usage, 
of the character that was present at the time of the making of the Conven¬ 
tion. Honce our Reason is not ‘ unproven \—(875) 

It has thus been established that there can be no Convention boaring upon 
‘ Specific Individuality,—because Usago being impossible in connection 
with it, the Convention would lie useless. It is now going to be shown that 
no Convention is possible in regard to it because no Action is passible :— 

TEXTS (876-877). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE CAN BE NO ASSUMPTION OF CONVENTION 

IN REGARD EITHER TO THE bom OR TO THE unbom THING. 

There can be no real Convention relating to the 
unbom, —as there can be none relating to the 
Horse’s Horn ;— nor one in regard to 
the Bom thing ; because Convention is made 

ONLY ON THE RECALLING TO MIND OF THINGS 
APPREHENDED BEFOREHAND ;—HOW COULD 
THIS BE DONE IN REGARD TO WHAT HAS 
PASSED AWAY LONG AGO ? 

-(876-877) 

COMMENTARY. 

It lias been already proved that all tilings bocomo destroyed immediately 
after appearance (birth); if then Convention were mado regarding them, it 
could be made either beforo they were bom, or after they were bom 
it is not possible for any real Convention to bo made relating to what is 
still unborn ; because what doos not exist can havo no character at all and 
honco cannot bo the substratum of anything.—Tho Toxt has used the torm 
* real ’ in ordor to exclude the illusory. Hence the assertion does not become 
vitiated by the woll-known caso of the Convention whereby the name of 
an unborn son is fixed upon beforehand ; because such convention is purely 
illusory, bearing, as it does, upon an object which is tho creation of fancy. 

‘ As in the Horse's Horn 'the affix * vati ’ is added to tho word onding 
with the Locative. 

Nor can the Convention be made relating to the thing after it is bom ; 
because a Convention regarding anything can be made only when the 
thing has been apprehonded, and this apprehension has been followed by 
tho remembrance of its name and distinguishing features; it could not be 
made otherwise than this; as it would lead to incongruities. Thus then, 
at the time of the remembrance of the name and the distinguishing features, 
the ‘ Specific Individuality ’ of the tiling—being momentary—will have long 
disappeared ; so that, as in regard to the unbom, so in regard to tho bom 
thing also, there can bo no real Convention ; as at the time of the making of 
the Convention, both would be equally absent. In fact, even at the time at 
which thing is actually approlicndcd, the ‘ Specific Individuality * tliat forms 
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the basis of tliat apprehension, being momentary, is not in existence ; 
how much less possible is it at a later time, when there is remembrance of 
the uniformity of things appearing long after that apprehension !—(876-877) 

It might be argued that—“ the Convention could be made in regard to 
tliat momentary entity in the series of momentary entities bom through the 
potency of the entity apprehended which appears at the moment tliat the 
Convention is made —The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (878). 

AS FOR THE OTHER THING OF THE SAME KIND WHICH APPEARS THROUGH 

THE POTENCY OF THE THING APPREHENDED AT FIRST, THE BODY 

of Convention is not possible in regard to that 

ALSO. As FOR SIMILARITY, THAT ALSO IS 
ONLY IMAGINARY.—(878) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though at tlu? timo of the making of the Convention, another ‘ momentary 
entity ’ is present, yet, as the Convention could not bear upon it, no Conven¬ 
tion is possible ; when a maker of Conventions apprehends a Horse, and then 
remembers its name and makes up the Convention, he does not make the 
Convention bear upon the Cote that may be present at the time, but which 
has not formed the subject of that Convention. 

It might be argued that—“ There is a similarity among all Specific 
Individualities, and on this basis they might be regarded as one and the 
Convention made regarding them ”.— The answer to this is—' As for similarity, 
etc. etc'; that is, similarity is imposed upon things by ‘ determinate ’ 
(conceptual) cognitions ; so that if these are what arc denoted by words, then 
it would mean that the Specific Individuality is not denoted at all. 

Thus there can be no Convention in regard to the Specific Individuality 
(of Things). Nor can it be in regard to the Specific Individuality of the 
Word. Becauso all that the maker of Convention does is to apply to 
a particular thing a particular Name which has been recalled to Memory; 
while Memory cannot recall the name tliat lias been really apprehended 
previously, because that ceased to exist- long ago; and the-name that ho 
actually pronounces is not the one that he has known previously; so tliat 
thoro could be no real Remembrance of it; and what has not been appre¬ 
hended by the Memory cannot bo recalled by it. Hence it follows that 
what is recalled by Memory and remembered is only a creation of fancy, 
and not the Specific Individuality (of the word). Thus there can be no 
Convention relating to any Specific Individuality. Hence it becomes 
established that Specific Individuality is something that cannot be named 
at all.—(878) 

The Author next states another proof in support of tho view that Specific 
Individuality cannot be denoted by words :— 
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TEXT (879). 

The idea of ‘ Heat ’ that follows on the utterance of the name 
(‘ Hot ’) is not so clear and distinct as the perception of 
the (hot) thing brought about by the 
SENSE-ORGAN.—(879) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho cognition of the Hot thing brought about by the Sonses is clear and 
distinct,—not so tho cognition that is brought about by tho word ‘ hot ’; 
people whose Visual, Gestatory and Olfactory organs have been impaired 
do not cognise the Colour and Taste, etc. of things on tho hearing of the mere 
name—‘ matvliiiga' (Citron), for instance ; while people whose eyes aro intact 
have a clear perception of those through that sense-organ. This lias been 
thus declared—‘ Tho man who has been burnt by fire has the idea of having 
been burnt, on tho contact of fire,—which idea is entirely different from tho 
idea of binning arising on the utterance of tho word bum \ 

The perception of the thing, etc. etc. —is an Instance per dissimilarity.— 
(879) 


“ Even if the idea is not so clear and distinct, why cannot Specific 
Individuality form tho denotation of tho word ? ” 


TEXT (880). 

It is not right that there should be any connection between 
the Specific Individuality and the Word ; nor does the 
Thing appear in the cognition brought about by the 
Word ; just as Taste does not appear in 
THE COGNITION OF Colour. —(880) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho argument may be thus formulated.—Whon a thing docs not appear 
in the cognition brought about by a certain other thing, it cannot form the 
denotation of that;—for instance, Taste in the cognition brought about by 
Colour;—Specific Individuality does not appear in tho cognition brought 
about by Words ;—hence there is non-apprehension of the wider term (which 
implies tho absonco of the narrower torm).—The Proof annulling the con¬ 
clusion of tho other party consists in tho anomaly pointed out here. For 
instance, when a Word is said to be denotative of a certain thing, all that 
is meant is that it brings about the cognition of that thing,—nothing else ; 
and a cognition cannot be said to be of that tiling whose form does not appear 
in it at all; if it did, it would lead to an absurdity. Nor can one and the 
same thing have two forms—one distinct and tho other indistinct,—by 
virtue of which the indistinct form could bo the one denoted by Words ; 
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because one is incompatible with two; and it lias been shown that things 
existing at different times are mutually incompatible.—(880) 

The Naiydyikaa declare as follows :—“ The Individual, the Configuration 
and the Universal,—all these constitute the Denotation of the Word — [Nydyasutra, 
2. 2. 63).—The term ‘ paddrtha * here stands for the ‘ artha ’, denotative, 
4 padasya ’, of the Word.—The term ‘ Individual ’ stands for Substances, 
Qualities, Actions and Ultimate Differentia; this has been defined in the 
Sutra—The Individual consists of particular Qualities, Actions and Sub¬ 
stances (Nv&yasutra, 2. 2. 64). The meaning of the Sutra, according to tho 
author of the Vartika (Uddyotakara), is as follows:—' Differentia ’ is that 
which is differentiated ; * gunav\shl§a ’ is that which is differentiated from 
Qualities, i.e. Action. This same term * gunavishefa ’ taken a second time is 
meant to be an Ekashe$a Compound,—standing for Quality; the term 
4 vishl$a ’ ‘ particular in this case is meant to exclude the Configuration, 
which is essentially a form of Conjunction, and Conjunction is included under 
the category of ‘Quality’; hence if tho qualifying epithet ‘particular’ 
were not there. Configuration also would become included ; and yet this is 
not meant to bo included under the ‘ Individual ’, as it has been mentioned 
by a separate word.—Tho torm 4 dshraya ‘ Receptacle ’, in the Sutra stands 
for Substance; Substance being tho receptacle or substratum of the said 
particular Qualities and Actions. This Substance has boen indicated by 
tho Sutra wherefrom the term ‘ tat ’ has been eliminated. The compound 
4 Qunavishifdshrayah ’ therefore has to be expounded as— 4 Gunavishe$ah 
(Particular Qualities)— Gunavishe$dh (Actions)— Taddshrayah (Substances) ’. 
This is a collective copulative Compound, and yet the Neuter ending has 
not been used as the use of the particular gender depends upon the whim 
of people. Thus the sense of the Sutra comes to be this: 4 That which is 
gunavishifdshraya is the Individual, also called Murti, Composite ’. When 
the namo ‘ murti ’ ‘ composite ’ is applied to substance, it is to be taken 
locatively —as 4 that wherein component parts adhere ’; when it is applied to 
Colour, etc., it is to be taken nominatively, in the sense of 4 those that adhere— 
inhere—in substances ’; as for the term 4 vyaJcti ’, it is applied to Substances 
accusatively and to Colour, etc. instrumentaUy. —According to the author of 
the Bhd$ya ( Vdtsyayana) however, the Sutra is to be taken exactly as it stands 
— 4 That which is the receptacle of distinctive qualities is the Individual, 
and that also is the material Body’. Thus it has been said that—That 
Substance which is the receptacle of the particular qualities,—Colour, Taste, 
Odour and Touch,—and also of Gravity, Fluidity, Solidity, Faculty, and also 
of the non-pervasive Dimension,—is called 4 murti ’, ‘ composite body ’, on 
account of its being made up of component parts.—The term ‘ dlcrti', 

4 Configuration \ denotes the contact of the limbs of living beings, in the 
shape of Hands, etc. along with their components. Fingers, etc. Says the 
Sutra ( Nydya, 2. 2. 65) — 4 Configuration is that which indicates the universal 
and its characteristics ’; on this the Bhdsya says— 4 That should be known as 
Configuration which serves to indicate the Universal and the characteristic 
features of the Universal. This Configuration is nothing apart from the 
definite arrangement of the parts of an object and the components of those 



EXAMINATION OF THE IMPORT OF WORDS. 


477 


parts \—The term ‘ arrangement ’ stands for a particular form of contact; 
and the term ‘ definite ’ serves to exclude artificial contacts.—The 1 charac¬ 
teristic features of the Universal ’ consist of the limbs of living beings,— 
the Head, the Hand and so forth,—as it is by these that the Universal (or 
genus) * Cow * and tho like is indicated. In some cases, the genus is manifested 
directly by tho Configuration; e.g. when the genus ‘ Cow ’ becomes mam- 
fosted on tho perception of tho exact shape of the Head, Legs, etc.; in some 
cases it is manifested by the characteristics of tho genus ; e.g. when the 
genus ‘ Cow ’ is manifested by tho Horns and other such limbs which are 
perceived severally. Thus it is that the Configuration bocomes the indicative 
of the genus and of the characteristics of tho genus.—The term ‘ Juli' 
’ Genus denotes that entity which is called * SdmdnyaUniversal, which 
is the basis of the comprehensive names and notions of things. Henco 
the next Sutra (Nyfiya, 2. 2. 66)—‘ Jdti, Universal, is the basis of com¬ 
prehensive cognitions ’ ; that is to say, tho Universal is tho source from which 
comprehensive notions arise.” 

Of those three—Individual, Configuration and Universal,—the idea of 
the Individual and the Configuration, being denoted by words, should be 
taken as rojected by the foregoing rejection of the idea of tho Specific In¬ 
dividuality forming tho denotation of words.—This Is what is shown in the 
following— 


TEXT (881). 

In this same manner the Individual and the Configuration also 

MAY BE REJECTED \ INASMUCH AS OTHERS REGARD BOTH 
THESE ALSO AS BEING OF THE NATURE OF ‘ SPECIFIC 
Individuality ’.—(881) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, the rejection of tho Universal will come later. 

4 Rejection '—as forming the ‘ import ’ of words. 

“ Why ? ” 

Inasmuch as * both these '—Individual and Configuration,—are held 
by others to bo of the nature of ‘ Specific Individuality *; so that just as 
4 Specific Individuality ’ cannot be denoted by Words, because there can be 
no Convention bearing upon it,—so also, in regard to these two also, there 
can be no Convention; hence the Reason cannot be said to bo either 4 Un¬ 
proven \ or ‘ Inconclusive ’.—(881) 

Further, the ‘ Individual \ in the shape of Substance, Quality and 
Particular Qualities,—‘ Configuration in tho shape of Contact,—and all 
these, Substance and the rest,—have been already rejected. For this reason 
also it cannot be right to regard these as l>eing denoted by Words.—This is 
shown in the following— 
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TEXT (882). 

Inasmuch as the refutation of Substance, etc. and of Contact, 

HAS BEEN PREVIOUSLY SET FORTH,—IT CANNOT BE RIGHT TO 
REGARD THESE AS FORMING THE REAL ‘ IMPORT * OF 

WORDS.—(882) 

COMMENTARY. 

Having thus explained the impossibility of Convention regarding Specific 
Individualities, the Author proceeds to explain its impossibility regarding 
the other throe—Universal, Connection of the Universal and That Which 
is Endowed with the Universal (as mentioned under 871):— 

TEXT (883). 

The Universal and the Connection having been already rejected 

IN DETAIL,—THE OTHER THREE KINDS OF 4 IMPORT OF WORDS ’ 

NO LONGER REMAIN POSSIBLE.-(883) 

COMMENTARY. 

'The other', —i.e. barring ‘Specific Individuality’, the three—(1) the 
Universal, (2) the Contact of the Universal, and (3) the One Endowed with the 
Universal.—As regards the Universal and its Connection, these simply do 
not exist; and henco in regard to t chat is endowed with the Universal, also 
no Convention can be possible; as all naming is done only in reference to 
Universals; and that which is so endowed can only exist in the form of 
Specific Individuality; so that the objections urged against this last ore 
equally applicable to the other also. 

The Universal forms the denotation of words—says Kdtyayana. Substance 
forms the denotation of words,—says Vyddi .—Both (Universal and Substance) 
form the denotation of words,—says PdninL —All these views bccomo 
discarded by what has been said above ; because the ‘ Universal' can have no 
connection,—' Substance ’ is of the nature of ‘ Specific Individuality ’; and 
hence the objections urged against this latter remain applicable to it.—(883) 

The Author sums up his position in the following— 

TEXT (884). 

Fob THESE REASONS THE ASSERTION THAT 4 THE INDIVIDUAL, THE 
Configuration and the Universal are denoted by words * 

IS IMPOSSIBLE ; BECAUSE ALL THESE ARE 

FORMLESS.—(884) 


COMMENTARY. 

4 Tat '—For these reasons. 

4 Formless ’—Featureless ; devoid of character.—(884) 
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TEXT (885). 

AS REGARDS THE ‘ FORM OF COGNITION IT RESTS IN THE COGNITION 

ITSELF, AND DOES NOT FOLLOW EITHER THE OBJECT OR ANOTHER 

Cognition ; hence that also cannot serve the purpose 
(of the other party) ; AS that also cannot really . 

BE DENOTED (BY WORDS).—(885) 

COMMENTARY. 

As regards the ‘ Form of Cognition ’, it is of the samo essence as the 
Cognition itself, and as such rests therein ; as such, like the Cognition itself, 
it docs not follow either the Object cognised or another Cognition; conse¬ 
quently, as it cannot be present at the time of the Convention and Usage, 
no Convention can be made relating to it, just as there can be none relating 
to Specific Individuality. Even if it were present at the time of the Usage, 
it is not possiblo that users should make any Convention in regard to it. 
As a matter of fact, when a man desires to do something on the basis of 
certain words, ho has got to know the words likely to be useful for that 
purpose, and then make use of them ; and it is under this impression that 
poopio make use of expressive words; and not through a mere whim. The 
form of the Cognition, which is rooted in Fancy, cannot be able to accom¬ 
plish any such desired purpose as the alleviation of cold and the like; beca\ise, 
in actual experience, it is found that more apprehension docs not accomplish 
any such purpose. Thus then, as there can bo no Convention bearing upon 
this also, our Reason—‘ because no Convention can bo made regarding it ’— 
cannot be stigmatised as * Unproven ’.—(885) 

The following might bo urged—“ There are other 1 imports of words ’, 
in tho shape of what is denoted by the verb ‘ to bo ’ and tho like ; and as the 
Convention co\Ud bo made regarding these, tho said Reason remains 
1 Unproven ’ to that extent.” 

The answer to this is supplied by the following— 


TEXT (886). 

These same arguments serve to set aside such ‘ import of words ’ 

AS HAS BEEN HELD TO CONSIST IN THE DENOTATION OF THE 
VERB ‘TO BE ’ AND THE LIKE. STILL WE ARE GOING 
TO SAY SOMETHING REGARDING THESE.—(886) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The same arguments ’,—i.e. those urged against Specific Individuality, 
etc. forming the Import of Words.—[These serve to set aside those]—because 
this also is included under the said ‘ Specific Individuality, etc.’.—(88G) 
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The following Text proceeds to show what are the denotations of tlio 
verb 4 to be ’ and so forth :— 


TEXT (887). 

They say that what is denoted by the verb ‘to be’ constitutes 
the ‘ Import ’ of all words,—in connection with the Cow 

AND SUCH THINGS ; IT IS JUST AS IN THE CASE OF WORDS LIKE 

Apurva (Unseen Force), Devoid (Deity) and 
Svarga (Heaven).—(887) 

COMMENTARY. 

The particle 4 ft* ’ is misplaced ; it should be eonstruod with ' astyarlhah ’. 
What is meant is as follows:—Wliat is cognised as denoted by the verb 
■ to bo ’ forms the 4 Import ’ of all words; i.e. it represents the denotation of all 
words ; i.e. it forms the 4 Import of words ’. Hence, in the case of the Cow 
and such objects, what forms the import of the words 4 Cow ’ etc. is similar 
to the Import of such words as 4 Unseen Force \ 4 Deity ’ and 4 Heaven ’.— 
This is what these people say. That is to say, the word 4 Unseen Force ’ 
does not introduce into the Cognition the form of any object,—and all that 
is understood from it is that such a thing docs exist to which the term 
‘ Unseen Force ’ is applied;—so also is the case with words the tilings 
expressed by which are visible,—such as the word 4 Cow * for instance. 
Because from these words also what is understood is that there is a tiling 
which is spoken of by the word 4 Cow ’, or which is related to tho 4 Universal ’ 
Cow. As regards the particular form of this Cognition, which enters into the 
consciousness of some people,—that is due to the influence of their own 
doctrines.—(887) 

Text 886 has spoken of 4 denotation of the verb to be and the like ’ ; 
the term 4 and tho like ’ is a reference to certain other theories that have 
been propounded regarding the 4 Import of Words \ These theories are now 
set forth (under Texts 888 to 892):— 


TEXT (888). 

Some people assert that what is denoted by words is (a) an 

AGGREGATE FREE FROM DISTRIBUTIVE AND COLLECTIVE DETER- 
MINATI0N ; OR (6) AN UNREAL RELATIONSHIP.-(888) 

COMMENTARY. 

(a) Some people assert that what the word— 4 brdhmana ’ for instance— 
denotes is the aggregate of austerity, caste, learning, etc. without any 
conceptual determination either collective or distributive; just as the word 
4 forest ’ denotes the Dhava and other trees. That is to say, when the word 
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‘ forest' is uttered, the notion that appears is not a determinate or well-defined, 
one,—either of the Dhava or the Khadira or the Paldaha or any particular tree 
(distributivoly),—or of the Dhava and the Khadira and the Paldsha and 
other trees (collectively);—it is only a vague indefinite conception of the 
Dhava and other trees in genoral;—similarly when the word ‘ brdhmana * is 
uttered, the notion that appears is not a well-defined one—either of Austerity 
or Caste or Learning, (distributively), or Austerity and Caste and Learning 
(collectively); what are cognised are Austerity and the rest conceived of 
as one aggregated whole as differentiated from other correlatives.—The term 
‘ vikalpa ’ (in the Text) stands for the distinct conception of any one individual 
from among a group consisting of an indefinite number of individuals; and 
‘ Samuchhaya ’ stands for the distinct conception of a definite number of 
individuals related together ;—and the notion brought about by words is 
free from both these conceptions. 

(6) Others however have held that what is denoted by the word is 
the relation of a thing—substance, f.i.—to an undefined 4 Universal ’— 
' Substance f.i. ;—and this is said to be ‘ unreal ’ because the individual 
correlatives are not really denoted by the word.—Or, it may be that, like the 
dark complexion and other properties, Axisterily, Caste, etc. also appear in 
the notion as a single unity,—and henco it is the relationship of these that 
is called ‘unreal’. Because these are not really apprehended together in 
their own forms; what is apprehended is only the aggregate of these per¬ 
ceived like the whirling fire-brand, without reference to the individuals 
making up the aggregate.—(888) 


TEXT (889). 

(c) Or the Real with Unreal adjuncts is the * Import of 
Words ’.—( d ) Or * Import of Words ’ may consist in the „ 
Word itself in the state of 4 abhijalpa ’ 
(Coalescence).—(889) 

COMMENTARY. 

Others have declared that the Real with Unreal adjuncts is what is 
denoted by words. For instance, the adjuncts, in the shape of such details 
as bracelets, rings and such things, are ‘ unreal ’ so far as the denotation of 
the word is concerned; and yet these adjuncts belong to something that is 
4 real ’—in the shape of the Gold which has a generic form and permeates 
through a number of particular things. This ‘ Real with Unreal adjuncts ’ 
forms the Import of Words ,—i.e. is what forms the denotation of the word. 

Others again declare that it is the word itself in the state of 4 Coalescence ’ 
that constitutes the Import of Words.—(889) 


The following Text explains what is meant by this 4 Coalescence ’:— 

31 
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TEXT (890). 


When the form of the word becomes identified with the object 

THROUGH THE CONCEPTION THAT ‘ THIS IS THAT —THAT WORD 
THEY REGARD AS IN THE ‘ STATE OF COALESCENCE \-(890) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the character of the object is imposed upon the Word —by such 
expressions as ‘ Word is the Object ’; on the basis of this imposition, when 
the form of the Word becomes identified with the Object,—the Word in the 
state oi this unification with the object is said to be ‘ in the state of 
coalescence \—(890) 


(e) Others have held the following view:—“ When the form of an 
external object is impinged upon the Idea, and is apprehended as an external 
object, it becomes manifested in the form of the Idea; and it is this Idea 
that is denoted by Words ”. This is the view set forth in the following— 


TEXT (891). 

When an object forms the content of the Idea, on the basis of 

AN EXTERNAL OBJECT,—AND IT COMES TO BE COGNISED AS 
‘ AN EXTERNAL OBJECT ’ ; THIS (MIXTURE OF IDEA— 

* OBJECT) HAS BEEN REGARDED BY SOME 

PEOPLE AS FORMING THE * IMPORT OF 

Words ’.—(891) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Content of the Idea —i.e. revolving in the Idea, subsisting in the Idea. 

* On the basis of an external object' ;—Le. that for the manifesting of 
whose form recourse is had to the real-unreal external thing,—in the shape 
of the letter-symbols. 

4 It comes to be cognised as an external object'; —i.e. manifested in the 
form of the Idea, but apprehended as something external. That is to say, 
so long as the form of the Idea is not impinged upon the objects and is cognised, 
on due consideration, as Idea itself,—it is not recognised as forming the 
import of words; because what is purely subjective can have no connection 
with any form of activity; for instance, actions spoken of in such words as 
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‘Bring the Cow 1 Eat the Curd ’, are not possible for the mere Idea; and 
what words denote is a thing capable of action; hence what Is apprehended 
as an Idea cannot be denoted by words. When, however, the form of the 
Idea becomes impinged upon the external object, the observer becomes 
influenced by its external character and comes to regard it as capable of action, 
and thus it becomes denoted by words. 

Question : —“ What is the difference between this theory and the theory 
of ‘ Apoha ’ f The upholder of * Apoha ' also asserts that what is denoted 
by the word is the form of the Idea apprehended as something external; 
as lias been declared in the following passage :—‘ There is nothing incon¬ 
gruous in the statement that that object forms the Import of words which 
follows from the impinging of the form of the Idea and the cognisance of 
the exclusion of other things 

This is not right. The upholder of the Theory of the Idea-form being 
impinged upon tilings holds that what is denoted by the word is what has a 
real existence in the form of the Idea, and is impinged upon Substance and 
other tilings, which also are real, —and which therefore along with its object 
is not false or wrong; and ho does not admit that the said idea is without real 
basis, and rests ontirely on the imposition of non-differcnce upon things 
that are different, and is, on that account, false (wrong), and dependent 
ontirely upon mutual exclusion among things [as held by the upholders 
of Apoha]. —If the upholder of the Theory under review really held the view 
held by us and expressed in the following declaration—‘ all this apprehension 
of things as one is a false notion,—its basis lies in mutual exclusion, which is 
what is expressed by the name —then his argument would bo entirely 
superfluous [os what ho would be seeking to prove would bo what is already 
admitted by us]. This is what is going to be asserted later on in the passage— 
• If the basis of this lies in mutual exclusion, then that is exactly our view ’. 
—As for the Apohist, on the other hand, he docs not hold anything denoted by 
words, or the form of the Idea, to be real. Because what lie holds is that that 
alone forms the Import of the word which appears to be apprehended by 
the verbal cognition; and (under the Theory under review) what is appre¬ 
hended by the verbal cognition is not the form of the Idea, but the external 
object which is capable of effective action.—And yet the external object is 
not really apprehended by it,—because the apprehension is not in strict 
accordance with the real state of things ; on the contrary the thing is accepted 
in accordance with the apprehension; so that the Import of words is some¬ 
thing that is superimposed; and what is superimposed is nothing; so in 
reality, nothing is denoted by words.—As for what has been said by the 
Apohist (in the passage quoted by the other party in line 21 on the preceding 
page of the Text) regarding 4 that being the denotation of words ’,—that has 
been said with a view to the superimposed object. The upholder of the 
Theory however, regards the form of the Idea to be really denoted by words. 
Thus there is a great difference between the two theories.—(891) 

( f ) Others have hold that—“ By repeated usage Word comes to produce 
an intuition, and it does not actually denote any external object This 
view is set forth in the following— 
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TEXT (892). 

In short, all words are productive of Intuition, through 

REPEATED USAGE ; AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF MAKING THINGS 
KNOWN TO CHILDREN AND ANIMALS.—(892). 

COMMENTARY. 

* Repeated usage —finding the word applied to a certain object again 
and again. 

‘ Intuition ’,—is a mental capacity which tends to bring about the notion 
of a certain activity as due to a certain cause; this capacity is produced by 
the word as associated with frequent usage; it varies with each sentence and 
with each person; as its diversity is illimitable, on account of the usage of 
words being endless, it cannot be described; hence all that is said is that it 
is like making things known to children and animals ;—the stroke of the 
driving Hook, used for mak i n g things known to the elephant, comes to 
produce an Intuition in the animal ; in the same manner all expressive 
words,—such as ‘ tree ’, etc. etc.—through repeated usage, come ultimately 
to produce only an Intuition and they do not actually denote anything 
directly. Otherwise, how could there be mutually contradictory interpreta¬ 
tions of Texts ? How too could there be any imaginary stories and other 
compositions which speak of things created by the imagination of the writer ? 
-(892) 

The Author now proceeds to refute the various theories (regarding the 
Import of Words, that have been set forth in Texts 887-892):— 

TEXTS (893-894). 

Whal is expressed by the Verb 1 to be' is said to be denoted by 

WORDS;—IS IT MEANT TO BE THE ‘SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALITY ’ 
of Things ? Or the * Universal ’ ? Or the Contact ? 

Or something else which reflects the Cognition ? 

—The objections to everyone of these 
alternatives have been already set forth 
above. Further, as for what is expressed 
by the Verb ‘ to be', which has been 
HELD TO FORM THE IMPORT OF 
WORDS,—THERE CAN BE NO 
DIVERSE USAGE BASED UPON 

THAT.—(893-894) 


COMMENTARY. 

If ‘ what is expressed by the Verb to be' is held to be of the nature of 
what has been expounded before,—then it is open to the same objections that 
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have been previously set forth.—Further, as no definite form can be conceived 
of in regard to ‘ what is expressed by the verb to be \—if that alone were 
denoted by Words, there could be no such divergent usage of words as 
‘ Cow gavaya ‘ Elephant ’ and so forth ; as these animals would not be 
denoted by the words at all.—(893-894) 

Tho following text anticipates the answer of the other party— 

TEXT (895). 

“ It (Usage) would be based upon the mere ‘ Being ’ of things as 

QUALIFIED BY THE UNIVERSAL ‘ COW ’ AND THE WORD (‘ COW ’) J 
AND THE OPINION THAT HAS BEEN HELD IS DUE TO THE 
FACT THAT THERE ARE SUCH DIVERSITIES OF FORM AS THE 
PRESENCE OF HORNS, THE PARTICULAR SHAPE, THE 
PARTICULAR COLOUR ‘ BLUE ’ AND SO 

FORTH.”—(895) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following may be the answer of tho other party:—“ The diverse 
usage would proceed on the basis of the cognition of the mere ‘ Being » of 
the Thing concerned (which is what is expressed by tho verb ‘to be’), as 
qualified by the Universal Cow and the word (‘ Cow ’), but devoid of such 
distinctions as being of variegated colour and so forth.—If that is so, then 
why is the denotation of the word said to consist in only what is expressed 
by the Verb ‘ to be ',—when such particulars ns the 4 Cow etc. are also said 
to be denoted ’—The answer to this given by the other party is—‘ The 
opinion, etc. etc.' ;—that is, as a matter of fact, the idea of the Horn and 
other particulars does not proceed from the word; it is for this reason that 
the opinion has been held that ‘ what is denoted is what is expressed by tho 
verb to be,— and not the Universal Cow, etc.’ ; the reason for which opinion 
lies in the fact that the qualifying factors—the Universal Cow and the word 
(name) 4 Cow ’—are not cognised through the word.—Hence there is no incon¬ 
gruity in our opinion.”—(895) 

The above is refuted in the following— 

TEXT (896). 

If THIS BE SO, THEN THERE SHOULD BE DENOTATION OF THE THING AS 

EQUIPPED WITH THOSE, AS ALSO OF THE DIVERSE PARTICULARS. 

And in that case, the same objections would be 
applicable. Apart from these, there is found 
NOTHING ‘ EXPRESSED BY THE VERB to be ’.—(896) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the view is that the object alone as qualified by the Universal 4 Cow \ 
otc. is denoted by the word,—then it becomes admitted that there is denota- 
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tion of the object as possessing that 4 Universal ’. In that case, as the 
4 Universal * and also its 4 Inherence ’ have been already rejected, there would 
be no possibility of there being any object equipped with these; so that the 
same objections would be applicable. 

Further, as the object equipped by these particulars would be of the 
nature of the 4 Specific Individuality there could be no Convention bearing 
upon it, and there could be no usage of words; the notions obtained too would 
be hazy,—as already pointed out before. 

If it be said that What is expressed by the verb ‘tabs' is something different 
from 4 Specific Individuality * and other things,—then the answer to that is 
that, apart from these, etc .—i.e. apart from 4 Specific Individuality ’ and other 
things, there is nothing 4 expressed by the verb to be ’ which is within the 
range of our cognition.—(896) .... 

The following text sets forth the objections against the theory of the 
4 Aggregate ’ being denoted by Words (as expounded under Text 888):— 

TEXT (897). 

Under the view that what is denoted is the * Aggregate \ there is 

CLEAR CONCEPTION OF ‘ UnTVEBSALS ’ AND * PARTICULARS AS 
WHAT ARE DENOTED ARE AUSTERITY, CaSTE, CONDUCT 
AND THE REST COLLECTIVELY. —(897) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even under the view that what is denoted is the 4 Aggregate.’, 
a much clearer conception of 4 Universal' and 1 Particulars ’,—in the 
shape of Austerity and the rest,—is admitted ; hence all the objections that 
have been urged against the denotation of each of these singly, are all 
applicable to the view in question.—(897) 

The author next states the objections against the two views set forth 
(under Texts 888 and 889) regarding 4 the Unreal Contact, etc.’:— 

TEXT (898). 

Any SORT OF RELATION AMONG SUBSTANCE AND THE REST, WHOSE NATURE 

HAS BEEN DULY ASCERTAINED, AS ALSO ANY REAL ‘ UNIVERSAL \ 

—HAS BEEN ALREADY DISCARDED.— (898) 


COMMENTARY. 

In course of the examination of the Six Categories, $my such relation as 
Conjunction and Inherence has been rejected;—under the examination of 
the S&nkhya doctrines, we have rejected the idea that the 4 Universal ’ is real 
and consists of the three Attributes, and is not-different (from the Particular 
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Products);—and the ‘ Universal * as something different from the Particulars 
has been rejected in course of the examination of the Six Categories; 
hence the Import of Words cannot consist either of ‘ the conjunction of the 
Unreal’, or of ‘ the Real Universal with Unreal Adjuncts —(898) 

The following Text points out objections against the view that what is 
denoted is ‘ Coalescence ’ :— 


TEXTS (899-901). 

Inasmuch as the Import of Words cannot consist of Particulars or 
Universals, there can be no form of the Word as coalesced 
(identified) with its denotation. Then again, this ‘coales¬ 
cence ’ also must reside in the Cognition itself, inasmuch 

as it is different from external relationship. Under 

THE CIRCUMSTANCES, WHAT WOULD BE THE DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THIS VIEW AND THE VIEW THAT THE COGNITION 

or Idea itself constitutes the Import of Words ?— 

As REGARDS THE VIEW THAT THE FORM OF THE IDEA (OR 

Cognition) is what is denoted by words,—that 

HAS BEEN ALREADY REJECTED, ON THE GROUND 
THAT IT WOULD BE NOTHING DIFFERENT FROM 

the Idea and as such could not 
BE PERVASIVE.—(899-901) 

COMMENTARY. 

If thore were such a thing as the ‘denotation’ of the word, then 
it might become coalesced with it; but in so far as it has been proved that 
no ‘ denotation ’ of the Word is possible, in the form of ‘ Specific Individuality ’ 
and the rest,—how could there be any 4 coalescing ’ with it ? 

Then again, the said 4 Coalescence ’ also must reside in the Cognition 
only. Because the external Word and the external Object (denoted) must 
be distinct by reason of their being perceived by differont soase-organs and 
so forth; hence any real coalescence or identification of these cannot be 
right. The 4 Coalescence ’, therefore, that is proper is only of such Word 
and Object as reside in the Cognition. So that when the Word, having taken 
up the form of the denoted Object, has its verbal character obscured, and 
appears in the Cognition,—it introduces the objective element into its 
subjective form ; and it is then that it comes to be described as 4 abhijalpa ’, 

4 Ooaloscence ’. This must be a form within the Cognition itself, and nothing 
exterior to it; because what is exterior must be of an entirely distinct character. 

Under the circumstances, what would be the difference between this 
view and the other one by which the Cognition or Idea itself is regarded 
as the Import of Words ?—None at all. In both cases the denotation would 
be purely subjective; the only difference being that the word and the 
denotation had coalesced and become ono. 
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Both these views would be open to the same objection. How could 
that which is non-different from Cognition be something different ? This is 
what is shown in the words—‘ As regards the view that the form of the Cognition, 
etc. etc. (899-901) 

The Author points out the objections against the view that it is 4 Intui¬ 
tion ’ that is brought about by words (set forth in Text 892):— 


TEXTS (902-905). 

AS REGARDS ‘ INTUITION WHICH HAS BEEN REGARDED AS THE ‘ IMPORT 
of Words —a it appertains to the external object, then, in¬ 
asmuch AS THE EXTERNAL OBJECT HAS ONE PARTICULAR CHARACTER, 

HOW COULD THERE BE VARIOUS 4 INTUITIONS * ?—If THE ‘ INTUI¬ 
TIONS ’ BE HELD TO BE OBJECTLESS, AND EXISTING ONLY IN THE 
form of Faculties,—then how could there be either 
COM PRE HENSION OB ACTIVITY REGARDING EXTERNAL THINGS ? 

—If IT BE HELD THAT THESE TWO (COGNITION AND 

Activity) abandon the external form and rest 
WITHIN THEMSELVES,—THEN THE IMPORT OF WORDS 
BECOMES UNREAL, FALSE—AS PROCEEDING 

THROUGH ILLUSION.—NOR CAN INTUITION BE 
HELD TO BE BASELESS ; AS IN THAT CASE, 

IT SHOULD APPEAR EVERYWHERE.—If THE 
BASIS OF IT BE HELD TO CONSIST IN 
THE ‘MUTUAL EXCLUSION’ AMONG 
THINGS,—THEN THAT IS EXACTLY 

our view.—(902-905) 

COMMENTARY. 

If 4 Intuition * is really based upon the external object, then it cannot be 
possible for various Intuitions to appear in persons living at mutually incom¬ 
patible times, relating to any single thing like Sound; because what is one 
cannot have several natures. 

If Intuitions are devoid of objects, then Activity and Comprehension 
in connection with objects should not be possible; as the word would have 
no connection with objects. 

If it be held that—“ the Comprehension and Activity come about under 
illusion, the object being imposed upon what is objectless then the Import 
of Words becomes illusory, mistaken; and of this Illusion, some cause has 
to be found; otherwise, if there were no cause of the Illusion, it should 
appear everywhere and at all times.—If the mutual exclusion among things 
be held to be the cause of the illusion, then you support our own view, and 
as such your argument becomes superfluous.—<902-905) 
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The following Toxt sets forth the objection that applies to all the various 
theories on the subject:— 

TEXT (906). 

Again, is all this momentary or not ? If it is momentary, then 

THERE CAN BE NO CO-ORDINATION. If OTHERWISE, THERE 
SHOULD BE NO SUCCESSIVE COGNITION.—(906) 

COMMENTARY- 

All this —‘ Specific Individuality *, ' Universal ’ and so forth (which has 
been held to be denoted by words)—is it momentary or not-momentary ? 
—In the former case, as there could be no co-ordination between what existed 
at the time of the Convention and what exists at the time of Usage,—no 
Convention could apply to the case at all.—If, on the other hand, it be 
held that it is all not-momentary, then,—inasmuch as what is successive 
cannot proceed from what is not-successive, there would bo no cognition 
relating to Words and their Import,—as such cognition con only be successive. 

‘ Otherwise ’—i.e. if it is not-momentary. —(906) 

Other people have asserted as follows:—“ The Word brings about the 
Inference of the desire to speak (of a certain thing), as declared in the state¬ 
ment that ‘ There is no other means save the Word of inferring the desire to 
speak —This is answered in the following— 

TEXT (907). 

This same argument serves to set aside the ‘ desire to speak ’ 

AS (HELD TO be) COGNISED THROUGH WORDS. WHEN, AS SHOWN 
ABOVE, THERE CAN BE NO ‘ DENOTATION OF WORDS ’, 

. HOW COULD THERE BE ANY ‘ DESIRE TO SPEAK ’ ? 

OR EVEN THE WORD ITSELF ?—(907) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the ‘ desire to speak ’ is really held to be appurtenant to the real 
‘ Import of Words ’,—then it is ‘ unproven ’; because there can be no ‘ Import 
of Words ’ in the shape of any such thing as ‘ Specific Individuality ’ and the 
rest. Hence there can bo no real ‘ desire to speak * of any object; as there is 
nothing to which the word may be related. 

Nor can there be a word denotative of the object; this is what is stated 
in the words— 'or even the word itself '.—‘ Shruli ’ stands for the Word. 
If the ‘ desire to speak ’, is what is expressed by the Word, then the Word 
cannot be applied to any external object; as it would not be expressed, like 
any other tiling.—(907) 


The idea may bo that—“ there is some sort of similarity between what 
appears in the ‘ desire to speak ’ and the external object,—and on the basis 
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of this similarity, the word may be applied to the external object, even 
though it may not be directly expressed ; as happens in the case of twins ”,— 

This is answered in the following— 

TEXT (908). 

How CAN THE Word be applied,—MERELY through SIMILARITY,—TO 

WHAT IS NOT EXPRESSED BY IT ? AND THE VIEW THAT IT LS 
THROUGH SIMILARITY, AS IN THE CASE OF THE NAMES 
OF TWINS, IS ALSO DISCARDED BY THIS SAME 

ARGUMENT.—(908) 

COMMENTARY. 

Such being the case, the application of words to external objects can 
never be possible ; in fact it might be possible to apply the word to an object 
not figuring in the ‘ desire to speak ’ at all; as in the case of twins. 

The Vaibhafika postulates, as mark of the object called ‘ Name ’ and 
* Basis ’, a distinct faculty.—This theory also becomes discarded by this 
same argument. Because if the said ‘ Name ’ is momentary, then there can 
be no co-ordination ; if it is not-momentary, then there can bo no succession ; 
and there is the anomaly of the word being applied to an external object; 
and it could not always be on the basis of similarity.—All these objections 
descend upon this theory in a body. 

Or the phrase ‘ by this same argument ’ may be taken to refer to the 
objections urged against ‘ Specific Individuality ’ and the rest. That is to 
say, in the present connection also, it may be said that—* The nature of 
the Name, etc., which contains nothing else, is such that there can be no 
Convention in regard to them; similarly what does not exist cannot be 
denoted by words \—(908) 

It has been asserted above by the Author that if words denote things 
that figure in the * desire to speak ’, then they cannot apply to external 
objects. The following Text anticipates the Opponent’s answer to this:— 

TEXT (909). 

" When two persons think of the form figuring in the ‘ Desire 

TO SPEAK ’ AND IN THE ‘ INFERENCE ’ AS SOMETHING EXTERNAL, 
THEN THE WORD BECOMES APPLIED TO IT ” :—IF THIS 
VIEW BE HELD, THEN THAT AGAIN IS EXACTLY 

OUR OPINION.—(909) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The ‘ Desire to speak * is present in the ‘ Chain ’ of the Speaker, and the 
‘ Inference ’ based upon that Desire is present in the ‘ chain ’ of the Hearer; 
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the form that is connected with these two,—i.e. which figures in these; 
when the two persons—the Speaker and the Hearer—think of the object as 
so figuring,—then the Word comes to be applied to that external object. 
That is to say, though in reality what the speaker is cognisant of is what is 
figuring in his own consciousness, yet he thinks that he is speaking to the 
Other man of an oxternal object; and the Hearer also has the impression 
that ‘ this man is speaking to me of an external object ’; hence, just as two 
men suffering from defective vision see two moons, so also is all this use of 
words.” 

If this is so, then, you have fallen on our side ; and all your argumentation 
is futilo. 

4 Again i.e. once you had come to our side when you postulated the 
4 Intuition ’ as the 4 Import of words ’. 

It is thus established that the Reason (put forward by the Author)— 
4 because no Convention can be made cannot be regarded as 4 unproven *. 
The idea that it may be 4 Inconclusive ’ or 4 Contradictory ’ has been already 
rejected beforo.—From all this it follows that all that is brought about by 
words is the 4 Apoha 4 Exclusion of others ’.—(909) 

On hearing the term 4 Apoha \ the other party, having his mind 
perturbed, and not knowing the exact naturo of this Apoha. proceeds to 
urge against that doctrine the fact of its being contrary to experience : 

TEXTS (910-911). 

•“ Why do you say that the Word brings about the ‘ exclusion 

OF OTHERS ’ ? AS A MATTER OF FACT MERE NEGATION IS NOT 
APPREHENDED IN THE IDEA BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE WORD ; 

ON THE CONTRARY, IN THE CASE OF ALL SUCH WORDS 

as ‘ Cow 4 Oavaya \ ‘ Elephant * Tree ’ and 

SO FORTH,—THE VERBAL COGNITION THAT 
RESULTS IS ALWAYS IN THE POSITIVE 
FORM.” 


COMMENTARY. 

The particle 4 ili ’ is to bo taken as understood after 4 anyapohakrl ’. 
The meaning is— 44 Why do you say that what is brought about by the word 
is the exclusion of others ? ” 

Why should not this bo asserted ? 

44 Because, as a matter of fact, mere negation, etc. etc. ; that is, 4 the 
exclusion of others ’ is intended to be a mero negation; and mere negation 
does not figure in Verbal Cognition ; on the contrary. Verbal Cognition is 
always found to apprehend the positive form of things ; and what does not 
figure in Verbal Cognition cannot be rightly rogarded as the ‘import of 
words ’as such an idea would lead to absurdities. Thus the Proposition 
(of the Apohist) is contrary to experience.”—(910-911) 
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The next three Texts state the fact of the Buddhist’s Proposition being 
contrary to experience,—in accordance with the opinion of Bhamaha :— 

TEXT (912). 

“ Ip the whole purpose op the word * Cow ’ is served by the 
‘exclusion op others’—then, please find some other 

WORD WHICH BRINGS ABOUT THE NOTION OF ‘ COW ’ IN 
REGARD TO THE COW ITSELF.”-(912) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ If the word * Cow ’ only serves the purpose of denoting the ‘ exclusion 
of others then,—as it would be taken up in that,—that terra 1 Cow ’ could 
not bring about the idea of the animal with the dewlap ; hence it would be 
necessary to seek for some other word which could bring about the notion 
of 4 Cow ’ in regard to the said animal with the dewlap .”—(912) 

It might be said (by tho other party) that—“ one and the same word 
1 Oow ’ would bring about both tho notions, and hence the second word need 
not bo sought after ”—To this, Bhamaha makes the following reply :— 

TEXT (913). 

“ In FACT, COGNITION IS THE FRUIT OF WORDS ; AND NO SINGLE WORD 
CAN HAVE TWO fruits. How too could both Affirmation and 
Negation be the fruit op any one word ? ”—(913) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ Words have for their fruit the cognition of affirmation and of 
negation.—‘ What then ?— No single word can have two fruits ; of any one 
word,—be it affirmative or negative,—there cannot be two fruits appearing 
at one and the same time; that is, no such is ever found.—Nor again is 
it possible for mutually contradictory cognitions of affirmation and negation 
to be the fruit of a single word.”—(913) 

In the following Text, Bhamaha puts forward his comprehensive argu¬ 
ment (against Apoha) :— 

TEXT (914). 

“ When one hears the word 4 Cow * uttered, he should, first of 

ALL HAVE THE IDEA OF THE non-COW, —AS THE WORD 4 COW ’ 
WOULD HAVE BEEN UTTERED FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
NEGATIVING THE ‘ NON-COW —(914) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ If it is the negation of the non-cow that is mainly expressed by the 
word ‘ Cow \ then, on hearing the word ‘ Cow ’, the first idea in the mind of 
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the hearer would be that of the ‘ non-cow ’ ; because that is hold to be the 
4 import ’ of the word the notion regarding which appears directly and 
immediately after the word ; the notion of the 4 negation of the non-cow 
does not appear directly and immediately after the word 4 Cow \—Thus, on 
account of the incongruity of thero being no notion of the Cow, and on 
account of the incongruity of the first appearance of the notion of the non¬ 
cow, 4 Apoha' (Negation of others) cannot form the Import of Words.” 
—(914) 

The Author next proceeds to set forth objections against Apoha, from 
the point of view of Kumdrila :— 


TEXT (915). 

“ Those who have admitted the Universal ‘ negation of the 
NON-COW * AS THE IMPORT OF THE WORD HAVE, BY THE 
EXPRESSION, ADMITTED THE UNIVERSAL ‘ COW ’ AS 

AN ENTITY.”— [Sklokavartika— Apoha 1]—(915) 
COMMENTARY. 

Kumdrila has argued as follows :—“ When the Universal 4 Negation of 
the Contrary ’ is assorted to be the Import of words, it could bo either in 
the form of 4 Preclusion ’ or 4 the negation of what is possible ’;—If it be 
the former, then the Proposition is open to the charge of being 4 futile \— 
inasmuch as we also hold that what is denoted by the word 4 Cow ’ is the 
Universal named 4 Cow ’; and this is oxactly what you also assert in other 
words when you declare that 4 what is denoted by the word Cow is the Uni¬ 
versal in the shape of tho negation of the non-cow '; so that the dispute is 
only in regard to the name (of the Universal).”—(915) 

Question :—How is it the same tiling asserted in different words ? 

Answer — 

TEXT (916). 

“ Inasmuch as all 4 Inexistence ’ has been held to be of the 

NATURE OF SOME OTHER ‘ EXISTENCE PLEASE SAY WHAT 

that 4 Inexistence ’ is which is of the nature of 
t he ‘Negation of the Horse (and otehr 
non-cows) * ? ”— [Ibid. 2]—(916) 

COMMENTARY. 

" Since all 4 Inexistence \ in the four forms of 4 Previous Inexistence ' 
and the rest, lias been found to be of the nature of existence 'as declared 
in the following words— 4 while the Curd is not present in the Milk, it is called 
previous Inexistence ; when the Milk is not present in the Curd, it is called 
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Inexistence per Destruction; the absence of the House, etc. in the Cow is 
called mutual Inexistence; when portions of the head of the Hare aro flat 
and devoid of a hard protuberance, it is said to be absolute Inexistence, in 
the shape of the Hare’s Horn... These thus are not so many kinds of 
non-entity. Hence Inexistence must be an entity ’ (ShloJcavartika : Abhava, 
2-4 and 8).—What is meant is that it is Milk itself which, while not present 
in the form of the Curd, comes to be known as the ‘ Previous Inexistence ’ 
(of the Curd); and similarly with other forms of Inexistence. —Thus Inexistence 
being only a form of Existence, what is that Inexistence wliich is meant by 
you to be the ‘ Negation of the Horse, etc. ’; please tell us this.”—(916) 

The Bauddha might say—What Is to be said ! What we mean is none 
other than the ‘ Specific Individuality' of the Cow. 

“ The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (917-918). 

“ You DO NOT ADMIT OF ANY INDIVIDUALITY IN THE NATURE OF SOME¬ 
THING uncommon (unique), because it is devoid of con¬ 
ceptual content; so also (you do not admit) the 

‘ VARIEGATED ANIMAL ’ AND THE LIKE ; AS IN THAT 

case the Import would not be universal 
(common). — Hence the idea of the * Cow ’ 

MUST be based upon that form which 
SUBSISTS IN COMMON IN EVERY SINGLE 
individual (Cow) ; [and in this 

THERE CAN BE NO DISPUTE 
BETWEEN US].”— {Ibid. 

3 & 10]—(917-918) 

COMMENTARY. 

That which is the unique (uncommon) Individuality is not held by you 
to constitute the ‘ negation of Horse and other non-cows *;—why ?— because 
it is devoid of conceptual content (or determination); that is, all determination 
ceases in it; it is only the Common Universal that is held to form the object 
of determination (conceptual thought); while that entity which is uncommon, 
unique is beyond all determination; as declared in the following words— 
‘ What is perceptible by the senses is the self-cognisable, inexplicable form 
The ground for regarding anything as an Individual consists in its uncommon 
(unique) character; hence what is meant by the words of the Text is ‘ that 
which is an Individuality by reason of its uncommon character ’. 

Hitherto the Text has made only a general statement. It reasserts 
same thing in reference to a particular instance— 1 So also, etc. tie .':—that is, 
just as you do not admit of the Import of the word ‘ Cow ’ to consist in any 
unique individual in the shape oi the ‘ negation of the Horse and other non- 
cows’, so also you do not admit of any positive entity in the form of the 
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‘ negation of the Horse, etc.’ as forming the Import of such words as the 
‘ variegated cow ’ and the like.—Why not ?— Because in that case the Import 
would not be universal ;—that is, if it were so admitted, then, the Universal 
could never form the Import of the word; as it would have no connection 
with the word. Because it is so, therefore there can be no common entity 
in the shape of the ‘ negation of the Horse, etc.’; consequently the con¬ 
clusion must be that the idea of ‘ Cow ’ is based upon that cliaracter which 
resides completely in each one of the members of the same class—the 
variegated and other cows ; and this can bo only the Universal 4 Cow ’.—If 
you speak of this same as the ‘ negation of the non-cow then the difference 
is only in name and your proposition thus is open to the charge of being 
1 superfluous \—(917-918) 

The following Text takes up the second alternative (mentioned under 
Text 915)—that the ' Apoha ’ is of the nature of the ‘ negation of what is 
possible ’:— 

TEXT (919). 

“ If the Import of words be assumed to be of the nature of mere 

Negation, then it would only be another kind of ‘ Void ’ 
SPOKEN of by means of the negative word.” 

-(919) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Spoken of by means of the negative ivord ' ;—the 4 Negative Word ’ is 
the word expressive of the negation in the form of the 4 negation of the non¬ 
cow ’; and what would be denoted by this word would only be the 4 Void ’, 
the absence of the external world ; since the form of the 4 entity ’ would be 
denied. 

‘ Another kind '; this 4 Void ’ you (Buddhist) had postulated, and we had 
rejected under the chapter on Idealism {VijMnamda of the Shlokavartika); 
and on the present occasion of examining the nature of the Import of Words, 
the same 4 Void ’ is again put forward under the garb of 4 Apoha ’; which 
denies the object whoso existence is vouched for by experience.—(919) 

44 Where is the lxarm if that is so ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (920). 

44 In that 4 Void ’ there would be an apprehension of the character 

of the cognitions themselves of the Horse and other 

THINGS ; AND IN THAT CASE IT WOULD BE USELESS TO 

posit the 4 Apoha (Negation) of others ’ as the 
Import of words.”— [Ibid. 37]—(920) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the 4 Void ’ Is what is denoted, then it comes to this that in all Verbal 
Cognitions what is comprehended is only the factor of 4 Cognition ’ itself ; 
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As ex hypothesis there can be no apprehension of the form of any tiling external. 

Even so, what is the harm ? ”—In that case, it would be futile to assert 
that the Apo/ia is denoted by words; as what would become the Import of 
Words would be the form of the Cognition which would be a positive entity 
independent of all tinge of anything external. What is meant is that in 
this way there would be a contradiction of your own doctrine—by this 
Proposition of yours.—(920) 

The same idea is further explained:— 


TEXT (921). 

“ In THAT CASE, THE ‘ FORM OF THE COGNITION \ WHICH IS POSITED AS 

the ‘Import of Words’, would be the Universal — 

[Ibid. 383—(921) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, the ‘ form of the Cognition ’ itself, in the form of the 
positive entity, ‘ Universal '.—would be tho Import of Words.—(921) 

The following might be urged— 1 Even without a substratum (in the 
external world), the cognition in question would appear in the form of the 
‘exclusion of the heterogeneous Cow, etc.'; hence the postulation of the 
* Apoha' is quite right.’ 

This is answered in the following— 


TEXT (922). 

“ AS A MATTER OF FACT, WHENEVER THE SAID COGNITION APPEARS IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE IMPORT OF WORDS, IT IS ALWAYS IN 
THE FORM OF A POSITIVE ENTITY ; HENCE IN SUCH CASES, 

the Import could be assumed to consist of 

THE POSITIVE ENTITY ONLY,—A COGNI¬ 
TION not OF THE NATURE OF 

4 Apoha '."—{Ibid. 39}—(922) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Vasturupd ’;—in the form of a positive entity. 

The said cognition', —Le. the cognition the Horse, without a real 
substratum in the external world. 

‘ In connection with the Import of Words ’,—as relating to the Horse and 
other things conceived of. 

* To consist of a positive entity —in the shape of the Idea embracing 
the notion of the Horse and other non-cows. 
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The effect of the emphasis is explained—a cognition not of the nature of 
Apoha; i.e. that Import of Words, in the shape of Idea, wherein the Apoha 
does not enter at all; the compound ‘ budxlhyanapohakam ' being expounded 
as ‘ the non-exclusion of the Idea —i.e. without any exclusion of other 
Ideas. —Or the compound ‘ buddhyanapohakam ' may be explained as follows— 
‘ apohaka ’ is that which excludes, —* anapohaka ’ is that which does not exclude ; 
—the compound thus standing for ‘ that which does not exclude the Idea \ 
—What is meant is as follows :—Though one Cognition is always different 
from another Cognition, yet when it appears, it does not tend to the exclusion 
of the other cognition ; it always tends to the positive cognition of such 
entities as the Horse and the like. Consequently the most reasonable thing 
is to accept the view that what is denoted is a positive entity, not Apoha ; 
because one Cognition cannot exclude (be of the nature of the Apoha, negation, 
of) another.—(922) 

Then again, this Apoha that you have postulated as the Import of 
Words,—has been held to be denoted by the word as taken out of a Sentence ; 
but what is expressed by the Sentence must be of the nature of Intuition ; 
as has been declared in the following—“ Hitherto has been discussed the 
denotation of the Word as taken out of a Sentence ; but what is brought 
about first of all is what- is expressed by the Sentence, which has been called 
Intuition ", —In this connection wo have the following Text :— 


TEXT (923). 

“ Even in the absence of the corresponding external object 
there is Intuition expressed by the sentence ; SIMILAR MAY 
BE THE CASE WITH WHAT IS EXPRESSED BY THE WORD 
ALSO ; WHY SHOULD THE Apoha BE POSTULATED 
AT ALL ? [Ibid. 43]—(923) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as, even in the absence of an external object denoted by the Word,— 
you describe the meaning of the Sentence to be of the nature of Intuition, 
not of the nature of ‘ Apoha \—even so, the meaning of the word,—like 
the meaning of the Sentence,—also may be of the nature of Intuition. 
Under the circumstances, why is any such thing as 1 Apoha' postulated 
at all ? That is to say, the Import of both Sentence and Word may be of 
the positive character.—(923) 

The following might be urged : —In the case of Intuitions also, there is 
always exclusion of one Intuition by another ; hence Apoha is postulated. 
The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXT (924). 

“ In THE CASE OP A COGNITION, NO ‘ EXCLUSION OF ANOTHER COGNITION ' 

IS APPREHENDED J IN FACT, APART FROM THE COMING ABOUT 
OF ITS OWN FORM, THE COGNITION CARRIES WITH IT 
NO OTHER FACTOR.”— [Ibid. 41]—(924) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be said that—“ even though it is not apprehended, it may 
be there all the same ” ; hence it is added— 4 In fact, etc. etc. ’;—even though 
there may be exclusion of one Cognition from another, yet the Word has got 
nothing to do with it. Because as a matter of fact, when the Cognition is 
brought about by the Word, it does not bear within itself any factor expressed 
by the word, apart from its own appearance, in the shape of the exclusion 
of other Cognitions; on the contrary, it is always found to appear in the 
positive form. And the factor of an entity which is not expressed by the 
word cannot form the Import of that word ; otherwise we would be landed 
in an absurdity. 

The sense of all this is that the Proposition (of the Buddhist regarding 
Apoha ) is annulled by actual experience.—(924) 

Kumarila again shows, by means of an Incongruity, that the doctrine 
of Apoha is contrary to experience :— 

TEXT (925). 

“ If Apoha formed the Import of Words, then all words would 
BE SYNONYMOUS,—THOSE THAT DENOTE DIVERSE UxiVERSALS, AS 

WELL AS THOSE THAT DENOTE PARTICULARS.”— [Ibid. 42]—(925) 

COMMENTARY. 

The words denotative of diverse Universals,—like ‘ Cow ‘ Horse etc.— 
as woll as those denotative of Particulars,—the 4 Variegated Cow etc.— 
would all become synonymous for you; as there would be no difference in 
their meanings,—just like the words 4 vrk$a ' and 4 pddapa ’ (both of which 
denote the tree and are hence synonyms).—(925) 

Question :—Why is there no difference in the meaning ? 

Ansuxr :— 

TEXT (926) 

“Thebe can be no difference among Apohas, because they are 

NON-ENTITIES, AND DEVOID OF ALL SUCH CONCEPTIONS AS 
‘ RELATED 4 ONE ’ AND ’ MANY '.—{Ibid. 45}—(926) 

COMMENTARY. 

Such conceptions as 4 related \ 4 one ’ and 4 many * are possible only 
in regard to an entity, not to a non-entity; and as Apohas are non-entities. 
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thoro can bo no such conceptions in regard to thorn as being ‘ mutually rolated * 
and so forth; how then can there be any difference among them ?—(926) 

“ If difference is admitted among Apohas, then surely they become 
entities —This is shown in the following :— 


TEXT (927). 

“ If the Apohas are different, then they most be entities, because 

of that difference,—just like the Specific Individuality 
of things. If they are non-entities, then they 
cannot be many, and hence they cannot escape 

FROM BEING SYNONYMOUS.”— [Ibid. 46]—(927) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Vaslu *—states the Probandum. 

The argument may be formulated as follows :—-Those tliat differ among 
themselves must be entities,—like the Specific Individualities;— Apohas 
differ among themselves;—hence this is a natural Reason (for regarding 
them as entities); and if they aro entities, then it becomes established that the 
Import of Words is positive. 

This means that the Proposition of the Apohist is annulled by Inferential 
Reasoning. 

On the other hand, if Apohas be held to be non-entities, then, there 
can be no plurality among them; and under the circumstances, it is certain 
that they are synonymous.—(927) 


The following text anticipates the Bauddlia's answer to the above 


TEXT (928). 

There would certainly be difference among Apohas, based upon 

THE DIFFERENCE AMONG THE HORSE AND OTHER 

THINGS. — [Ibid. 47]—(928) 

COMMENTARY. 

This argument has been thus stated:— 4 They are diverse, through the 
diversity of the things excluded ; but thoy are absolutely inert in the matter 
of difference among themselves \ So that, even though there is no difference 
among the Apohas themselves, yet, as there is difference in the Horse and 
other tilings excluded (by the Apoha denoted by the word ‘Cow*),—there 
would be difference among the Apohas also, which are of the form of the 
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exclusion of non-cows (and non-cows are many and diverse ); thus they could 
not all be synonymous.—(928) 

This answer is rejected in the following— 

TEXT (928). 

“ lx pact, there can be no distinction among Apohas —either 
BY THEMSELVES, OR THROUGH OTHERS.”— [Ibid. 47] — (928) 

COMMENTARY. 

There can be no diversity or plurality in the Apoha itself,—because it is 
of the essence of mere negation. If it were diverse through others,—then 
this could bo only imaginary, not real. Because it is not right that a nature 
that does not belong to a thing by itself should come to it through others. 
-(928) 

Why should not this be right T 

Answer :— 

TEXT (929). 

“ When even the substrata to which they are related do not 

MAKE ANY DIFFERENCE DT THE FORM OF THE ApohuiS, -THAT THEY 

WOULD BE DIFFERENTIATED BY THE excluded things , 

WHICH ABE EXTERIOR TO THEM, WOULD BE AN 
ASSUMPTION THAT IS TOO FAR-FETCHED.”- 

[Ibid. 521—(929) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, when the things to which they are related, the variegated 
and other Cows—which are their substrata—enter into their very constitu¬ 
tion,—are unable to produce any difference in the essence of the Apohas, 
—inasmuch as even among the several cows, variegated and the rest, 
the Apoha, in the shape of the * Exclusion of the non-cow is held to bo one 
only,—then how could this Apoha be rendered diverse by the objects excluded 
—such as the Horse, etc.—which are exterior to it! A thing that cannot be 
diversified by that which enters into its very constitution cannot certainly 
be diversified by what is exterior to it; as in that case the latter would cease 
to be exterior. 

For this reason, what has been suggested is too much of an assumption.— 
This has been said in a joking spirit.—(929) 

It might be argued that—in that case the inner correlates in the shape 
of the substrata themselves may be taken as serving the purposes of the 
differentiation. 

The answer to this is prodded in the following— 
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TEXTS (930-931). 

“ In the same manner, its diversity cannot be due to the diversity 

OF ITS SUBSTRATUM ;—DIVERSITY IN THE RELATIVE OF A THING 
DOES NOT JUSTIFY THE ASSUMPTION OF DIVERSITY IN THE 
THING ALSO. HOW MUCH LESS THERE IS EXCLUSION 
POSSIBLE FOR THAT WHICH IS A NON-ENTITY, UN¬ 
RELATED, UNDIFFERENTIATED, UNSPECIFIED, 

VAGUE AND UNDETERMINED ? ”— 

[Ibid. 48-49]—(930-931) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Its ’—of Apoha. 

Why is it not possible ? 

Answer —‘ Diversity in the relative, etc. etc. ’;—the idea that the non¬ 
entity cannot be diversified by the diversity of its relative—because it lias 
no character at all,—may rest for a while ; as regards entities also, no 
diversity is ever found to be due to the diversity in relatives ; for instance, 
when Devadatta, who is a single entity, occupies, either simultaneously or 
successively, difforent seats, he continues to be perceived as the same without 
having become diverse. How much more so is this then in the case of the 
4 exclusion of others ’, which is a pure non-entity ? Because it is a non¬ 
entity, therefore it is 4 unrelated ’—not connected with anything,— 4 undif¬ 
ferentiated '—not distinguished from anything heterogeneous,—simply because 
it is a non-entity ; for the same reason, it is also 4 unspecified ’;—how can such 
a non-entity acquire diversity merely through diversity in its relatives ?— 
(930-931) 

“ Further, it may be granted that diversity is due to diversity in relatives; 
even so, as you do not admit of the 4 Universal ’ as an entity, it is not possible 
for your Apoha to have the relative, in the shape of its substratum ; the 
diversity of which could account for the diversity in the Apoha ”.—This is 
what is shown in the following— 


TEXT (932). 

44 AS A MATTER OF FACT, NO ONE CAN CONCEIVE OF THE COW AND 
OTHER THINGS—ANY SIMILARITY OF FORM AMONG WHOM 
IS NOT ADMITTED,—TO BE THE SUBSTRATUM 

OF Apoha ."— (932) 

COMMENTARY. 

If a real similarity among Cows were admitted, then they could be 
accepted as the substratum of the Apoha, of Horse and other tilings, on the 
basis of that common similarity ;—not otherwise ; hence one who desires 



502 


TATTYASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XVI. 


to have these Cows as the substratum of Apoha, must admit of the similarity ; 
and in that case, that similarity as the ‘ Universal ’ would form the Import 
of the Word, and there would be no use for the asstiming of Apoha. 

The term 4 Vifaya' in this Text, stands for substratum or receptacle ; just 
as in such expressions as ‘ Jalavifaya mats yah \—(932) 

For those people also who assume the diversity of Apoha to be based 
upon t chat is excluded (by it),—even that diversity is not possible without an 
entity in the shape of the ‘ Universal ’.—This is shown in the following— 

TEXT (933). 

“ In the absence of a common property, it is not possible to 

DETERMINE THE THINGS EXCLUDED (BY Apoha). FOR THIS REASON 

also there can be NO Apoha."— [Ibid. 72]—(933) 
COMMENTARY. 

If there were some property common to the Horse and all other non- 
Cows, then tliey could all be ‘ excluded ’ by the word ‘ Cow *; not otherwise ; 
as no other ground for distinction is perceptible. If such a common pro¬ 
perty is admitted, then the postulating of the Apoha becomes useless. Thus, 
for this reason, there can be no Apoha.— (933) 

“ Further, it is held by you that the Apoha is indicated by the Word 
and by the Inferential Indicative; now both these, Word and Indicative, can¬ 
not be operative in the absence of a positive ‘ Universal ’; hence (for you) 
how is the Apoha indicated ? ” 

This argument is set forth in the following— 

TEXT (934). 

“ Of the Word and the Indicative, no operation is possible with¬ 
out CONCOMITANCE ;— AND WITHOUT THESE (WORD AND THE 

Indicative), there can be no Apoha ;—and there can 

BE NO CONCOMITANCE FOR WHAT IS ‘ UNCOMMON ’ 

(UNIQUE, specific).”— [Ibid. 73]—(934) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Anvayavinirmuktd ' —i.e. without co-ordination. 

1 These' —i.e. the Word and the Indicative.—Without these, the Apoha 
* cannot be apprehended —this has to be taken as understood. 

It might be said that—“ the Word and the Indicative may operate 
on the basis of concomitance with the Specific Individuality ”. 

The answer to this is that ‘ there can be, etc. etc. ’. That is, the Specific 
Individuality is something uncommon, not partaking of anything else; how 
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can there be any concomitance with it ?—Thus Word and Indicative can 
have no bearing on the assumption of ‘ Apoha ’.—(934) 

“ Even if there be operation of Word and Indicative,—the authority or 
validity attached to these (by the Apohist) becomes shaken.” 

This is what is shown in the following— 

TEXT (935). 

“ While the Apoha itself has not become accomplished,—where 

COULD THE CONCOMITANCE BE ASSERTED (WHICH IS NECESSARY 
FOR THE PROPER FUNCTIONING OF ALL INDICATIVES) ? AND 
IF THE CONCOMITANCE IS NOT PERCEIVED,—THERE 
WOULD BE NO VALIDITY IN THESE (WORD 
and Indicative).’'— [Ibid. 74]—(935) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, Word and Indicative can be valid only when there is 
no absence of concomitance of what is to be affirmed ;—in the case in question, 
Apoha is what is meant to be affirmed;—now, as it is of the form of mere 
Negation, and hence devoid of any (positive) character, it cannot bo an accom¬ 
plished entity ; under the circumstances, wherein could the ‘concomitance’, 
or ‘ absence of non-concomitance ’ of the Word and Indicative be asserted ? 

What would be the use of asserting the concomitance ? 

Answer :—If the concomitance is not perceived, etc. etc. 

4 In these *—in Word and Indicative. Because validity consists in 
absence of non-concomitance .—(935) 

It might bo argued that—even without their concomitance being 
apprehended, the Word and the Indicative would indicate their object 
merely through the ‘ non-perception of the heterogeneous \ 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (936). 

“ They could not signify anything by mere non-perception ; 

BECAUSE NON-PERCEPTION BEING COMMON IN ALL CASES, THERE 
COULD BE NO DISTINCTION.— [Ibid. 75] — (936) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Mere ' ;—this serves to exclude the perception of concomitance. 

Question :—Why could not they signify it ? 

Answer : — 4 Because non-perception, etc. etc.' —' In all cases ’—i.e. in 
regard to heterogeneous things, to homogeneous things, and also to the 
particular tiling concerned.—Hence there could be no such distinctive cogni- 
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tions as—‘this is the thing itself’, and ‘that is something else’; in fact, 
the word could not indicate its own objective; as the concomitance would 
bo not-apprehended there also, just as in any other thing. 

In some places the reading is ‘ pratySyyo ’ (in place of ‘ pratyayo ’); in 
which caso the meaning is tliat there could be no distinction in the tiling 
indicated; —i.e. it could not differ. 

In this way, there being a possibility of the loss of validity of the operation 
of Words and Indicatives, it cannot be right to regard the Apoha as the 
Import of Words.—(936) 

It has been argued (under 932, above) that—“ no one can conceive of 
any similarity of Cow, etc. etc. The following Text anticipates the 
Buddhist’s answer to that argument:— 


TEXT (937). 

“ It might be argued that—EVEN IX the absence of similarity of 
FORM, THERE COULD BE ASSUMPTION OF Apoha ]—THEN WHY 
is the Apoha of the * non-cow * not assumed in the case 
of THE Cow and the Horse ? "—[Ibid. 76]—(937) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, even in the absence of similarity, the apoha of the non-Cow be assumed 
in the case of the Variegated and other Cows,—then why can it not be 
assumed in the case of the Cow and the Horee also ? The absence of similarity 
would be common to both cases. 

The Author has used the form ‘ gavdshvayoh ’, evidently forgetting the 
rule embodied in the Sutra ‘ Gavdshvaprabhrtini cha sanjhdydm ’.—(937) 

The said presence of common conditions in the two cases is further 
explained:— 

TEXT (938). 

“ Difference from the Spotted Cow is the same in the Black Cow and 
in the Horse. So that if no other * commonalty ’ is ad¬ 
mitted, whereto would the Apoha of the non-Con 
apply ? ”— [Ibid. 77]—(938) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Whereto, etc. etc. ’—Just as the ‘ Apoha of the non-Cow ’ is not applied 
to the Horse, on the basis of its difference from the Spotted Cow, —so, inas¬ 
much as the Black Cow also is different from the Spotted Cow, the said * Apoha 
of the non-Cow * should not apply to the Black Cow also. So also to the 
spotted and other Cows; ‘difference’ being equally present in all cases. 
[And the Buddhist does not accept any such commonalty as that subsisting 
among all Cows, but not in any other animal.]—(938) 
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“ Further, just as it is not right to regard the Specific Individuality and 
other things as denoted by words,—on the ground of the absence of 
Convention,—so also it cannot be right in the case of Apoha also This 
is shown in the following— 


TEXT (939). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, THE Apoha of the nOTt-Cow HAS NEVER BEEN 

PREVIOUSLY PERCEIVED BY THE SENSE-ORGANS ;—AND THE 
OPERATION OF WORDS DOES NOT LIE ANYWHERE ELSE. 

On the perception of what then would the 
Word be used ? ” — [Ibid. 78]—(939) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Convention-maker sots up the Convention on the basis of lus firm 
conviction regarding the denotation of the word ;—the Apoha however is 
never perceived by the Sense-organs ‘ previously i.e. prior to the using 
of the word, at the time of fixing up the relation between the name and the 
named. —It cannot be perceived, because it is a non-entity, and Sense-organs 
operate only upon entities. 

It might be argued that the Word could be used on the apprehension of 
the Specific Individuality as differentiated from other things. 

The answer to that is that ‘ the operation of words, etc. etc .'‘ any¬ 
where else \—i.e. in any tiling other than 1 the Apoha of others —m the shapo 
of the Specific Individuality.—(939) 

It might be argued that—" the Apoha may not be apprehended by the 
Sense-organs ; it could be apprehended by means of Inference ’’.—This is 
answered in the following— 


TEXT (940). 

“ By what has gone before, there can be no Inference either, rN 

THIS CASE ; AND FOR THE SAME REASON THERE CAN BE NO CON¬ 
CEPTION OF ANY CONNECTION OF THIS.”— [Ibid. 79]—(940) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ What has gone before ’,—undor Text 934, above. 

‘ There can be no, etc. etc.';—connection of this— i.e. with the Word. 

The particle ‘ api * is meant to imply that the said absence of diversity 
is not the only reason. 

‘ Tina ’—for the same reason. 

Thus it has been shown that the Reason adduced by the Bauddha (against 
the denotation of Words)— 1 because no Convention can be made ’—is ‘ incon- 
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elusive ’; inasmuch as the application of words to the Apoha is admitted, 
even though no Convention can be made in regard to it.—(940) 

The following test again proceeds to show that there can be no Convention 
in regard to the Apoha :— 


TEXT (&41). 

“How COULD ONE APPREHEND THE FACT OF SOMETHING NOT BEING 
DENOTED BY THE WORD ‘ COW * ?—‘ It COULD BE LEARNT FROM 
THE FACT THAT THE WORD COW WAS NOT FOUND TO BE 
APPLIED TO IT AT THE MOMENT OF THE APPREHENSION OF 
THE CONNECTION OF THAT WORD [THIS IS WHAT 
the Bauddha may say.] [Ibid. 81]—(941) 

COMMENTARY. 

It behoves you to explain this:—How do you know that the Horse 
and other non-Cows are denoted by the word ‘ non-Cow * —i.e. they are not 
denoted by the word ' Cow * ? 

The Bauddha answers—‘ It could he learnt, etc. etc. ’—‘ at the moment, 
etc. etc. ’,—i.e. at the time of the comprehension of the Convention.—(941) 

The Opponent ( Kumdrila ) rejects this explanation (provided by the 
Bauddha ):— 


TEXT (942). 

“ In THAT CASE, ALL THINGS, WITH THE SOLE EXCEPTION OF T HE SINGLE 
INDIVIDUAL COW, WOULD BECOME EXCLUDED BY THE Apoha J 
AND IN THAT CASE IT WOULD NOT BE PROVED THA T 

ANY commonalty constitutes the Import 
of Words.”— [Ibid. 82]—(942) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it is your opinion that tho word ‘ Cow ’ cannot apply to anytliing 
except the one that was perceived at the time of the apprehension of the 
Convention, —then, with the exception of the one Spotted Cow which has 
been the object of the Convention, every thing else,—even the Blade and 
other Cows,—would have to be excluded by the word ‘ Cow ’; and in that 
case, it could not be established that any Commonalty is denoted by the 
Word.—(942) 

The following text shows that no Convention could be made regarding 
the Apoha, as it would involve mutual interdependence :— 
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TEXTS (943-944). 

“ It is only a well-established entity in the shape of the non- 
Cow that could be excluded by the Apoha (denoted by the 
WORD ‘ Cow ’)and the ntm-Cow is of the nature 
of the negation of the Cov> ;—hence it has to be 

EXPLAINED WHAT THIS Cow IS WHICH IS NEGATIVED 
(IN THE NON-COW).—If THIS CoiV IS OF THE 
nature of the negation of the non-Cow, then 

THERE IS MUTUAL INTERDEPENDENCE.— 

If the Cow is admitted as an entity 

FOR THE SAKE OF THE Apoha, THEN 
THE POSTULATING OF THE Apolia 
BECOMES FUTILE.”— [Ibid. 

83-84]—(943-944) 

COMMENTARY. 


The Cow is apprehended through the ‘ exclusion of the non-Cow' ; 
the 4 non-Cow ’ is of the nature of the negation of the Cow hence the second 
terra in the word ‘ non-Cow ’ has got to be explained, which is negatived by 
the negative particle in the word 4 non-Cow ’; there can be no nogation of 
anything, the exact nature of which is not known. 

It might bo argued that— 4 what is it that has to bo explained ? It is 
already known that the Cow is of the nature of the negation of the non-Coiv .’ 

The answer to that is— 4 // this Cow, etc. etc .' 4 this ’ stands for the 
Cow. Thus thon, the Cow being of the nature of the negation of the non- 
Cow, it could be apprehended only through tho apprehension of the non- 
Cow ;—and the non-Cow being of the nature of tho negation of the Cow, it 
could be apprehended only through the apprehension of the Cow thus 
this would be a clear case of mutual interdependence. 

It might be argued that— 4 The Cow that is negatived by the word 
non-cow is a well-established positive entity, for the sake of Apoha,— i.e. 
for the fulfilment of the Apoha in the shape of the exclusion of the non-cow, 
—so that there would be no interdependence. > 

The answer to this is— 4 If the cow is an established entity, etc. etc. 

That is, if that be so, then it is useless to assume that Apoha forms the 
denotation of all words; inasmuch as you admit tho Import of words to 
consist of a positive entity. Consequently (to be consistent) you should 
not admit of any positive entity to be denoted by a word ; and if you do 
not admit it, then the objectionable 4 interdependence 4 becomes inevitable.— 
(943-944) 

The following Text sums up the same mutual Interdependence:— 
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TEXT (945). 

“ Unless the Cow is established, there can be no ntm-Cow ; and 

IF THERE IS NO non-Cow, HOW CAN THE Cow BE THERE ? BETWEEN 
TWO NEGATIONS, THERE CAN BE NO SUCH RELATION AS 
that OF the Container and the Contained and 
the LIKE.”— [Ibid. Apoha 85J—(945) 

COMMENTARY. 

For the purpose of proving the relation of qualification and qualified 
(between the two), the Teacher Dihndga has declared as follows :—‘ Such 
terms as Blue Lotus and the like signify things qualified by the negation of 
other things 

The Opponent shows the impropriety of this view, in the words— 
‘ Between two negations, etc. etc. ’—When between two things, a real rela¬ 
tionship is known to exist, then it may be correct to say that one is qualified 
by the other; in the case of the Blue-Lotus however, inasmuch as the two 
are of the nature of the negation of Blue and negation of Lotus, which are 
mere negations, and hence devoid of any form,—there cannot be any such 
relation between them as that of Container and Contained and the like. 

The term ‘ and the rest includes such relations as those of Conjunction, 
Inherence, Inherence in a common substratum and so forth. 

In the absence of any real relation, it is not right that there should be 
a notion of one being qualified by the other. If it were so, then there would 
be an incongruity.—(945) 

The following might be urged (by the Bauddha) :—‘ It is not meant by 
us that in the case of the expression Blue Lotus, the negation of the non¬ 
lotus is qualified by the negation of the non-blue ; hence the said objection 
cannot apply to us. What we mean is that there is an entity which is 
excluded from the non-blue and the non-lotus ; and what is denoted by the 
word is that entity as qualified by the exclusion of other things .’ 

This is answered in the following— 


TEXT (946). 

“As A MATTER OF FACT, ANY THING UNCOMMON (UNIQUE, SPECIFIC) IS 
NEVER COGNISED AS QUALIFIED BY THE Apoha. HOW TOO COULD 
ANY RELATIONSHIP BE ASSUMED BETWEEN AN ENTITY AND 

a NON-ENTITY ? "—[Ibid. Apoha 86)—(946) 
COMMENTARY. 

That is, because the Specific Individuality cannot be expressed by 
words, and also because all the objections urged against that view are applic¬ 
able in the present case also. 
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Even if the uncommon entity be apprehended—even so, it cannot be 
qualified by the exclusion of other things ; this is what is shown by the words— 
‘ How too, etc. etc. *the ‘ non-entity' is the Apoha, the ‘ Entity * is the 
uncommon thing ; and there can be no connection between the entity and 
the non-entity ; becauso connection always rests upon two entities. —(946) 

“ Further, the connection may bo there; even so, the Apoha cannot be 
regarded as the qualifying factor ” this is shown in the following— 


TEXT (947). 

“ In FACT, NOTHING CAN SERVE AS A qualification. BY ITS MERE EXISTENCE ; 
IT IS ONLY WHEN IT COLOURS THE qualified WITH ITS OWN COG¬ 
NITION that it becomes its qualification” — [Ibid. 

Apoha 87J—(947) . 

COMMENTARY. 

The Blue does not become a qualification of the Lotus by its mere 
existencewhat then ’—When one thing, on being cognised, colours the 
qualified tiling with the cognition tinged with its own form, then alone it 
is said to be the qualification of that thing.—(947) 

This process of qualification is not possible in the case of Apoha ; this 
is what is shown in the following— 


TEXT (948). 

“ The terms ‘ Horse ’ and the rest do not bring about the cognition 
of the Apoha ; and the idea of the qualified that is held in . 

THIS CONNECTION CANNOT BE ONE IN WHICH THE 

qualification is not cognised.”— [Ibid. 

Apoha 88]—(948) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the cognition of the Horse and other non-cows does 
not apprehend the Apoha ; it apprehends a positive entity ; and thus there 
being no possibility of the Apoha being cognised, it cannot colour the Horse, 
etc. with its own cognition. 

It might be urged that—“ Even without being itself cognised, the 
Apoha could bo the qualification ". 

The answer to this is that ‘ the Idea of the qualified, etc. etc. ' ;—thero can 
never be a cognition of the qualified tiling of which the qualification is not 
apprehended.—(948) 



510 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XVI. 


“ Granting that there is cognition of the Apoha ,—even so, inasmuch 
as there can be no cognition of that form in regard to any tiling, it 
could not rightly serve as its qualification ”.—This is what is shown in the 
following— 


TEXT (949). 

“ The qualification cannot bring about a cognition which is 

LIKE SOMETHING TOTALLY DIFFERENT ; FOR HOW CAN THAT BE 
SAID TO BE THE QUALIFICATION IN A COGNITION WHICH 
IS LIKE SOMETHING DIFFERENT 9 ’’—[ Ibid . 

Apoha 89]—(949) 

COMMENTARY. 

Every qualification is found to bring about in regard to the qualified 
thing a cognition in keeping with its own form ; and one kind of qualification 
does not bring about a cognition like something else ; e.g. the Blue does not 
produce in regard to the Lotus the cognition of Red; nor does the slick bring 
about in regard to the Stick-holder, the idea of his wearing ear-rings. —In 
the case in question also, the verbal cognition that appears in connection with 
the Horse, etc. is not coloured by negative character; on the other hand, it 
partakes of the positive character. 

It might be argued that—“ Even when bringing about a cognition 
unlike itself, a qualification can be so called.” 

The answer to that is—‘ How can, etc. etc.' —‘ Like something different ’,— 
i.e. unlike the qualification itself.—(948) 

Question :—“ What would be the liarm if it did ! ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (950). 

“ If a Qualification be regarded as such even in regard to 
the Qualified thing which is totally different, then, 

EVERYTHING CAN SERVE AS THE QUALIFICATION (OF 

everything).”— [Ibid. Apoha 90]—(950) 
COMMENTARY. 

If, for you, there were an assumption of something being a qualification, 
even in regard to a Qualified thing, which is unlike, and not like,—in accord¬ 
ance with the form of,—that Qualification,—then everything ,—Blue and the 
rest,—could be the Qualification of everything; and there would be no re¬ 
striction at all.—(950) 

It might be argued that—‘ the Apoha does colour the Qualified Entity 
with its own Cognition (Idea) ’. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXT (951). 

‘ If the Qualified thing is cognisablf. in the form of negation, 

THEN IT CANNOT BE AN ENTITY ; CONSEQUENTLY FOR YOC, 

there can be no Entity that could bf. denoted by 
words AS qualified by Apoha." — [Ibid. 

Ajxha 91]—(951) 

COMMENTARY. 


‘ Negation' —i.e. the Apoha ;—‘ cognisable in the form ’ —i.c. cognised a* 
being of the same form as;—if the Qualified thing has its character such 
that it is cognisable in the form of negation;—i.e. if the tiling is cognised 
in the form of Negation,—then it ceases to be a positive Entity ; as the 
‘ negative ’ and ‘ positive ’ are contradictory terms. 

The argument is summed up in the words— 1 Consequently, for you, 
etc. etc. ’.—(951) 

The following might be urged— 1 As a matter of fact. Words and Inferen - 
tial Indicatives are found to operate only in regard to tilings as excluded 
from others, and not as devoid of such exclusion (Apoha) ; and it is on that 
ground that it is asserted that the Apoha is established by Words and Indi¬ 
cations ; and it is not on the basis of the pointing out of what is excluded ; 
so that all that has been urged regarding the theory being contrary to 
experience is not relevant at all ’. 

This is answered in the following— 


TEXT (952). 

“ Even though the Word and the Indicative may not operate 

UPON ANYTHING DEVOID OF Apoha, —YET THE COGNITION RESTS 

upon the Entity which is what it apprehends.”— [Ibid. 

Apoha 92]—(952) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though the thing may be 4 excluded from others \—yet when 
Cognition arises in regard to it, through Words and Indicatives, it dees not 
rest upon that 4 Exclusion of others ’ which may be there, but upon the 
element of 4 Entity as it is to this latter that it is attached. That factor 
of the thing which is apprehended by the Verbal or Inferential Cognition is 
really the object of that Cognition, and not anything else wliich, oven though 
present, is not apprehended. For instance, even though the smell and other 
properties of the flower are there, yet these are not held to be denoted by 
the word 4 Malati'. —(952) 
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Nor is it right to assert that—‘ the Word and the Indicative operate 
upon the thing as ‘ oxcluded from others —This Is wliat is shown in the 
following— 


TEXT (053). 

“ As a scatter of fact, the Uncommon Thing never figures in the 

Cognition ; nor again can it be rightly regarded as 
Cognisable, because it is ‘ indeterminate — 

[Ibid. Apoha 93}—(953) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a thing is ‘ excluded from others it can, under your doctrine, 
be only the Uncommon Specific Individuality.—and yet it is your view that 
this latter does not figure in Cognition brought about by Words and Indi¬ 
catives—on the ground that it is apprehensible only by ‘ indoterminate, 
non-conceptual cognition while Cognition bom of Words and Indicatives 
appertains to commonalty. 

If it be held that this latter Cognition does apprehend the Specific 
Individuality,—then this cannot be in accordance with Reason ; this is what 
is shown in the words—‘ Nor again can it be rightly, etc. etc.' —that is to say, 
the Uncommon (Specific) Entity cannot be apprehended by Cognition born 
of Words and Indicatives; because all conceptual ideas are absent in that 
Entity; as Conceptual Thought operates only through the contact of the 
1 Universal ’ and such other qualifications and never through the pure Thing : 
in-itself .—(953) 

• It might bo argued that— 1 Even though the Uncommon Entity may not 
be apprehended by Words, it can be said to be qualified by Exclusion ’. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (954). 

" The statement that * what is not apprehended by the word is 

YET QUALIFIED ’ IS TOO BOLD. FOR ALL THESE REASONS THE 

Commonalty should be regarded as the object of 
Words and Indicatives.”— [Ibid. 

Apoha 94}—(954) 

COMMENTARY. 

The author proceeds to prove, in another way, the fact of Commonalty 
(Universal) being a real entity :— 
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• TEXT (955). 

i 

“ When Individualities could not be what is ‘ excluded by Apoha ' 

BECAUSE THEY ARE NOT DENOTED BY WORDS,—THEN THE 

Commonalty (Universal) alone is what could be 

‘ EXCLUDED ’ ; AND BECAUSE OF ITS * EXCLUSION ’, 

IT MUST BE AN ENTITY.”— [Shlo.-Va. 

Apoha 95]—(955) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Individualities \—That is, the Uncommon (Specific) Entities—cannot be 
expressed by words ; hence they cannot bo regarded as ‘ excluded ’; because 
what is not spoken of cannot be denied (or oxcluded). 

The Commonalty alone is what could be excluded, —that is, because that 
alone is what is expressed by words.—(955) 

It might be asked—‘ if the Commonalty (or Universal) were excluded ,— 
oven so, how could that establish it as an entity ? \ 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (956). 

“ Mere Negations cannot be objects of ‘ exclusion ’,—for, if they 

WERE, THEY WOULD LOSE THEIR NEGATIVE CHARACTER. 

Consequently, it is clear that when there is an 
4 exclusion ’ ( Apoha ) of another ‘ exclusion * 

( Apoha ), it can be only of a positive 
Entity in the shape of the Common¬ 
alty (or Universal).”— [Shlo.- 
Va. Apoha 96]—(956) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Negations ' —i.e. Apohas, Exclusions. 

If there were exclusions of these Exclusions, they would bo positive 
entities. 

The reason for this is sot forth— 4 For if they were, etc. etc.' —That is, the 
negative character would be abandoned by those exclusions. What is meant 
is as follows:—If Exclusions were excluded, then their negative character 
would be denied ; and when there is this denial, the Negations would abandon 
their negative character; and thence the Negations in the shapo of the 
Exclusions having abandoned their negative character, they would become 
positive entities. —This is the explanation given by some people. 

Others explain the words of the text 4 abhdvdbhdvavarjandt' to mean 
4 because there can be no negation of negations *; i.o. it is not right that 
4 Exclusions ’ (Apohas) which are negative should be 4 excluded ’; becauso 
all 4 exclusion ’ (denial) is of the positive entity. 

33 
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From all this it is clear that when there is (exclusion) of one Apoha, 
the Cow, in another Apoha, the Horse,—it could be an exclusion of the 
‘ Universal ’ only. It is established therefore that the Universal, being the 
object of 4 Exclusion must be a positive entity.—(956) 

Then again, the Apoha* could be either different or non-different among 
themselves. If they are held to be different, then there are objections to 
that view.—This is shown in the following— 

TEXT (957). 

“ If the Negation of a Negation is different from it,—then it 

must be a Positive Entity. If not, then the Cow will 
be the same as the Non-Cow for you.”— [Shlo.-Va. 

Apoha 97]—(957) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, 4 Of the negation ’—Le. of that negation which is denoted by the word 
4 non-cow ’,— 4 the negation ’—i.e. that which is denoted by the word 4 cow ’, 
—were different from the former Negation,—i.e. somothing other than it, 
—then it would be a Positive Entity ; because the positive character consists 
only in the absence of negation. 

If it is not different from it, then, for you, the Cow also should be Non- 
Cow; because what is not-dijferent must be understood to be the same. — 
(967) 

The following might be urged— 4 What are excluded by the words Cow 
and Horse are only the Specific Individualities as excluded from one another ; 
and it is not Negations that are excluded; hence the contingency of their 
becoming positive entities cannot be unacceptable to us 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXT (958). 

“Though in the case of other words, a positive entity may be 

WHAT IS ‘ EXCLUDED ’,—YET IN THE CASE OF THE 

word ‘ sat ’ (‘ Being ’), nothing apart from 
* Negation ’ is regarded as * excluded \— 

[Shlo.-Va. Apoha* 98]—(958) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of words other than 4 Being ’—e.g. such words as 4 Cow * 
and the rest,—it may be that what is excluded is an entity, in the form of 
the Hill and other things ; but in the case of the word 4 Being * itself, there 
is nothing that could be held to be excluded except that which is called 
‘Negation ’; that is. Negation alone can be excluded; because the word 
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4 Being ’ is used only in the sense of excluding what is non-being, (Non¬ 
existent).—(958) 

Question :—‘ What is the harm if that is so ? ’ 

Answer :— 


TEXT (959). 

** In that case, even the Non-existent (Non-being) would have a 

POSITIVE CHARACTER ; WHICH WOULD BE A GREAT CALAMITY.— 

And when there is no Negation, there would be 
no Existence (Positive) at all ; and (as a con¬ 
sequence) Non-existence also would be 
impossible.”—[S hlo.-V5. Apoha 
99]—(959) 

COMMENTARY. 

As shown before (under 956, above) ‘Negations would abandon their 
negative character —hence if there wero exclusion of the non-existent, 
it would be a positive entity; and as this would involve the idea of the non¬ 
existent also being a positive entity, which would be contrary to the 
Apohist’s doctrine,—this would be a great calamity for him. 

It might bo said— 4 The Negation may be an entity, what then ? ’ 

The answer is— 4 When there is no Negation, etc. etc.' —When there 
would bo no Negation, there would be no 4 existence * of anything at all ; 
because, according to your view, existence is only the exclusion or negation of 
non-existence ; so that, when Negation is 4 excluded \ it becomes an Entity, 
and loses its character ; hence there can bo no non-existence either ; as that 
also is only the exclusion or negation of existence, and existence does not 
exist, as shown above.—(959) 

It 1ms been aaserted before—(o) that 4 they would be differentiated by 
the excluded things ’ (Text, 929), and (5) that 4 there can bo no difference 
among Apohas because they are non-entities ’ (Text, 926).—These arguments 
have been thus answered by certain Bauddhas :— 4 The difference among 
Apohas is due, not to the difference of substrata, nor to the difference among 
the excluded things ; what happens is that on diverse external objects there 
are superimposed Apohas which are themselves featureless, and consist only 
in the form of those objects, and hence appearing as diverse; they are so 
superimposed by cognitions, which, though rather objectless, rest upon 
diverse unreal objects, and are rolated to variegated conceptual Impressions 
extending over all time without beginning ;—and being thus superimposed, 
these Apohas appear as diverse and as existing; so that the diversity and 
positive character of Apohas would be due to the diversity of the said 
Impressions \ 

This is answered in the following— 
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TEXT (960). 

44 Either diversity or the positive character of Apoha* cannot be 

ASSUMED TO BE DUE TO THE DIVERSITY OF IMPRESSIONS J BECAUSE 

Impression cannot be held to exist when there is 
no Entity.”—[S hlo.-Va. Apoha 100]—(960) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter-of fact, no on© holds the view that-Impressions or Tendencies 
belong.to the non-entity.—That there i3 no objectless Cognition has also been 
thoroughly discussed and proved in course of our examination of Idealism. 
Hence there can be no conceptions based upon unreal objects; how then can 
thero be any Impression resting upon such conception ? 

‘ Avastuni', —Le. when there is no Entity which could be its substratum ; 
and when there can be no Cognition without objects,—as there could bo no 
cognition that could produce the Impression—how could there be any 
Impression ? And when there is no Impression, how could the diversity 
among Apohas or their positive character, be due to Impressions ?—(900) 

Having thus discarded ‘ Apoha' as the 4 denoted the Opponent of the 
Buddliist proceeds to discard it also as held to be the ‘ denotative ’:— 

TEXTS (961-963). 

“YOU CANNOT BASE THE DIVERSITY AMONG Words ALSO UPON THE 
SAID CONDITIONS. THERE CAN BE NO ‘ UNCOMMON ’ DENOTATIVE 

Word, as no such could have been perceived before. Under 

THE CIRCUMSTANCES, IF A ‘ COMMONALTY ’ WERE ASSUMED IN THE 
SHAPE OF THE ‘ Apoha (EXCLUSION) OF OTHER WORDS —AS IT COULD 
ONLY BE A NON-ENTITY, AS SHOWN ABOVE, THERE COULD BE NO 
DIVERSITY AMONG WORDS.—JUST AS AMONG DENOTATIVE WORDS, 
SO BETWEEN THE ‘ DENOTED ’ AND * DENOTATIVE * ALSO THERE 
COULD BE NO DIFFERENCE. THAT THERE CAN BE NO ‘ DIFFERENCE ’ 
BASED UPON THE DIFFERENCE IN THE ‘ EXCLUDED THINGS * HAS 

ALREADY BEEN EXPLAINED.”—[Shlo.-Ya. Apoha 102, 104, 105]— * 
(961-963) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term 4 Shabdabhidah ' stands for the mutual difference among words 
denotative ot diverse Universals and those denotative of Particulars. 

‘ Upon the said conditions —i.e. based upon the diversity of Impres¬ 
sions or on the diversity of the ‘ Excluded Apohas \ 

Objection :— 4 Among words, diversity is clearly perceived, as based upon 
their source and upon the imposition on them of mutually contradictory 
characters 

Answer :—‘ There can be no uncommon word, etc. etc .'—What is said 
here is with reference to the denotative word; and what is meant is that 
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the uncommon word, which is apprehended in auditory Perception, as of the 
nature of a ‘ Specific Individuality ’, cannot be denotative.—Why ?— 
Because no such could have been perceived before ; that is, the Word that is 
there at the time of usage will not Jiave been perceived before that usage,— 
i.e. at the time of the making of the Convention relating to it; and the word 
that was perceived at that time will have long ceased to exist, so that there 
could bo no usage of that word ; nor is it right that thore should be any usage 
based upon the word that was not porceivcd at the time of the Convention ; 
as that would lead to incongruities.—From all tliis it follows that the Specific 
Individuality cannot be denotative. 

In fact, among you yourselves, there is a difference on this point; as it 
has been stated (by one of yourselves) that— 4 no particular thing can be 
denoted, and no particular word can be denotative, because it has not been 
perceived before ; it is the Commonalty (Universal) that will be so, as is going 
to be explained ’.—Hence no objection con be taken to what we have said 
regarding the denotative word. 

Such being the case, ii it be held that what is denotative is the 4 Exclusion 
of other words,’ in the form of the 4 Word—Universal ’,—in the same way 
as the 4 Exclusion of other things ’ is of the form of the 4 Thing—Universal — 
then, as shown above, under Text 926,—as there can be no diversity among 
the denoted Apohas, sc there can be no diversity among the denotative Apohas 
also ; because these latter are featureless. 

And just as there can be no difference among the denotative Apohas, 
so also there can bo no difference between the denotative and tho denoted 
Apohas; because these also are featureless. 

It might bo argued that there may be difference among these, due to the 
differences among the Excluded things. —The answer to that is— 4 That there 
can be no difference, etc. etc.' ;—that is, how there can be no difference due to 
difference among the excluded things has been already explained above, 
under Text 928.—(961-963) 

So far it has been shown that the Proposition (of the Bauddha) is con¬ 
trary to experience and to his own doctrines. Kumdrila now proceeds to 
prove that it is open to tho charge of involving the incongruity of the relation 
of 4 denoted and denotative ’ being impossible, and also to that of being 
contrary to the Opponent’s own doctrines :— 

TEXT (964). 

“ There could be no relation of denoted and denotative between 

THE TWO Apohas, BECAUSE THEY ARE NON-ENTITIES, UNDER YOUR 
VIEW ; JUST AS THE ‘ SKY-FLOWER ’ AND THE ‘ HaRE’S 
Horn ’ are, according to ordinary people.”— 

[Shlo.-Va. Apoha 108]—(964) 

COMMENTARY. 

The relation of denoted and denotative cannot lie between what are 
non-entities ; e.g. there can be no such relation between the 4 Sky-flower ’ 
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and the 4 Hare's Horn ’;—and the denoted and denotative Apohas are both 
non-entities;—hence there is perception of a character contrary to the 
character of wider extension.—(964) 


Objection against the above:—‘There is cognition of the absence of 
Rain from the absence of clouds (where both are non-entities); hence the 
Reason put forward is not conclusive 
Ansicer :— 


TEXT (965). 

“ Ip some one, perceiving the said relation between the non¬ 
existent Rain and the non-existent Cloud, were to urge 
4 Inconclusiveness * against our Reason,—then, 
according to our view, there is an entity 
IN the case cited ALSO ; BUT HOW could 
IT BE UNDER YOUR VIEW ? ”—[Shlo.- 

V5. Apoha 109}—<965) 

COMMENTARY. 

On seeing that between the Rain and the Cloud both of which are 
non-existent, i.e. mere negations-!* asat ’ in the compound standing for the 
abstract noun 4 asattva ’, non-existence],— the relation of denotative and denoted 
(indicator and indicated) is present,—if the Bauddha were to argue that our 
Reason,— 4 because they are nonentities'—is 4 Inconclusive’.—then that 
cannot be right; because according to our view, in this case of the Cloud 
and Rain also there is an entity present, in the shape of the clean sky ; because 
according to us Negation is an entity. For you, Bauddha, on the other hand, 
how could it be ? That is, how could there be the relation of Indicator and 
Indicated in the case cited ? It could not be possible at alL 

The particle 4 api ’, 4 also is misplaced; it should have come after 
4 adah '; so that the meaning is as follows:—It is not only in the case of 
the two Apohas that it is not possible for you to have the relation of Denoted 
and Denotative (Indicator and Indicated), it is not possible also in the case 
of the Rain and the Cloud.—(965) 

“ Then a 8 ain ’ y° u ^ld the opinion that the Word and the Inferential 
Indicative, in both of which affirmation forms the subordinate, and negation 
the predominant factor.-are expressive of their objects ; and you have also 
made the following statement— 1 When the denotation of another word has 
not been perceived, the relationship of the Word is easily deduced from the 
perception of even a part of what is denoted by it; and there can be no 
fallibility in this ’.—All this is not right, under the theory of Apoha. ’’—This 
is what is shown in the following— 
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TEXT (966). 

“ When one does not admit the denotation of the word to be 
POSITIVE (AFFIRMATIVE) IN CHARACTER, THERE CAN BE NO 
NEGATION ALSO FOR HIM ; AS THIS IS ALWAYS 
PRECEDED BY THAT.”— [Shlo.-Va. 

Apoha 110]—(966) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Preceded by that ', —i.e. preceded by affirmation ; that is Negation is 
only the denial of what has been affirmed. 

Further, under the Apoha-theory, there is no possibility of the relation of 
qualification and qualified between Blue and Lotus, and the co-ordination 
between them,—which is perceived in actual experience.—(966) 

“ With a view to explaining these,—the relation of qualification and 
qualified and the co-ordination, —the Bauddha has made the following state¬ 
ment :—‘ Words denote diverse things on account of the diversity of the 
things ‘ excluded thoy are ineffective in the matter of their own diversity. 
They become the qualification and the qualified when bringing about the 
same effect; and the difference being based upon that fact alone, it is not 
abandoned by their own Commonalty; and yet the said difference lias not 
been asserted, as there is doubt regarding it; and when the two are equal and 
similar, then they serve the same purpose ’. 

The following Text proceeds to show that all tins cannot lx? right:— 

TEXTS (967-969). 

“ IT IS HELD THAT WHAT IS DENOTED IS Apoha ONLY \ UNDER THIS THEORY, 
THERE CAN BE NO POSSIBILITY OF THE RELATION OF qualification 

and qxudified or of co-ordination, in the case of SUCH verbal 

EXPRESSIONS AS ‘ BLUE-LOTUS *, WHICH HAVE A MIXED CONNOTA¬ 
TION ; BECAUSE THE * EXCLUSION OF THE non-blue ' DOES NOT 
INVOLVE THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF THE non-lotus \—NOR DOES THE 
LATTER INVOLVE THE FORMER. HENCE THE RELATION OF qualifica¬ 
tion and qualified is not possible (between the Blue colour 
and the Lotus).—Nor would the said relation be possible 
BETWEEN THE WORDS APART FROM WHAT THEY DENOTE.”— [Shlo.-Va. 

Apoha 115-117]—(967-969) 

COMMENTARY. 

What was rejected before was the possibility of the relation of qualifica¬ 
tion and qualified between the tilings denoted ; what is rejected now is the 
same relation between words; hence there is no repetition. 

The relation of qualification and qualified consists in each of the two 
serving to differentiate the other; and this is held to be present only in 
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a number cf words connected together,—such as • Blue lotus It appears 
also in the case of expressions where the terms are not co-ordinated ; e-g. 
in the expression 4 King’s officer \ It is said to be a case of ‘ co-ordina¬ 
tion’ when two words, having different connotations, are applied to tho 
same object; such ‘co-ordination’ is held to be present only in com¬ 
pounds like 4 Blue-lotus \ 

Now in regard to such verbal expression as 4 Blue-lotus,’ and the like,— 
whose connotation is mixed,—there is * co-ordination ’,—and this would 
not bo possible under the Apoha theory. 

‘ Mixed connotation ’—i.e. a connotation of mixed character. As 
declared in the statement—‘The Blue-lotus is neither Blue only nor the 
Lotus only, because what is denoted is tho combination of both ’. 

Question Why is this not possible under the Apoha-theory ? 

Answer: 4 Because , etc. etc.*. Because on the 4 exclusion of the non- 
blue', there is no 4 exclusion of the non-lotus Nor does the latter—i.e.' Ex¬ 
clusion of the non-Lotus ’—involve the former— i.e. the 4 exclusion of tho 
non-blue ’.—[In some texts, the reading is 4 hard’ for 4 itarah *; where the 
Feminine form may be taken as with reference to tho term 4 Chyutih ’ ; 

4 Hard ’ thus standing for the 4 Chyuti \ exclusion, of the Non-Bluo].—What 
is meant is that these two do not stand in the relation of container and con¬ 
tained, because both are featureless. And when there is no relation, there 
can be no relation of qualification and qualified ; if there were, we would be 
landed in absurdities. 

What is meant by this is that under your theory there can be no mixed 
connotation, as all words denote mere negation ; and hence the relation of 
qualification and qualified is not possible. 

It might be argued that— 4 there may bo no relation of qualification 
and qualified between what are denoted by the words,—why should it not 
subsist between the words themselves ? ’ 

The answer to this is —'Nor xeould, etc. etc.*, that is, it is only through 
their denotations that the relation of qualification and qualified becomes 
attributed to the words ; hence when the said relation is not possible between 
what are denoted, how can there be any attributing of it to the denotative 
words ?—(967-969) 

Kumdrila now proceeds to deny 4 co-ordination ’_ 


TEXT (970). 

“ Co-ordinatiox is not possible, as the Apohas are different.— 
If it be held to subsist on the basis of what is denoted, 

THEN WHAT SORT OF ‘SUBSISTENCE’ WOULD THERE 
BE BETWEEN THE TWO ? ”— [Shlo.-Va. 

Apoha 118]—(970) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is only when two words are applied to the same object that there is 
‘ co-ordmation ’ between them ; and (under the Apoha-theory) it is not possible 
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for the words ‘ blue * and 4 lotus ’ to apply to the same object; because 
what are denoted by them are, respectively, 4 the exclusion of the non-blue ' 
and 4 the exclusion of the non-lotus ’,— and these two are distinct. For 
instance, it has been asserted by yourself that 4 words have diverse denota¬ 
tions because the things excluded by them are diverse \ The argument 
may be formulated as follows :—Words like 4 Blue Lotus ’ cannot form the 
object of co-ordination, because they pertain to different things, like the 
words 4 jar \ 4 cloth ’ and so forth. 

It might be argued that ‘the exclusion of non-blue also stands where 
there is exclusion of non-lotus; and thus the Apohas donotcd by the two 
words may bo applied to the same thing; and hence, through these denota¬ 
tions, co-ordination may be said to lie between the words also \ 4 Tat' 
stands for co-ordination. 

The answer to this is— 4 What sort of subsistence, etc. etc .'— 4 Tayoh '— 
‘ between the two', —i.e. between the 4 Exclusion of the non-blue' and the 
‘ Exclusion of the non-lotus '. That is to say, there can be no real subsistence 
in these; as what is formless cannot subsist anywhere, liko the 4 son of the 
Barren Woman \—(970) 

Then again, there may be some sort of subsistence in the case of things 
like the Blue and the Lotus ; but ovon though present, it could not be expressed 
by words.—This is shown in the following— 


TEXT (971). 

“ AS A MATTER OF FACT, NOTHING ‘ UNCOMMON ’ IS EVER APPREHENDED ; 

AND ANYTHING ELSE DOES NOT EXIST FOR YOU. WHERE THEN 
WOULD BE THE USE OF THE CO-ORDINATION OF WORDS, 

WHICH IS NOT APPREHENDED AT ALL ? ”— 

[Shlo.-Va. Apoha 119J—(971) 

COMMENTARY. 

No 4 uncommon ’ thing in the shape of the Blue Lotus and the liko is 
ever apprehended through words, because all conceptions are absont therein,— 
as has been declared (by the Apohist).—Under the circumstances when the 
thing which is the substratum is not known, how can the subsistence of the 
Apohas subsisting tliorein be cognised ? That is, the cognition of the property 
is concomitant with that wherein the property subsists. 

It might be argued that— 4 as there is a substratum of these Apohas 
which is entirely different from the Uixcomtnon Entity, the said objection is 
not relevant \ 

The answer to this is— 4 Anything else does not exist —for you 

It might be urged that— 4 oven if the co-ordination is not actually 
cognised, yet it is there all the same, in the actual state of things 

The answer to this is— 4 Where would be, etc. etc .'— 4 AiMrthyam' is co- 
ordination. 
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‘ Where would be the use' —Le. nowhere at a!L—Because even if a thing 
exists, if it is not cognised (known), it cannot form part of the usage of people. 
-(971) 

The following might be urged :—‘ If it were mere exclusion that is 
denoted by the word, then there would be room for the said objection ; as a 
matter of fact, however, what is denoted is the entity along with the exclusion ; 
consequently the two words having the two exclusions as their adjuncts 
could very well apply to a single entitv alone with the Apoha ; so that 
the co-ordination would be there all right \ 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (972). 

“ If it be said that what is denoted is the Entity along with the 

Apoha, —THERE ALSO, CONCOMITANCE WITH THE WORD WOULD 
BE UNATTAINABLE, AS IT WOULD BE DEPENDENT UPON 

something else.”— [Shlo.-Va. Apoha 120]—(972) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ There also ’,—i.e. in the Entity along with the Apoha being regarded as 
denoted by the word,—the 4 concomitance ’—i.e. indication—of the various 
variations of the non-blue Lotus with the word 4 Blue ’— would be unattain¬ 
able ;—why ?—because the word— 4 Blue *— would be dependent upon some¬ 
thing else ; inasmuch as it denotes the object only as subordinate to the 
Exclusion, —and not directly; and as there is no direct denotation, there 
could be no indication of its variations ; just as the word 4 sweet ’ does not 
indicate the white colour ; though as things stand, the while colour is a variety 
of the non-sweet, yet, the potency of the word lies in the indication of the 
varieties of only that which it denotes directly, and not in that of the variety of 
what is denoted through the intervention of something else. Consequently, 
as there would be no indication, by the word ‘ blue \ of the varieties of tho 
Lotus, this latter could not be its variety ; and when it could not be its variety, 
no co-ordination would be possible. 

Thus, then, the objection that you have yourself urged against the 
denotation of the Individual as endowed with the Universal, —by the statement 
that 1 the word cannot denote that which possesses the Universal, because it 
is not independent ’,—is applicable also to the view that what is denoted is 
the entity along with the exclusion. This is what has been made clear by the 
Text. That is to say, if the denotation of the word consisted of the Entity 
along with the 1 Universal \ then the word 4 Sat 4 Being ’, 4 Existence \ would 
express the substance with the form of the 4 Universal ’ as its subordinate 
factor, and not directly; because it does not indicate the varieties in the shape 
of the Jar and other thi ng s; and in the event of the varieties not being 
indicated, there can be no co-ordination, as already pointed out. This same 
incongruity is equally applicable to the view that what is denoted is the 
entity along with the Exclusion ; as in this case also the word 4 sat * would 
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express the substance with the Exclusion as its subordinate factor, and not 
•directly ; and the non-indication of varieties would be present hero also, vvna 
then would be the difference between the ‘ Universal * and the ‘ Exclusion ^ 
or between ‘ that having the Universal ’ and‘ that having the Exclusion ? 
— (972) 

The following Text points out another objection : 


TEXT (973). 

- There can be no connection between the Apolia and Gender, 
Number, etc. As the Individual is inexpressible, 

THERE CAN BE NO CONNECTION THROUGH THAT 

either.”— [Shlo.-Va. Apoha 135J—(973) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Gender ' —Masculine, Feminine and Neuter. 

' ‘ Number ’—Singular, Dual, Plural. . 

’ Etcetera' —Stands for the connection of Action (Verb), Time (lensej 

and There^can be no connection between those and Apoha , as this latter is a 
non-entity ; while the factors mentioned are all properties of *"**£»<£ 
can the word ever denote anything devoid of the said Gender, etc. W hat is 
meant is that in this way the Proposition (of the Apohist) is contrary to 

experience ^ ^ that—‘ The Particular (Individual) which forms the 

substratum of Exclusion is an entity, and it can therefore have the “ ece ^ 
connection with Gender, etc. and through that, these can be attributed to the 

The'answer to this is—‘ As the Individual, etc. etc.' ;—that is to say, 
the said Individual, being ‘ indeterminate ’ (hence ^ P r^i6^) ^nnot be 
spoken of as connected with Gender, Number, etc. ; how then could these be 
attributed to the Apoha, through the Individual ?—(973) 

The following Text proceeds to show that what has been held regarding 
Apoha being the denoted and denotative is not all-embracing (not applicable to 
all words). 

TEXT (974). 

lu THE CASE OF VERBS, THE ‘EXCLUSION OF OTHERS’ IS NEVER 
COGNISED ; BECAUSE IN THEIR CASE THERE IS NOTHING TO BE 
DENIED WHICH COULD FORM THE OBJECT OF EX¬ 
CLUSION.”— [Shlo.-Va. Apoha 139]—(974) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of Verbs— words with conjugational endings, like ‘ pacta*. ’ 
cooks’), « gachchhati' (‘goes’) and the like, wherein action forms 
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predominant factor, no ‘ exclusion of others * is apprehended ;—why ?— 
because ‘ in their rase, etc. etc. '; in the case of nouns—terms like ‘ ghafa ' 
(Jar), otc.—with declensional endings,—there are certain well-established 
entities in the shape of the non-jar, etc. which are negatived and can figure 
in the ‘ exclusion ’ (expressed by the word * Jar ’); not so in the case o* 
verbs, like 'pachati', etc. where no well-established counter-entities are over 
• apprehended.—(974) 


The following might be urged—* There may be nothing to be negatived 
actually figuring in the exclusion, even so, there may be a probable counter¬ 
entity ( na-pachati ) of which there could be negation in the form na-na-pachali.' 
[So that the denotation of the verb pachati would be na-na-pachati] : 

This is answered in the following— 


TEXTS (975-976). 


“ Eves when na-na would be uttered, there would be negation 

OF NEGATION ONLY ; SO THAT THE pachati (ACTION OF Cooking) 
WOULD REMAIN THERE IN- ITS OWN (POSITIVE) FORM.— 

Similarly in the case of verbs thebe is the idea 
OF being in course of accomplishment, as also tha t 
of the past, etc. ; and as Apoha is something 
well-established, these ideas would 
be baseless (if Apoha were all 

THAT IS DENOTED BY WORDS).”— 

[Shlo.-Va. Apoha 140-141]— 

(975-976) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even when the expression ‘ na-na-pachati' is uttered, what is expressed 
is only the negation of a probable negation. 

4 What is the harm in that ? ’ 

Answer:—So that the 'pachati ’, etc. etc.; that is to say, two negatives 
always donote an affirmation; so that on the use of the said expression, the 
action of 1 pachati' remains there in its positive form ; hence the denotation 
of the word would be positive (not negative, in the shape of Apoha). 

Then again, the verb ‘ pachati ’ signifies on act in the course of being 
accomplished; and that action is regarded as in the course of being accomplished 
of which some portions have been accomplished while some are still unaccoro - 
plished, and of which therefore the portions happen to be in a certain order of 
sequence.—Similarly in the case of such verbs as 4 ahhut ’ (Past Tense) and 
4 bhavigyati ’ (Future Tense), there are ideas of past and future points of time. 
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—In regard to tho Apoha however, no such ideas of bein'/ in course of accom¬ 
plishment, etc. is possible ; because it is a fully accomplished thing con¬ 
sisting entirely of Negation. Consequently, under the view that Apoha 
is denoted by words, tlie idea of being in course of accomplishment and also the 
idea of ‘ past ‘ future ’ and the like can have no basis at all; hence it is 
contrary to experience. 

‘ Bhutadirupanam ’,—the conception, idea, of the Past, etc.—-(975-970) 


The following lexis proceed to show that the theory cannot cover all 
cases and as such it is contrary to experience :— 


TEXTS (977-979). 

“ In the case of the whole mass of denotations like Injunction 
AND THE LIKE,—THERE IS NO IDEA OF THE ' EXCLUSION OF OTHERS ’. 
HOW COULD THERE BE ANY Apoha EVEN WHEN THE NEGATIVE IS 

coupled with Negation ?—Particles like ‘ Cha * and the rest 

CAN HAVE NO CONNECTION WITH THE NEGATIVE ; HENCE HERE ALSO 

no Apoha is possible.—In the case of what is expressed by 

A SENTENCE, THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF OTHERS * CANNOT EVEN BE IN¬ 
DICATED.— In the case of such expressions as ‘ ananyapoha ’ 
(‘Non-exolusion of others’), no denotation is apprehended 
at all (apart from the Positive).—Wherefore too could 

THERE BE ANYTHING ‘ EXCLUDED ’ IN THE CASE OF SUCH WORDS 

as ‘ Prameya ’ and ‘ Jneya ’ (which embrace all conceivable 
things) ? ”— [Shlo.-V5. Apoha 142-144] — (977-979) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 And the like ’—is meant to include Invitation, Addressing and the like. 
There is ‘ no idea ’—apprehension—of the * exclusion ’—denial—of 
other things; and the reason for this lies in the fact that ‘ there is nothing 
to be denied that could figure in the denial ns pointed out above (under 
Text 974). 

In such expressions as ‘ na na-pachati devadattah ’ (‘ Devadatta is not 
non-cooking ’), where one negative is coupled with another negative,—what 
sort of Apoha could be possible ? None at all; since two. negatives always 
imply tho affirmative. 

Further, in tho case of particles like ‘ cha i.e. of all niputa adverbs, 
prefixes, propositions, and so forth,—all which havo been regarded as words ; 
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and yet theso can have no connection with the negative, as such a combina¬ 
tion would not be expressive of anything at all. That is to say, in the case 
of the word ‘ Jar when it is connected with the negative in the expression 
‘ non-jar one has the notion of something else, in the shape of the Cloth ; 
and hence the denotation of the word ‘ Jar ’ without the negative is held to 
consist in the 1 negation (exclusion) of that other thing (Cloth) ’; in the 
case of the particles ‘ cha * and the like, there is no connection with the 
negative, in such expressions as ‘ na cha '; and what is not connected with the 
negative cannot be negatived (or excluded). Hence in this case no Apoha 
is possible ; i.e. there must be absence of Apoha. 

Further, in the case of sentences, what is expressed by them is held 
to be of one mixed form, like the variegated colour ; consequently the ‘ exclusion 
of others ’ cannot be indicated in their case; because there is no counter- 
entity known to exist in any accomplished form. It has been asserted that 
‘ in the case of such sentences as Chaitra, bring the cow, the 4 exclusion of 
others * is assumed to be in parte—such as that of 4 non-chaitra ’ and the rest. 
But this would be a case of denotation of words, not of the Sentence. As it is 
one impartite whole, and does not admit of such dissection. Thus then 
your theory of the denotation of words does not cover all cases. 

Then again, in the case of such expressions as 4 Na any&pohah Ananya- 
pohah there is nothing apprehended as denoted, except something positive ,— 
Because what is understood to be denoted is not merely the form of the 
Apoha; as the double negative always expresses the positive. 

The particle 4 ddi' (in the compound ‘ ananydpohashabdddau') stands 
for such synonyms as 4 ananyavydvrUi 4 ananyavyavachchhida * and so forth. 

Objection :— 4 What is said here has already been said (under 977) in the 
words 4 Nahashchdpi nafta, etc.; so that there is needless repetition ’. 

True. But the reiteration is made with a view to showing that the 
words of the Apohist himself—that ‘ the denotation of words consists in the 
Exclusion of Others ’—show that he regards the denotation to be positive. 
Because what the term 4 anydpoha \ 4 Exclusion of Others excludes (or 
denies) is what is denoted by the term ' ananydpoha ’, 4 Non-exclusion of 
Others ’; and this latter is clearly understood to be positive. 

Then there are such words as 4 cognisable ‘ knowable \ 4 predicable ’ 
and so forth; and there is nothing that is excluded by these; as all things 
are 4 cognisable', etc. by their very nature. If anything were assumed to 
bo excludod by these words, it would be entirely cognised in the form of 
4 exclusion ’; and as such would remain 4 cognisable ’; because what is not 
cognised cannot be excluded. Then, as there is nothing that could be 
excluded in this case, the theory of the Apohist cannot be universally truo.— 
(977-979) 


Objection :— 4 In the Hltumukha (a work of that name) it has been 
declared that tlysre is Inference of the Cognisable as consisting of the 
Exclusion of the Non-cognisable which is assumed for the purpose. So that 
how can our Apoha -theory fail to apply to the case of these words ? ’ 

■- X Answer :— — 
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TEXTS (980-981). 

“ Rather than assume the thing to be excluded, it is far better 

TO ASSUME THE ENTITY ITSELF.—AS THE IDEA OF THINGS BEING 
OF THE FORM OF COGNITIONS HAS BEEN REJECTED, WHAT 
IS DENOTED CANNOT BE ANYTHING INTERNAL (SUBJECT¬ 
IVE) ; NOR IS IT POSSIBLE FOR ANY SUBJECTIVE 
THING TO BE * EXCLUDED ’. THUS THERE CAN 
BE NO Apofvi IN THE CASE OF THE WORDS IN 

question.—Lastly, in the case of 
such words as * eva ’, NOTHING is 
FOUND TO BE 4 EXCLUDED ’.— 

[Shlo.-va. Apoha 145-146] 

—(980-981) 

COMMENTARY. 

If all that is cognisable is assumed to bo excluded as ‘ cognisable — 
then it is far better to admit the positive entity itself to be denoted by the 
word ; which is what is accepted by all men. That is to say, in so doing 
thore would be no assumption of tho Unseen, nor the denial of the Seen. 
That is why it is spoken of as 4 far better ’. 

Some (Buddhists) have held the view that— 4 what is denoted by all 
words is only the reflection of conceptual thought, and it is this that is 
excluded, differentiated and expressed \ 

The answer to this is— As the idea of things, etc. etc. That is, wo have 
already rejected the idea that things are of the nature of cognitions; and we 
have done so on the ground that Cognition is formless, while the tiling lias a 
form and is cloarly perceived as existing in the. external world ; consequently 
there being no internal (subjective) form resting in Cognition, it cannot bo 
right to regard any such thing as denoted by words. 

Nor is it possible for any such subjective thing to be rejected,—for 
the samo reason that no such thing exists. 

In the case of the words in question —i.e. words like 'Cognisable ’. 

Then again, thore are such words as l Zvam' (‘ thus’), ‘ iltham' (‘in this 
way ’) and so forth ; in the case of these, nothing is found that can be ‘ ex¬ 
cluded ’; as there is no counter-entity in this case, in the form of what could 
be excluded. 

It might be argued that— 4 in such expressions as 4 no evam ’ (‘ not thus ’) 
there is something probable that could be regarded as 4 excluded ’. 

This also is not possible in this case, as already pointed out. Because 
here also, in the expression 4 no naivam thore is negation of negation ; and 
the 'Zvam' remains in its own unnegatived —positive—form. So the samo 
reason that we had urged before becomes applicable here also.—(980-981) 

All the above has been set forth as put forward by Kumdrila. With the 
following Texts, the Author proceeds to set forth objections put forward 
by Uddyotakara against Apoha [In Nyayavdrtika on 2. 2. 63, pp. 332-333] : — 
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TEXTS (982-988). 


“ In the case of the word ‘ all ’ (‘ sarca ’) what is it that is assume 0 

TO BE THE ‘ EXCLUDED ’ ? THERE IS NO SUCH THING AS THE non-dll, 
WHICH COULD BE EXCLUDED.—If IT BE URGED THAT ‘ One AND THF. 
REST 5 ARE THE non-aU, THEN IT COMES TO BE THE EXCLUSION OF 
THE DENOTATION ITSELF ; AS THE ports WOULD BE EXCLUDED, AND 
NO Whole IS ADMITTED.—SIMILARLY, IN REGARD TO THE DENOTA¬ 
TION OF THE WORD ‘GROUP’ (‘ SamOha'), THE CONSTITUENTS 
WOULD BE EXCLUDED ; AND NOTHING APART FROM THIS IS 
ADMITTED ; HENCE ALL SUCH WORDS BECOME DEPRIVED OF THEIR 
MEANING.—AS REGARDS THE WORDS ‘ TWO ’ AND THE REST, WHICH 
ALSO ARE APPLIED TO groups, AS THE ‘ ONE ’ AND OTHER CONSTITU¬ 
ENTS WOULD BE EXCLUDED, THEY COULD NO LONGER BE SO APPLIC¬ 
ABLE.—'Then again, the denotation of the word ‘Cow’ is 
said TO BE THE ‘ Non-non-cow ’now is this positive or negative ? 
If it is positive, is it the Ccno or the Non-cow ?— If it is the 

Cow, THEN THERE IS NO DISPUTE; AS THE DENOTATION TURNS OUT TO 
BE OF THE POSITIVE CHARACTER. Ox THE OTHER HAND, IF IT IS 
THE non-Ccrw THAT IS DENOTED BY THE WORD ‘ COW THAT WOULD 
EXHIBIT A WONDERFUL INSIGHT INTO THE MEANINGS OF WORDS 

indeed ! —Nor can it be negative ; as, in that case Injunction 
AND THE REST WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE.—NOR DOES ANY ONE EVER 
COMPREHEND a negation from the word ‘ Cow ’.”-(982-988) 


COMMENTARY. 


Uildyotakara has argued as follows:—“ It cannot be right to say that 
words denote the Apoha of other things; because this explanation cannot 
apply to all words; that is to say, in the case of words where there are two 
mutually exclusive contradictions, it may be that when one is affirmed the 
other is denied ; as for instance, it may be true tliat when the word ‘ Cow ’ 
is heard, the Cow is affirmed and the non-Cow is denied. But this is not 
possible in the case of the word ‘ Sarva ’ (‘ all ’), as there is no such tiling as 
non-aU, which could be denied by the word ‘ all ’.—‘ But in this case also, 
there is denial or preclusion of one and the rest ; so that our explanation takes 
in this case also —You mean that one and the rest are the contradictories of 
all, the non-aU which are excluded by the word ‘all’.—But this is not right; 
as it involves the incongruity of words abandoning their own meaning. If 
the word ‘ all ’ excludes one and the rest, —inasmuch as these latter are what 
go to make up the All, and (for the Buddhist) the whole has no existence 
apart from its constituents, the exclusion of one and the rest would mean the 
exclusion of everything that goes to make up the AU, and there would be 
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nothing left for tho word ‘ all * to denote : and this word would thus become 
meaningless.—[The word ‘ ahga ' stands for part ].—Similarly all collective 
words, like ‘ group * and the rest, would become meaningless, if they 
were used for the exclusion of their own constituents; as it is held that 
the group has no existence apart from the members that make up that group. 
—As for the words ‘ two * and the rest, they also pertain to groups (of Two, 
Three, etc.); so that, if they denoted tho oxclusion of one and the rest ,—as 
these, being precluded, would not be there to make up the said groups, the 
words would become meaningless.” 

This is tho argument that is indicated by the words—‘ They would not 
be so applicable * (Text 985). What is meant is that the words in question 
are accepted as applicable to groups; but they would cease to bo so appli¬ 
cable. 

“ Further, when it is asserted that what the word ‘ Cow ’ denotes is the 
‘ Apoha of other things ’,—i.e. something that is ‘ not non-Cow —is this 
something (A) Positive or (B) Negative ?—(A) If it is Positive, is it the 
Cow or the non-Cow ?—If it is the Cow, then there is no quarrel between us.— 
If it is the non-Cow that is held to bo denoted by tho word 4 Cow ’,—this 
shows a wonderful insight into the meanings of words !—(B) Nor can it be 
something Negative; ns nothing negative can form the subject of any injunc. 
tion or comprehension thereof ; as a matter of fact, when one hoars the word 
4 Cow neither the Injunction nor its comprehension pertains to anything 
merely negative.” 

This is the argument that is indicated in the words l Nor can it be negative, 
etc., etc '— 4 Praifa' stands for Praiqana, Injunction ; that is, the urging of 
the hearer by the Speaker to something; this belongs to the Speaker; while 
4 Comprehension ’ belongs to the hearer.—The term 4 and the rest ’ is meant 
to include such norms as 4 carrier ’, 4 milker ’ and the like. 

Lastly, it is by actual experience that the meaning of words is com¬ 
prehended ; and as a matter of fact, no one ever comprehends negation from 
the word 4 Cow (982-988) 


44 Further, Apoha, Exclusion, being an Action, it behoves you to point 
out its object (i.e. the object excluded). That is to say, you explain 4 Apoha * 
as ‘not being the non-Cow’; now is this object of tho Apoha, the Cow or 
the non-Cow ?—If it pertains to the Cow, how can there be negation of the 
Cow in the Cow itself ?—If, on the other hand, it pertains to the non-Cow, 
how can the Apoha or Exclusion of one thing (non-Cow) lead to tho com¬ 
prehension of another thing (the Cow) ? Certainly, when the Khadira 
tree is cut, the cutting does not fall upon the Palasha tree.—Further, if the 
phrase 4 tho Cow is not the non-Cow ’ is explained as the nogation, in the 
Cow, of the non-Cow, —then you should explain who lias ever conceived 
of the Cow os the non-Cow, —which conception would be negatived by the 
said Apoha ? ” 

The Arguer regards tho first two alternatives as irrelevant, hence he 
sets forth the third alternative (that there is preclusion, in the Cow, of the 
non-Cow] :— 

34 
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TEXTS (989-994). 

“ Why is the denotation of the word (‘ Cow ’) held to be the 

Apoha —IN THE FORM * THE COW IS T lot TlOU-Cow ’ ? WHO HAS EVER 
ATTRIBUTED THE CHARACTER OF THE non-CoxC TO THE COW—THAT 
IT IS DENIED HERE ?—It IS HELD THAT IT IS THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF 

the non-Cow ’ nr the Cow, which forms the denotation of the 
word ;—is this held to be something different from the 
Cow ? Or now-different ?—If it is different, does it abide— 

OR not ABIDE—ANYWHERE ? If IT DOES ABIDE, THEN IT BECOMES 

a Quality, and the word cannot be denotative of the Substance ; 
—AND THUS AS THE WORD ‘ COW ’ WOULD DENOTE ONLY A Quality r 
THERE would be no co-ordination in such expressions AS ‘ THE 
Cow moves \ ‘ the Cow stands ’.—If it does not abide in any 

THING, THEN WHAT WOULD BE THE SENSE IN WHICH IT COULD BE 
MENTIONED, FOR THE PURPOSE OF exclusion, BY THE TERM * Agoll 
‘ ‘ OF THE NON-COW ’ ?—If, LASTLY, THE ‘ Apoha 4 EXCLUSION 

OF OTHERS ’ IS HELD BY YOU TO BE non-dfferent (FROM THE Cow), — 
THEN IT COMES TO BE THE S AM E AS CoXC \ WHAT MORE WOULD, IN 
THAT CASE, BE EXPRESSED (BY THE TERM * Apoha ’) ? ”-(989-994) 


COMMENTARY. 


The particle ‘ cha ' (in Text, 989) has the collective sense; what is meant 
by the sentence is—why do you assert the denotation of the word 4 Cow ’ 
to be the Apoha in the form of 4 Not non-Cow ’ ! 

4 Why should it not be so asserted ’ ? (asks the Buddhist). 

The answer is— 1 Who has, etc, etc.' 

44 For the following reason also Apoha cannot be accepted:—Because 
none of the alternatives possible under that theory is admissible: The 
Apoha, or Exclusion, of the non-Cow in the Cow,—is this (A) Different, or 
(B) Non-different—(from the Cow) ?—(A) If it is different; (a) does it 
abide (in the Cow) ? Or (6) does it not abide in it ?—(a) If it does abide 
in it, then, inasmuch as it abides iD it, it becomes a Quality; that is, the 
word- 4 Cow ’ denotes a Quality, and not the Substance, the animal. Cow; 
and under the circumstances, there can be no such Co-ordination as that 
expressed in the words 4 the Cow is standing\ 4 the Cow is moving —(6) If, 
on the other hand, it does not abide in it, then what is the significance of 
the Genitive ending in the phrase 4 agoh apohah' (‘‘the Apoha of the non- 
Cow') 1 —(B) If, lastly, the Apoha is non-different from the Cow, then it is 
the same as the Cow, and the postulating of it is entirely futile.”—(989— 
994) 
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TEXTS (995-996). 

“ is THIS Apoha ONE AND THE SAME IN CONNECTION WITH ALL THINGS ? 

Or is it several ?—If one, then, being related to several 
cows, it would be the same as the Universal — 

‘ Cow ’.—If it is several, then it would be 

ENDLESS,—LIKE SO MANY INDIVIDUAL OB¬ 
JECTS. Consequently, just like the 
diverse Individuals, this also 

COULD NOT BE ‘ DENOTED ’.— 

(995-996) 

COMMENTARY. 

[Uddyotakara continues]—“ You should explain whether this Apoha is 
one and the same in regard to all things ? Or is it different with each 
individual thing ? If it is one and the same, and is related to several cows, 
then it is the same as the Universal ‘ Cow \ If on the other hand, it is 
many (differing with each individual cow), then it is os endless os the individual 
objects themselves; so that no conception of it would be possible; which 
means tliat it cannot be denoted —(995-996) 


TEXTS (997-1000). 

“ This Apoha, ‘ Exclusion of other Things ’—is it itself denoted 
or not-denoted ? Even if it is denoted, is it denoted as some¬ 
thing positive ? Or only as the * negation of other things ’ ? 
—If it is denoted as something positive, then you should 

ABANDON YOUR EXTREMIST VIEW, WHEREBY IT HAS BEEN ASSERTED 

that ‘ in every case it is the exclusion of other things that is deno¬ 
ted by words.’—If, on the other hand, the said ‘Exclusion ’ 
(Apoha) is denoted in the form of the ‘ Exclusion of other 

THINGS ’,—THEN SUCH A VIEW WOULD INVOLVE AN INFINITE REGRESS. 

— If then it be held by you that the said Apoha (Exclusion 
of other things) is not denoted, then your assertion, that 
‘ THE WORD ALWAYS BRINGS ABOUT THE EXCLUSION OF OTHER THINGS’, 
WOULD BECOME ANNULLED.”—(997-1000) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ You have to be questioned—is this Apoha denoted or not denoted ? 
If it is denoted, is it denoted as something positive ? Or as the ‘ exclusion 
of other things ’ ?—If it is denoted as something positive, then the assertion 
that ‘ The denotation of words consists in the exclusion of other things ' 
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is not universally true.—If it is denoted as the ‘ exclusion of other things 
then that 4 exclusion of others ’ would itself have to be denoted as another 
* exclusion of other things *; and so on and on, there would be no end to it. 
—If then the Apoha is held to be not-denoted, then that would contradict the 
statement that 4 the word brings about the exclusion of what is denoted by 
other words —(997-1000) 

All this has been set forth by Uddyotakara. In answer to this, the 
revered DihrAga has declared as follows:—‘ In all cases, the substratum 
being the same, there is no disruption, and all that is desired is duly accom¬ 
plished ; hence in due course, all characteristics of the 4 Universal —such 
as one-ness, etemality, complete subsistence in every component —subsist in 
the Apoha itself. Consequently, on account of the superiority of its excellence, 
the only theory that is right is that 4 the denotation of words consists in 
the exclusion of other things ’. 

In reference to this, KumarUa argues as follows, thereby summing up 
the arguments against the doctrine of Apoha :— 


TEXTS (1001-1002). 

“ Further, one - ness , etemality and subsistence in every individual ,— 
ONE WHO WOULD ATTRIBUTE THESE TO ApohtlS WHICH ARE 
FEATURELESS, WOULD BE MAKING CLOTH WITHOUT YARNS.— 

From all this it follows that the element of 

* EXCLUSION OF OTHERS ’ COULD BE PRESENT 
ONLY DT THE DENOTATION OF THOSE WORDS 
WHEREIN THE NEGATIVE TERM IS PRESENT; 

IN ALL OTHER CASES THE THING ITSELF 
IS WHAT IS DENOTED.” [Shloka- 
Vartika-Apoha —163-164.] 

-( 1001 - 1002 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 In those words alone where the negative term is present —e.g. in such 
expressions as 4 abhakfyo grdmasukarah 4 the tame hog is nol-to-be-eaten ’. 

4 The thing itself ’ —in the positive form. 

* In all other cases' —where the negative term is not present.—(1001- 
1002 ) 

Having thus set forth the opinions of others, in order of importance, 
the Author sets forth the answer to these:— 
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TEXTS (1003-1004). 

All these are wrong views based upon ignorance of what is 

MEANT BY THE ‘ Apoha, NEGATION, OF OTHER THINGS \— 

People who are themselves damned damn others 

ALSO.— As A MATTER OF FACT, Apoha IS OF TWO KINDS 
DDE TO DIFFERENCE BETWEEN—(1) PatyuddSU 

(Relative Negation, Contradistinction, 

Exclusion) and (2) Ni&edha (Absolute 
Negation, Denial, Prohibition). 

Paryvddsa again is of two kinds 
—( a ) Due to difference of 
Conception (Idea), and (6) 

Due to difference of 
Concept (object)— 

(1003-1004) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Due to difference, etc. etc. ’;—i.e. because thoro is Relative Negation and 
Absolute Negation, there are two kinds of Apoha, Negation. 

‘ Due to difference in Conception, etc. etc.' —i.e. duo to difference of the 
nature of the Conception, and due to difference of the nature of the 
Concept. Of these * the nature oj Conception * consists in the appearance 
of cognition of several things in one comprehensive form ;—and ‘ the nature 
of Concept '—consists in the nature of the object, as contradistinguished from 
unlike objects,—i.o. in the form of 4 Specific Individuality ’ ; and the two 
kinds of Paryud&sa are based upon difference of these two ;—such is the 
senso of the compound.—(1003-1004) 

The following Text points out the form of Negation ( Paryuddsa , Exclu¬ 
sion) in the form of Conception — 

TEXTS (1005-1006). 

It has been explained on a previous occasion (Text 723) that 
things like the HaritaJci and other things, though distinct from 

ONE ANOTHER, BECOME THE BASIS OF UNITARY CONCEPTION. ON 
THE BASIS OF SUCH THINGS, THERE APPEARS A reflection IN THE 

determinate Cognition,—which reflection is definitely 

APPREHENDED (CONCEIVED OF) AS * OBJECTS EVEN THOUGH 
THE OBJECTIVE CHARACTER IS ABSENT IN IT. [AND IT 
IS THIS CONCEPTION OF THE REFLECTED IMAGE THAT 

is called 4 Apoha ’].—(1005-1006) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ On a previous occasion ’—i.e. in the chapter on the examination of the 
“Universal under Text 723 et seq. It has been explained there tliat,— 
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many such tilings as the Hantald and the rest-, without any commonalty 
among them, perform the same function of allaying fever and other diseases, 
—and exactly in the same manner the Black and other Cows, even though 
different among themselves, become, by their very nature, the basis of the 
unitary conception, even without any such entity as the Commonalty or 
the Universal. 

‘ Abhayadisamah —i.e. like the Hantald, etc.—the similarity consisting 
in fulfilling the same purpose. 

‘ On the basis of such things, tic. etc .';—on the basis of consisting in objects 
like the Harilaki and the rest,—brought about by the apprehension of the 
action of such causes,—is the determinate Cognition ;—in this cognition there 
i3 the reflection ,—reflected image—of the objects,—i.e. thero appears a 
reflection which is apprehended as the same as the objects;—and it is to this 
apprehension that the name ‘ Apoha ’ has been applied. 

4 Determinate \— this is an adjective qualifying 4 cognition \ 

4 Arthdimatabhavi ’even though the character of the 4 external 
object ’ is wanting. 

4 Nishchitam ’—definitely apprehended.—(1005-1006) 

Question :— 44 Why has the name 4 Apoha ' been given to it ! ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (1007-1009i). 

(1) Because it appears as 4 excluded ’ (distinguished) from other 

‘ APPEARANCES —(2) BECAUSE IT IS THE BASIS (CAUSE) OF THE 
COGNITION OF A THING AS ‘ EXCLUDED ’ FROM OTHERS,—(3) 
BECAUSE IT IS COGNISED THROUGH AN ENTITY * EXCLUDED ’ 

(FROM OTHERS),—AND (4) BECAUSE IT IS APPREHEND¬ 
ED IN THE FORM OF THE * SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALITY ’ 

CONSISTING IN THE * EXCLUSION ’ OF UNLIKE 
THINGS, BY PERSONS CONFOUNDED BY ITS 
SAMENESS—THE NAME ‘ Apoha, EX¬ 
CLUSION, OF OTHERS ’ HAS BEEN 
GIVEN TO IT, ON THE SAID 

BASIS.—(1007-1009$) 

COMMENTARY. 

The name 4 Apoha ’ has been applied to it on four grounds:—(1) 
Firstly and chiefly, because it itself appears as 4 excluded ’ (distinguished) 
from the appearances imposed by other conceptions,—the name 4 Apoha 
of others ’ has been applied, in the sense of what is excluded — 4 apohyatl '— 
from others — 4 anyasmat —On the other three grounds the name rests only 
indirectly (figuratively). (2) For instance, through imposing the character 
of the Effect upon the Cause ; as when the name i> applied because it is the 
cause of the cognition of a thing as 4 excluded ’ from others ;—(3) it is applied 
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through imposing the cliaracter of the Cause upon the Effect; as when the 
name is applied ‘ oshliftavastu-dvGra '; i.e. 4 through ' —by means of —an 
4 entity ' which is 1 ashliqfa ’—i.e. 4 excluded from, others ’; i.e. it proceeds 
' from the apprehension of the said conception;—(4) the fourth ground lies 
in the fact that it is apprehended by persons confounded by its sameness 
with the 4 exclusion of unlike things \ 

4 Its sameness' ;—i.e. the sameness of the reflection of the object in the 
conceptual thought. 

4 On the said basis'; —i.e. on the basis of the four facts, in the shape of 
its appearing as excluded from other appearances and so forth.—(1007-1008) 

The following text shows the form of the Apoha in the form of the object :— 


TEXT (1009). 

SO ALSO, IN REGARD TO THE ‘ SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALITY ’ WHICH IS THE 
BASIS OF THE SAID ‘ EXCLUSION ’ J—ON THE GROUND THAT THERE 
IS IN IT THE 4 EXCLUSION ’ OF OTHERS.—(1009) 

COMMENTARY. 

The words of the preceding text— 4 the name Exclusion of others has been 
given to it on the said basis \—have to be construed along with this text also. 

The basis (for this Apoha) is pointed out— 4 On the ground, etc. etc.' 

—that is, on the ground of the presence therein of the differentiation— 
exclusion—from other— i.e. unlike, heterogeneous,—tilings ; i.e. because tbo 
exclusion of unlike things is there. What is meant by this is that to the 
4 Specific Individuality \ the name 4 Apoha, Exclusion, of others ’ is applicable 
in its primary sense.—(1009) 

The following Text points out the form of Apoha in the form of 4 Negation 
Absolute *:— 


TEXT (1010). 

* Negation Absolute ’ we have in such instances as 4 the Cow 
IS not non-Cow ’; IN this the 4 NEGATION of the other ’ IS 
VERY CLEARLY APPREHENDED.—(1010) 

COMMENTARY. 

Having thus set forth the nature of the three kinds of 4 Apoha \ the 
Author proceeds to connect it with the subject-matter under discussion, the 
Denotation of Words :— 
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TEXT (1011). 

It is the first of these Apohas that is expressed by words ; because 

THE COGNITION BROUGHT ABOUT BY WORDS APPREHENDS THE 
EXTERNAL OBJECT.—(1011) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘First'— i.e. that which consists in the Reflection of the object, as 
described above (in Text, 1006). 

The reason for this is explained— 1 Because the cognition, etc. etc.'; _ 

that alone should be regarded as the 4 denotation of words ’ which actually 
appears in the Verbal Cognition and as a matter of fact, in Verbal Cognition, 
there is no apprehension of Negation Absolute, nor that of the ‘Specific 
Individuality as there is in Sense-cognition ; what actually appears in it is 
that Verbal Cognition only which apprehends the external object. Hence 
it is only the reflection of the External Object, which appears directly in 
Verbal Cognition as identical with it, that can be rightly held to be the 
denotation of the word.—(1011) 

As regards the well-known relation of the denotative and denoted which 
subsists between the word and its denotation,—it is none other tlian the 
relation of Cause and Effect; in fact it is of the nature of the relation of Cause 
and Effect itself.—This is what is shown in the following— 


TEXT (1012). 

When the cognition of the Reflection in that form has resulted 
from THE Word, there has come about the relation of 
Denoted and Denotative, in the shape of Cause 
and Effect.—( 1012) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Ihe tefivd'on in that form '—is that reflection which is of the nature 
of the apprehended external object ;—when the birth—appearance—of 
the cognition of that—has been brought about—produced,—the relation 
that has resulted is, on reflection, found to be that of Cause and Effect. For 
instance, the Word, as bringing about the Reflection, is called 4 denotative 4 ; 
and the Reflection, brought about by the Word, is the 4 denoted ’. 

Thus the assertion made by the Opponent—that 4 mere negation does 
not figure m Verbal Cognition’ (Text. 9l0)-is irrelevant; because mere 
negation is not regarded as the denotation of words.—(1012) 

It has been shown that Apoha, in the form of ‘ Reflection being brought 
about directly by words, forms the primary denotation of words. The 
Author now proceeds to show that there would be nothing incongruous in 
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describing the other two kinds of Apoha (described under 1007-1008) as 
forming the secondary (indirect) ‘ denotation of words ’ :— 

TEXTS (1013-1015). 

The direct form (of Apoha) having been explained as above. 
Absolute Negation also is apprehended by implication,—IN the 

FORM THAT THE NATURE OF THIS THING IS NOT THE NATURE 
OF THE OTHER THING.—WHEN THERE IS CONNECTION (OF 
THE WORD) WITH CERTAIN THINGS, THERE COMES 
ABOUT, BY IMPLICATION, THE APPREHENSION OF 
‘ EXCLUDED ’ THINGS ALSO.—HENCE THIS 
ALSO IS FIGURATIVELY SPOKEN OF AS 
THE ‘ DENOTATION ’ OF THE WORD. 

—These two kinds of Verbal 
Apolia ARE NOT DIRECTLY 
SPOKEN OF AS SUCH. 

-(1013-1015) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ -4s above \—as something brought about. 

Question :—“ How is Absolute Negation apprehended by implication ! ” 

Answer :—That the nature, etc. etc .—That is, on the basis of the fact that 
the nature of this thing —the reflection of the Cow—is not the nature of 
the other thing —the reflection of the Horse and other tilings. 

Having thus shown that the notion of the Apoha in the shape of Absolute 
Negation forms, on the ground of invariable concomitance, the secondary 
denotation of words, the Author proceeds to assert the same in regard to 
‘ Specific Individuality ’ also :— 4 When tliere is connection, etc. etc.’ ;—the 
4 connection ’ of the Word with the object meant hero is tho indirect one of 
invariable concomitance in the shape of that of Cause and Effect ; in the follow¬ 
ing way :—-First of all there is tho apprehension of the object os it stands > 
then the speaker’s desire to speak of it; then the movement of his palate 
and other organs of speech; then the utterance of the word ; in this way 
when there is this indirect connection between the word and the objects 
spoken of—such os Fire and the like,—then there follows the cognition, 
through Presumption, of the object os 4 excluded from unlike things ’. 

Thus botli these kinds of Apoha, —Absolute Negation and that in the 
form excluded from others, —are figuratively spokon of as denoted, by the word. 

4 This also'; —i.e. the Specific Individuality ; 4 also ’ refers to the Absolute 
Negation.—(1013-1015) 

As against the Revered Dihndga, Uddyotakara lias urged the following 
(in Nyayavdrtika, 2. 2. 63, pages 333-334)“ If the Apoha is not denoted 
by the word (‘ Apoha ’), then you have to explain what the word can signify 
apart from what is denotable by it ? If that same ( Apoha itself) forms 
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the denotation of the word, then, this would be incompatible with 
your declaration that ‘ a word is said to denote something when it is found 
that it brings about, in its denotation, the exclusion of what is denoted by 
other words ’; as the only meaning that this declaration could have (under 
the theory that Apoha is not denoted) would be that the non-denotative word 
denotes something—(which is absurd) ” 

The following Text proceeds to explain that this assertion has been made 
through ignorance of the meaning of the words (of the Teacher), and to show 
that there is no incongruity in those words :— 


TEXT (1016). 

When* the Word brings about the exclusion of other things, it 
IS SAID TO ; denote its own meaning ’; and there is no 
INCONGRUITY IN THIS.—(1016) 


COMMENTARY. 

The Specific Individuality also is the word's « own meaning \ by implica- 
tion, as explained before and when in its ‘ own meaning ’ in the shape 
of the Specific Individuality, the Word brings about-produces-the ‘ex- 
elusion of other things Le. the Apoha in the form of Reflection, as excluded 
(distinguished, from other Reflections.-then it is said to « denote ’ it. And 
t here is nothing incongruous in the words of our Teacher.—(1016) 

The following Texts explain this same declaration of Dihndga's 


TEXTS (1017-1018). 

The Word is said to ‘ denote because it produces a Reflection 

OF THE CONCEPTION OF THE EXTERNAL THING; IT DOES NOT 
TOUCH THE EXCLUSIVE FACTOR IN THE SHAPE OF THE SPECIFIC 

Individuality ; apart from the said production of 
the Reflection, there is no other denotative 
FUNCTION OF THE WORD.— (1017-1018) 

COMMENTARY. 

What the revered Teacher means is as follows:—Of the word, there is 
no function of denoting external things, other than the producing of the 
Reflection of the Conception apprehending those things; because all 
entities are devoid of activity. Hence when the word produces the Reflec¬ 
tion of the conception tending to the apprehension of the external thing, 
it is said that ‘ it denotes its meaning ’. It does not touch the exclusive 
/actor, in the shape of Specific Individuality as excluded (distinguished) from 
like and unlike things ; as this would serve no useful purpose. 
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‘ Apart from, etc. etc.'; —i.o. apart from the producing of the said 
Reflection, there is no other denotative function of the word.—(1017-1018) 

Having thus explained the nature of ApoJia, the Author now proceeds 
to meet and sot aside the objections urged by others. 

It has been urged (by Bh&maha, under Text 912) that—" if the word 
' Cow ’ serves the only purpose of excluding other tilings, then please point 
out some other word which would produce the notion of Cow in the Cow.” 

This is answered in the following— 

TEXT (1019). 

It is only when the Reflection has been cognised that there 

FOLLOWS THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF OTHER THINGS BY IMPLICA¬ 
TION ; BECAUSE THE IDEA OF ‘ OTHERS ’ DOES NOT 
FORM PART OF THE REFLECTION AT 

ALL.—(1019) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is the idea of the Cow itself which is produced by the word ; as regards 
the ‘ exclusion of others ’, that is understood only by implication,—and 
from the word itself ; because the Reflection of the Cow is free from tho 
touch of any other appearance (or reflection). Tf it were not so, then, it 
would never bo apprehended in its specific form. That is why, for the 
bringing about of the idea of the Cow, another word is not sought after; 
because tho said idea of the Cow is produced by tho word ‘ Cow ’ itself.— 
(1019) 

It has been urged (under 913 above) that—“words have their fruits 
in Cognitions, and any one word cannot have two fruits, etc. etc.” 

The answor to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1020). 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE SENTENCE SPEAKING OF ‘ NOT EATING AT NIGHT 

THE WORD IN QUESTION HAS TWO FRUITS (RESULTANTS),-ONE 

DIRECT AND THE OTHER BY IMPLICATION ; AND IT IS SO 
BECAUSE THERE IS NO AFFIRMATION ENTIRELY 
WITHOUT NEGATION.—(1020) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of the sentence ‘Fat Devadatta does not eat during tho 
day ’, the direct meaning consists of the denial of ‘ eating during the day ’, 
and the implied meaning consists of the affirmation of ‘ eating during tho 
night ’; in the same manner, in the case of the word ‘ Cow \ which is affirma- 
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tive (positive) in character, the idea of affirmation is the direct resultant, 
and the idea of negation is the indirect resultant due to implication. 

The reason for this is stated—‘ And it is because, etc. etc.' •—because 
there is no affirmation without negation; in fact, affirmation is always con¬ 
comitant with the negation of the unlike; as there can be nothing which is 
not excluded (differentiated) from things unlike itself. 

Thus there is nothing incongruous in a single word having two 

resultants.—( 1020 ) 

Question “ Why is it so ? ” 

Answer ;— 

TEXT (1021). 

.Because the Word does not directly bring about both these,— 

(1) THE IDEA OF ITS OWN DENOTATION, AND (2) THE EXCLUSION 
OF ANOTHER THING.—(1021) 

COMMENTARY. 

There would be incongruity if it were held that both the resultants— 
affirmation as well as negation—are brought about by the word at the same 
time ; when however, the view is that.—as in the case of ‘not eating during 
the day only one is brought about directly, while the other is got at only 
by implication,—then there is no incongruity. 

As for the argument (urged in 914) that—“ on hearing the word cow 
uttered, the first idea that one should obtain would be that of the non- 
Cow this also is rejected by what has been just said ; because no such 
v»ew as indicated has been held by us ; that is to say, we have never held 
the view that the negation (exclusion) of the non-cow is done by the word 
directly; in fact, it has been already explained that this is obtained only by 

implication.—( 1021 ) 

It has been argued (by Kumdrila, under Text 915, above) that—“ Those 
who have accepted the commonalty in the shape of the negation of the non¬ 
cow as denoted by the word, have admitted the positive entity, the Universal 

‘ Cow ’ to be sc denoted 

Tin's is answered in the following— 

TEXT (1022). 

The Universal ‘ Cow ’ also is held to be an appearance of the same 

BIND ; INASMUCH IT IS APPREHENDED AS COMMON TO ALL 
cows— the Variegated and the rest.—(1022) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Of the same kind',— that is, superimposed upon, reflected in, the 
Cognition, as something external. 
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The reason for this view is next stated—‘ Inasmuch as, etc. etc .'; 
all cows, variegated and the rest, are apprehended as ‘ Cow ’, ‘ Cow ’, as 
of common form ; and it is on this account that this is called ‘ Commonalty ’ 
or ‘ Universal ’.—(1022) 

As regards its externality, that also is spoken of as such only by persons 
under illusion ; it is not real.—This is what is shown in the following— 


TEXT (1023). 

Because it is cognised as a positive ‘ entity therefore it is 

CALLED A ‘ POSITIVE ENTITY ’ ;—THIS MISTAKEN COGNITION IS 
PRODUCED QUICKLY FROM ITS SEED.—(1023) 

COMMENTARY. 

Objection :—“ If in any case, there were a positive entity in the shape of 
the Commonalty based upon an external object actually apprehended, then 
it might be possible to have an illusion of the Commonalty based upon 
similarity ; when however, there is no real primary ‘ Commonalty ’ (according 
to the Buddhist), the said illusion of commonalty is not possible for you.” 

Answer :—‘ This mistaken cognition, etc. etc .'—‘ Quality' i.e. the 
cognition in question appoars, independently of the porcoption of any real 
Commonalty,—through some internal aberration,—like the conception of 
' two moons *; all illusions do not really proceed from the perception of 
similarity ; they appear through mental aberration also. Hence there is no 
incongruity in our view.—(1023) 

The following Text proceeds to show that our view is not open to tho 
chargo of ‘ futility ’—of having a Probandum that is already proved :— 


TEXT (1024). 

That same ‘ form of the cognition ’ called the ‘ Apoha is the 
‘ DENOTATION OF THE WORD ’,—ALSO (REGARDED AS) A 4 POSITIVE 
ENTITY IN THE FORM OF THE * COMMONALTY ’ ; ON 
ACCOUNT OF ITS BEING APPREHENDED AS SUCH, 

THROUGH MISTAKE.—(1024) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ form of the Cognition ’ described above, as imposed upon it as 
something external, is called ‘ Apoha ’,—which is the ‘ denotation of tho 
word ’ ; and it is spoken of as an external thing, in the shape of the 
Commonalty (or Universal). 

The reason for this is stated—‘ On account, etc. etc. ' ; —i.e. because it is 
apprehended in the form of the Commonalty, and in the form of a positive 
entity. 
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The reason for its being called 4 the denotation of the word ’ and the 
‘ Apolia * has already been explained above, under Texts 1017 and 1007.— 
(1024) 

Question —“ Wherefore is not that a real Commonalty (Universal) ? ” 
Answer :— 


TEXT (1025). 

It is not right to regard its character of Universal entity, as real ; 

BEING NON-DIFFERENT FROM THE COGNITION, HOW COULD IT 
APPERTAIN TO ANOTHER THING ?—(1025) 

COMMENTARY. 

In reality, the Apoha is not anything entirely difforent from the 
Cognition; how then could it appertain to another thing,—by virtue of which 
appertenence, it could be the ‘ commonalty * of several things ? It has been 
declared above— 4 How can what is non-different from the Cognition appertain 
to anothor thing ? * 

For this same reason, our reasoning is not open to the charge of being 
4 redundant ’ (seeking to prove what is already admitted); because you do 
not admit the Universal named 4 Cow ’ to be of the form of Cognition and 
not of the form of an entity; on the other hand, you postulate the Universal 
4 Cow ' as a real entity embracing all cows—variegated and the rest. Hence 
our reasoning is not 4 redundant 

It has been urged (under 919) that— 44 If mere negation be assumed to 
be the denotation of words, this would be only the void expressed 
differently ”. As no such assumption is made by us, it does not affect our 
position.—(1025) 

It has been urged (under 920, by Kumdrila) that—“There would bo 
apprehension therein of part of the cognition of the Horse itself, etc. etc ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1026). 

Though this form of 4 Apoha ’ is not different from the form of 
the cognition, yet its external character is apprehended 
ONLY BY DELUDED PERSONS.—(1026) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(1026) 

It has been argued (under 921, by Kumdrila) that—“if the denotation 
of words is independent of things, then the assumption of Apoha is useless 
The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (1027). 

It is not entirely independent of the object, inasmuch as the 

NOTION OF THAT COMES IN INDIRECTLY ; AND YET IN THAT 
FORM, THE CHARACTER OF POSITIVE ENTITY 
DOES NOT BELONG TO IT, AS EXPLAINED 
BEFORE.—(1027) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is an indirect concomitanco with the object; honce, even though 
the conception is primarily mistaken and illusory,—yet it is not entirely in¬ 
dependent of the external object; just as the idea of ‘ jewel ’ in the bright¬ 
ness of the jewel (though wrong, is not independent of the jewel). Hence 
‘ independence of the external object ’ is something not admitted by* ils. 

As regards tho argument (urged in Text 922, by Kumdrila) that—“ the 
cognition tliat is produced in regard to the denotation of words is in the 
form of the positive entity ”,—the answor is givon in the words— 1 and yet 
in that form, etc. etc. \—that is, even though the cognition is in the form of 
the positive entity, yet, the positive character that belongs to it is not in 
tho form of something external, nor in tho form of another cognition ; as lias 
boen explained under Text 1014.—This also sets asido the view tliat ‘ the 
Apoha of other Cognitions ’ is not apprehended by a Cognition; because it 
is actually apprehended indirectly, by implication.—(1027) 

It has been urged (undor 923, by Kumdrila ) tliat—“ Even in the absence 
of the external tiling, just as there is Intuition denoted by the Sentence so 
would it be in the case of the word also ”. 

This is answered in the following— 


TEXT (1028). 

That Apoha which is in the form of Reflection, and which also 
is called ‘ Intuition ’, is produced by the word also ; 

AND WE READILY REGARD THIS AS THE 
DENOTATION OF WORDS.—(1028) 

COMMENTARY. 

We liave described tho meaning of the Sentence as of itio form of 
Reflection, named ‘Intuition ’; so also is the meaning of the word described. 
Because by the Word also, what is produced is the Apoha in the form of 
Reflection ; so tliat for us the Apoha in the form of tho Reflection is held to 
be the denotation of the Word also, not only of the Sentence. This is what is 
meant by the term * also ’. Thus there being no difference of opinion between 
us, the complaint against us is not right.—(1028) 
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It has been argued (under 924, by Rumania) that—“ the exclusion of one 
Cognition from another is not apprehended 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1029). 

Owing to the fact of its not bearing any factor apart from the 
APPEARANCE OF ITS OWN FORM, ITS ‘ EXCLUSION FROM ANOTHER 
COGNITION ’ BECOMES DULY APPREHENDED.—(1029) 

COMMENTARY. 

« 

It is because the Cognition does not bear within itself any factor apart 
from the manifestation of its own form, that—on account of its being restricted 
within its own form,—the exclusion of one cognition from another becomes 
apprehended; otherwise, if the Cognition bore the form of another, how 
could it be apprehended as excluded from that another ! 

* For tiuU Ttason ' —i.e. because it does not apprehend any form other 
than its own.—(1029) 

It has been argued (under 925, by Rumania) that—“ Words that are 
denotative of diverse Universal and those that are denotative of Particulars 
would all be synonyms 

This is answered as follows:— 


TEXT (1030). 

In THE CASE OF WHAT DOES NOT EXIST, ANY DIFFERENCE THAT MAY BE 
THERE CANNOT BE REAL; SO ALSO WOULD BE ITS NON-DIF- 
FERENCE ; AND HENCE THE WORDS WOULD CERTAINLY 
BE SYNONYMOUS.—(1030) 

COMMENTARY. 

Apoha, being featureless, has no form; and hence it is said that there 
is no difference among Apohas ; similarly it is said that there is no 
non-difference among them. Thus there being no really non-different thing, 
how can the contingency of all words being synonymous be urged against 
us ?—(1030) 

This same idea is explained more clearly in the following— 
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TEXT (1031) 

‘ Non-difference ’ consists in being of the same form ; how can 

THIS BE THERE IN WHAT ARE formless ? WORDS BECOME 
SYNONYMS ONLY WHEN WHAT IS DENOTED BY THEM 
IS ONE AND THE SAME.—(1031) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question “ If there is no one form in formless tilings, why should 
words not be synonymous ? ” 

Answer :—‘ Words become synonyms, etc. etc.' —(1031) 

The following might be urged—“ If among formless things, there cannot 
be presence of the same form, in reality,—oven so it would be there in 
imaginary form; and on the basis of that the incongruity of all words 
being synonymous can be rightly urged ”. 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1032). 

Just as, even in the absence of form, there is imaginary unity 
(uniformity),—in the same manner, difference also could 

BE IMAGINARY ; WHENCE THEN COULD THE 

WORDS BE SYNONYMOUS ?—(1032) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ In the absence of form ’—i.e. in the absence of any characteristic features. 
—(1032) . 

Question: —“ If that is so, then how is there any such notion among 
people that these words are synonymous, and those others are not 
synonymous ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1033). 

In reality, words are neither synonymous nor not-synonymous ; 

AS IT HAS BEEN EXPLAINED THAT WHAT IS DENOTED BY THEM 
IS NEITHER one and the same NOR diverse. —(1033) 

COMMENTARY. 

If what is denoted by words were really different or non-different, then 
they could be either synonymous or not-synonymous. As a matter of 
fact, however, it has been explained above (under Text, 871) that neither 
Spocific Individuality, nor the Universal, nor what is possessed of the 
Universal, can be really denoted by words.—(1033) 

35 
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“ How then is there the restriction regarding words being synonymous 
and not-synonymous ? ” 

Answer •— 

TEXT (1034). 

But whenever more than* one thing is seen to be performing 

ONE AND THE SAME FUNCTION, THE PROPERTY OF ‘ ONENESS ’ 

IS IMPOSED ON THEM AND THE SAME WORD IS 
APPLIED TO THEM.—(1034) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even without there being any Commonalty (or Universal), there is restric¬ 
tion regarding the application of a common word to a number of things,—and 
the basis of such application lies in the fact of several things performing the 
same fruitful function. By their very nature, some things, even though many, 
perform the same fruitful function; and for the purpose of expressing the 
fact of their performing the same fruitful function, people speaking of them,— 
for the sake of brevity—impose upon them a common form, and apply to 
them a common name. For instance, when the various things—Colour, 
etc.—are found to perform the same function of containing Honey, Water 
and other things,—the name ' Jar ’ is applied to them.—(1034) 

Question :—“ Without a single comprehensive (all-embracing) factor, 
how can a single word be rightly applied to several things ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1035). 

In the case of the Eye and other things, all tending to bring 

ABOUT THE SINGLE EFFECT IN THE SHAPE OF THE COGNITION OF 

Colour,—if someone were to apply a common name, 

EVEN WITHOUT A COMPREHENSIVE (COMMON) 

ELEMENT [iN THE SAME MANNER WOULD IT 

BE IN OTHER CASES ALSO].—(1035) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the application of words to things depends entirely 
upon the whim (of people). For instance, the Eye, Colour, Light and 
Mind, all tend to bring about the single effect of Colour-cognition; if some 
one, through sheer whim,—even without there being a common element,— 
were to apply a single word (name) to them,—would there be any one to 
prevent him from doing so ? Among all these things, the Eye and the rest, 
there is no Common Element, in the form of ‘ being productive of visual 
perception’; specially because you regard the Universal, the Ultimate 
Differentia and Inherence also to be productive of visual perception ’; 
and in the things in question, there is no Universal or Inherence either ; 
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because the Universal cannot belong to a Universal, and in Inherence also 
there cannot bo a second Inherence.—(1035) 

Says the Opponent:—“ How can the Jar and such things be spoken 
of as performing the same Junction —when, their actions, in the shape of holding 
water and the rest,—as also the Cognitions apprehending thorn,—differ 
from one another, on the ground of the difference among their ‘ Specific 
Individualities ’ ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (1036-1037). 

Though the action of the Jar and other things, in the shape of 

HOLDING WATER, ETC.,—AND ALSO THE COGNITION OF THOSE 
THINGS,—ARE DIFFERENT (DIVERSE),—YET, AS IT FORMS 
THE BASIS OF A SINGLE (COMPREHENSIVE) CONCEPTION, 

the Cognition is said to be one only ; and 
as this Cognition forms the basis, the 

THINGS ALSO ARE SPOKEN OF AS SOT- 
DIVERSE (ONE).—(1036-1037) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though the effects differ on account of the difference in their 
‘ Specific Individualities ’, yet, the effect in the form of Cognition,— 
inasmuch as it serves as the basis of the single comprehensive conception, 
—is spoken of as one ; and on account of this one Cognition being the basis, 
the things,—in the shape of the Holding of Honey, Water, etc., and in the 
shape of the individual Jar, etc.,—also are spoken of as one.—This is what is 
meant by the text—‘ And as this cognition, etc. etc.'. 

The previous singular form ‘ uchyall ’ has, in construing, to be changed 
into the plural form ‘ tichyante ’. 

The particle ‘ api' is to be construed after ‘ arthdh ’. 

In the way shown, it is quite reasonable to regard these as * performing 
the same fruitful function 

Objection :—“ But in this way there would be infinite regress. The said 
Conception also would be diverse on account of the diversity of the Specific 
Individualities; so that tliat also could not bo accepted as one; hence for 
establishing the oneness of that, it would be necessary to postulate a further 
comprehensive conception, and so on and on, there would bo an infinite 
regress. So that there being no single effect cr action, it would not be 
possible to apply a single name to several things.” 

Answer :—It is not so ; the oneness of the comprehensive conception 
is not attributed to the performance of a single function ; it is based upon 
the fact of its apprehending the same tiling. So that there will be no 
infinite regress. Because all comprehensive conceptions by their very 
nature apprehend one and the same thing. The moaning of this therefore 
comes to be this :—Inasmuch as it is the basis of one uniform comprehensive 
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conception, the effect in t lie shape of Cognition is spoken of as one; and 
because of its being the basis again, the things—Jar, etc.—also come to be 
spoken of as ‘ one ’.—{1036-1037) 

Thus then, even without a positive entity in the shape of the 1 Universal 
the words 4 Jar’, etc. come to be the common denotative of several things. 
This is the conclusion asserted in the following— 

TEXT (1038). 

Of these, words like ‘ Jar ’ have been said to be common denota- 

TIYES, ON THE SINGLE BASIS OF THE REFLECTION DISTINGUISHED 
(EXCLUDED) FROM UNLIKE THINGS \—(1038) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following text shows that even with regard to one and the same 
thing,—even without a positive ‘ Universal ’ or ‘ Particular ’,—there is 
application of several words independently of one another:— 

TEXT (1039). 

Similarly, when performing several fruitful functions, even a 

SINGLE THING IS SPOKEN OF AS IF IT WERE MANY,—BY VIRTUE OF 
THE MULTIPLICITY OF THE EXCLUSIONS OF THINGS NOT 
PERFORMING THOSE FUNCTIONS.—(1039) 

COMMENTARY. 

Sometimes, even while only one, by its nature, a thing comes to perform 
several functions, through the intervention of other accessories; and in such 
cases, even without any diverse elements in the shape of positive commonal¬ 
ties and the like, several characters are imposed upon it on account of the 
multiplicity of 4 exclusions ’ of. things not performing those functions ; and 
as a consequence of this, several words come to be applied to that 
thing.—(1039) 

An oxampio of this is cited in the following— 

TEXT (1040). 

For INSTANCE, Colour IS SPOKEN OF AS AN ‘ OBSTACLE * AND ALSO AS 
‘ VISIBLE ’ ; —AND Sound IS SPOKEN OF AS ‘ COGNISED AFTER 
EFFORT AND ALSO AS * AUDITORY ’ OR * AUDIBLE ’.—(1040) 

COMMENTARY. 

Colour is spoken of as an 4 obstacle ’ when it prevents the appearance of 
another colour in its own place; and it is also spoken of as 4 visible ’,— 
because it serves to bring about visual perception. 
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A second example is cited :—‘ And Sound, etc. etc.' ;—oven though 
sound is a single entity, yet, on being the resultant of the cognition following 
upon effort (of the speaker), it is spoken of as ‘ Cognised ’; and as the resultant 
of auditory perception, it is spoken of as 4 auditory ’; 4 shravana * stands for 
4 shruli ’, audition, i.e. Auditory Perception ; and what appears therein is 
4 auditory Or the term 4 shrdvana ’ may be explained as 4 perceived 
by the auditory organ ’.—(1040) 

It has thus been shown that several words are applied to a thing which, 
as performing a single fimction, is one only. It is now shown that in some 
cases, words are applied even on the basis of the diversity of other causes :— 

TEXT (1041). 

In some cases, the word is applied, also on the basis of t he 
DIVERSITY OF OTHER Causes E.G. SOUND ARISING FROM EFFORT, 
and the Honey produced by the large bees. —(1041) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Produced by the large bees ', as distinguished from that produced by the 
smaller bees.—(1041) 

Thus it has been shown that diverse words are applied to the same thing, 
on the basis of the multiplicity of effects (fimction) and causes. The following 
Text is going to show that diverse words are applied to the same thing, even 
without a commonalty, where there is desire to express only the exclusion 
of its effect and cause :— 

TEXT (1042). 

In some cases, the word is applied on the basis of the exclusion 

OF THE EFFECT AND CAUSE OF THE THING J AS FOR EXAMPLE, 

Colour is SPOKEN of as ‘ inaudible ’, or Lightning IS 
SPOKEN OF AS ‘ NOT PRODUCED BY EFFORT ’.—(1042) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term 4 Kdryahetu' stands for the things of which the previously- 
mentioned factors are the Effect and Cause ;—the 4 Vishttfa' of these is 
their exclusion (denial). 

“ What are the words like this ? ” 

4 Inaudible, etc. etc. *;—Colour is spoken of as 4 inaudible ’, when what is 
meant is the exclusion of Sound which is the effect of Auditory Perception ;— 
similarly, for the purpose of excluding things produced by effort, tho term 
4 not produced by effort ’ is applied to Lightning.—(1042) 

Having thus explained that, even in the absence of any positive entity 
in the shape of a Commonalty, Words are applied with distinction merely on 
the basis of exclusion, the Author proceeds to show that there is no possibility 
of the incongruity of all words becoming synonymous :— 
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TEXTS (1043-1044). 

DUE TO THE SAID AND OTHER DISTINCTIONS, * EXCLUSIONS ’ ARE 
POSTULATED ON THE BASIS OF DIFFERENTIATED THINGS J AND SO 
ALSO ARE THE WORDS AS APPLIED TO THOSE THINGS. THUS 
WORDS, AS DENOTING DISTINCT THINGS IN ACCORDANCE 

with Convention, are applied with doe 

DIFFERENTIATION ; AND AS SUCH THEY ARE 
NOT SYNONYMOUS UNDER OUR VIEW. 

—(1043-1044) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term ‘ other' —includes words expressive of different ages—such as 
‘ child ’ and the like,—and also such words as ‘ nairatmya ’, (‘ absence of 
soul or ‘ featurolessness ’). 

‘ On the basis of differentiated things *i.e. exclusions, of wliich the 
basis consists in things differentiated from one another. 

‘ So ’—associated with ‘ exclusion *. 

* Applied to those things ';—Le. applied to the 1 excluded ’ (i.e. 
differentiated) things.—Because, indirectly, they are the cause of the appre¬ 
hension of the said denotation of the word. 

‘ Shrutayah ' —Words.—(1043-1044) 

The following might be urged :—“ The words may not be synonymous,— 
because a distinction is assumed in the things; but how can there be the 
difference between words denoting Universals and those denoting Particulars, 
unless there are Universals and Particulars ! ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1045). 

Nor is there any incongruity in Universals and Particulars being 

DENOTED BY WORDS, AS APPERTAINING TO LARGER AND SMALLER 
NUMBER OF THINGS,—ON THE BASIS OF THE INFERENCE 
OF THE RELEVANT CONVENTION.—(1045) 


COMMENTARY. 

For example, the word ‘ Tree ’ brings about the ‘ Reflection ’ inferred 
in the shape of the ' Exclusion of non-trees ’,—in regard to all trees —the 
Dhava, Khadira, Paldsha and so forth; hence, as appertaining to a larger 
number of things, what is denoted by the word is spoken of as the 
‘Universal’ (Commonalty).—On the other hand, in the case of the word 
‘ Dhava there is ‘ exclusion of the Khadira and other trees ’, which brings 
about the conception of only a few of the trees (the Dhava ones only); hence 
what is denoted by it is said to be a ‘ Particular ’.—(1045) 

In regard to what bas been asserted (under Text 928, as coming from 
the Bauddha), the Author says :— 
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TEXT (1046). 

TUF. SAID ‘ EXCLUSIONS * OF THINGS, CREATED BY MERE ASSUMPTION, 
CANNOT REALLY DIFFER, THROUGH DIFFERENCE IN THE 
4 EXCLUDED THINGS ’, OR THROUGH THAT IN THE 
SUBSTRATUM.—(1046) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the diversity in the Apoha were hold (by us) to be real and based upon 
the diversity of ‘excluded tilings’, or upon the diversity of the ‘substratum ’, 
—then the objection urged would have been applicable. As a matter of 
fact, however, the ‘ Exclusions ’ are not real, but assumed on the basis of the 
diversity among like and unliko things.—(1046) 

The following Text shows tliat the said exclusions appear os distinct 
tilings, only on account of the said assumption,—not in reality :— 

TEXT (1047). 

The externality that is attributed to these f.xclusions is only 

•ASSUMED (IMAGINARY), NOT REAL. In REALITY, DIFFERENCE 
AND NON-DIFFERENCE SUBSIST ONLY IN REAL 

THINGS.—(1047) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—“ Why is it not real ? ” 

Answer :—‘ In reality, etc. etc. '.—(1047) 

The following Texts proceed to show that in reality it is the assumptions 
(assumed conceptions) only that differ among themselves :— 

TEXTS (1048-1049). 

What differ among themselves are the conceptual contents 

APPREHENDING THE SAID EXCLUSIONS AND THOSE DIFFERENCES 
ARE DUE TO THE INFLUENCE OF THEIR ROOT, THE THING AS 
DIFFERENTIATED FROM SEVERAL THINGS, AND CON¬ 
VENTION. Things, consisting of ‘specific 
Individualities ’ do not become either 

UNIFIED OR DIVERSIFIED IN PARTS ; IT 
IS ONLY THE CONCEPTUAL CONTENT 

that varies.—(1048-1049) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Their Root ’,—in the shape of Wind and other Humours, and the 
Tendency to conceptual thoughtthe tiling as differentiated from several 
tilings,—and the Convention ;—it is due to the ‘ influence ’—force—of theso 
that the Conceptual Contents, apprehending the thing as excluded from several 
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unlike things, become diversified ; it is not the things that are diversified. 
For instance, the Dhava and other trees do not become unified in the form 
of the Universal ‘ Tree *; nor do they become diversified, in parts, in the 
form of the momentary individual trees; all that varies is the conceptual 
content. This has been thus declared—‘Things by themselves do not 
become either aggregated or diversified, in reality; that their form is one 
or many is due to the fluctuations of the Cognition \—(1048-1049) 

It has been argued above (under Text 932) that—“ No one can be able to 
conceive, in regard to the Cow, the unknown similarity in the object of 
Apoha, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1050). 

Even though there is so common property, yet what are excluded 

ASD WHAT ARE CONTAINED IN THE Exclusion ARE APPREHENDED 
AS DIFFERENT, BY REASON OF THEIR APPEARING AS 
DIVERSE IN THE SUBSEQUENT DETERMINATE 

JUDGMENT.—(1050) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound 4 apohydpohagocharah' is made up of the 4 apohya ’ 
' what are excluded *—i.e. (in the case of the word 4 Co\y ’) the Horse and 
other animals,—and the 4 apohagochara 4 what are contained in the ex¬ 
clusion ’,—i.e. the Variegated and other Cows; these are so spoken of as 
the 4 exclusion of the non-Cow ’ pertains to them. 

Thus, though there is no concomitance of any commonalty, yet, those 
that bring about the determinate judgment of non-different things are 
regarded as having their similarity well known,—while those that bring 
about the determinate judgment of diverse things.—are regarded as other¬ 
wise (i.e. as having their similarity unknown).—(1050) 

Tho following might be urged — 44 In the absence of some one Commonalty , 
how can the things that bring about a single determinate judgment become 
diverse ? " 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1051). 

IT WOULD BE ONLY A FEW THINGS WHICH, WHILE BEING DIVERSE BY 
THEMSELVES, WOULD BRING ABOUT A SINGLE DETERMINATE 
JUDGMENT ; AS ALREADY EXPLAINED 

BY US.— (1051) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been explained in course of our examination of the * Universal ’ 
that the Dhdtri (Amalaki and other fruits), without commonalty, come to 
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perform a single fruitful action ; in the same way, it would be only a few 
things that would bring about the single determinate judgment and yet 
bo many and diverse.—(1051) 

It has been argued (under Text 934, by Kum&rila) that—“Words and 
Inferential Indicatives do not apply to what is devoid of concomitance, 
etc. etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1052). 

The 1 Specific Individuality ’ consists of the Thing-by-itself, as 

‘ EXCLUDED FROM WHAT IS NOT ITSELF —AN ASSERTION OF 
CONCOMITANCE CAREFULLY MADE IN THIS FORM WOULD 
NOT BE INCONGRUOUS.—(1052) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though there is no entity in the shape of the Commonalty 
(Universal), yet, if an assertion of concomitance is made in regard to mere 
‘ Specific Individuality ’ as excluded (differentiated) from unlike things,— 
that would not be incompatible (with our view).—(1052) 

Question “ Why so ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (1053-1054). 

That wherein subsists the Specific Individuality (Smoke) dif¬ 
ferentiated from Non-smoke, —in that same subsists also the 
Specific Individuality (Fire) differentiated from Non¬ 
fire ; as in the Kitchen ; and herein (in the Hill) 
there is the Specific Individuality differentiated 
from Non-smoke ;—hence the Specific Indivi¬ 
duality differentiated from Non-fire also 
MUST BE THERE.—(1053-1054) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ That »•—i.e. that place. 

‘ Herein ’—subsists the Specific Individuality distinguished from non¬ 
smoke ; this proposition asserts the presence of the Inferential Indicative 
(Probans) in the subject of the Inference (Hill). 

‘ Hence, etc. etc. ’—asserts the resultant cognition (Conclusion) brought 
about by the Premises. 

Or, the meaning may be that all the five factors of the Inferential Process 
may be shown by indicating the concomitance in connection with Specific 
Individualities.—(1053-1054) 


554 


TATTYASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XVI. 


The above is an example of the Inference where the Probans is the 
effect of the Probandum. The following texts cite an example of the Probans 
in the form of the nature of things :— 


TEXTS (1055-1056). 

The Specific Individuality that is differentiated from 4 Man’s 
Horns ’ and other non-existent things is also differen¬ 
tiated from Permanent things,—just as the Cognition, 
the Lamp-flame, etc. are the Specific Individuality 
of Sound, etc. is not a non-existent thing. —In 
this way there can be the assertion of 
concomitance through differences as 
indicated.—(1055-1056) 

COMMENTARY. 

That Specific Individuality which is differentiated from the non-existent, 
because it is not non-existent,—is also differentiated from Permanent Things, 
—as we find in the case of Cognition, Lamp-flame and such things. 

The necessary concomitance can be asserted in this way,—without 
touching upOD any particulars ; and there would be nothing incongruous in 
this. 

The concomitance shown here is in regard to the Probans ‘ because it 
exists ’; [the inference being in the form—‘ The Specific Individuality of 
Sounds, etc. is differentiated from Permanent Things, because it exists, —like 
Cognition, Lamp-flame, etc. ’].—(1055-1056) 

Question: —“ If there is concomitance with the Specific Individuality only, 
then how is there Inference in regard to things partaking of the nature of 
the ‘ Universal ! ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1057). 

The Specific Individuality itself, when its distinction is not 

MEANT TO BE EMPHASISED, HAS BEEN DESCRIBED AS CON¬ 
STITUTING the * Universal * (or Commonalty) ;— 

NOTHING ELSE ; AS NOTHING ELSE IS 
ACCEPTABLE.—(1057). 

COMMENTARY. 

That same Specific Individuality,—when its distinctive features are not 
meant to be emphasised,—constitutes the ‘ Commonalty ’; as has been 
already explained. 
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The term ‘ Sdmanyaktk$ana' means that which is indicated by the 
common character, —not taking into account the distinctive characters. 

‘ Nothing else \—in the shape of the 4 Universal ’ as postulated by the 
other philosophers. As such ‘ Universal ’ cannot be acceptable to the 
Buddhist. 

This has been thus declared 4 As it is apprehended through its own 
form as well as through another, its object has been held to be two-fold ’ ;— 
and again— 4 Inasmuch as it is based upon the Tiling—by—itself as dif¬ 
ferentiated from things not of that form, the Indicative of the absence of 
diversity lias been declared to appertain to the Commonalty ’. 

For this reason, the concomitance also, of the Inferential Indicative 
and the Word, is declared to pertain to the Specific Individuality itself. 

Thus we conclude that there is no Inferential Indicative in support of 
the conclusion contrary to ours,—not merely from the fact that no such 
Indicative is actually perceived,—but because there is non-apprehension of 
a particular kind.—(1057) 

It has been argued above (under Text, 938, by KumSrila) that—“ The 
difference from the Variegated Cow is equally present in the Black Cow and in 
the Horse, etc. etc ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1058). 

The difference from the Variegated Cow being equally present in 
THE Black Cow AND THE HORSE, WHY IS IT THAT THE UNIVER¬ 
SAL 4 COW AS DIFFERENTIATED FROM THE Horse, 

SUBSISTS IN THAT ?—(1058) 

COMMENTARY. 

It behoves you to say—when the Horse is equally different from the 
Variegated Cow and the Black Cow, —how it is that the Universal 4 Cow 
as differentiated from the Horse, subsists in the Variegated and other Cows, 
and not in the Horse ?—(1058) 

The reply to this may be as follows :— 44 What is there to be said here ? 
It is clear that it is only the Variegated and other Cows —and not the Horse — 
that are capable of manifesting the Universal 4 Cow ’; hence the said 
Universal subsists in the Cows, not in other tilings. Nor will it be right to 
urge the question— 4 why the Variegated and other Cows alone have the 
capacity to manifest the said Universal Because such restriction is duo 
to the very nature of things ; and there can bo no complaint against the 
nature of things; as all such restrictions are due to the series of causes that 
have brought about the things. ” 

The answer to this is as follows 
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TEXT (1059). 

If it be held that * THAT alone has the capacity to manifest it ’ 

—THEN, EVEN THOUGH THE SUBSEQUENT DETERMINATE JUDG¬ 
MENT IS THE SAME, THAT ALONE HAS THE CAPACITY 
TO PRODUCE IT, AND NOT THE Horse. -(1059) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Manifest it' —i.e. the particular Universal * Cow 
* That alone ',—i.e. the Variegated and other Cows, not the Horse. 

If that be so, then, even when there is diversity, and there is no Com¬ 
monalty, the variegated and other Cows alone,—not the Horse—would have 
the capacity to bring about the determinate judgment; even though this 
judgment would be the same. This view of ours also would not be 
incompatible.—(1059) 

Question :—“ What is the upshot ox all this ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1060). 

Thus then, in whatever thing the said determinate judgment is 
PRESENT,—TO THAT THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF THE NON-COW ’ BECOMES 
APPLICABLE,—EVEN IN THE ABSENCE OF THE UNIVER¬ 
SAL ‘ COW ’.—(1060) 

COMMENTARY. 

In whatever thing —Variegated Cow, etc.—the said determinate judgment 
is present—in the form ‘ this is a Cow \ ‘ that is a Cow ’,—to that,—even 
in the absence of the Universal ' Cow ’, as a positive entity,—the ‘ exclusion 
of the non-Cow', —in the form of the Reflection —becomes applied.—(1060) 

It has been argued above (under Text, 939, by Kumdrila) that—' 1 The 
Exclusion of the non-Cow is not apprehended, at first, by the Sense-organs, 
etc etc ”. 

The following Texts show that this statement is not admissible:— 

TEXTS (1061-1062). 

That thing which is ‘ different from the non-cow ' is certainly 
APPREHENDED BY THE SENSE-ORGANS; THE REFLECTION ALSO 
WHICH IS SUPERIMPOSED UPON IT IS APPREHENDED BY ITS 
OWN COGNITION. It IS ON NOTICING THIS THAT 
PEOPLE USE THE WORD J THE RECOGNITION OF ITS 
RELATION ALSO BECOMES CLEARLY EXPLAINED 
ON THE SAME BASIS.-(1061-1062) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Apoha in the shape of the ' Specific Individuality * is apprehended 
through the sense-organs themselves. 
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As for the Apoha in the form of the Reflection of what is denoted by the 
Word, it is really of the naturo of Cognition itself, and as such vouched for 
directly by its own cognition (it being self-cognised). 

The particle ‘ cha ’ is meant to include the Apohas not directly mentioned. 
So that the Apoha in the form of Absolute Negation also is apprehended by 
implication ; as lias been shown under the Text 1014, by the words 4 the 
nature of one is not the nature of the other \ 

Thus it is on noticing the Apoha in the form of ‘ Specific Individuality ’ 
and the rest, that people come to use words,—not on noticing a positive 
entity in the shape of the Universal; because no such Universal exists and 
because no such Universal figures in any cognition. And that through per¬ 
ceiving which people use the words must also be the basis upon which rests the 
relations of those words,—not on any other basis ; if it did, it would lead to 

absurdity.—( 1061 - 1062 ) 

It has been argued above (under Text 941, by Kumdrila )—“ How could 
the fact of anything being denoted by the word ‘ non-cow ’ be cognised ? ” 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1063). 

When, in regard to anything, there is no such determinate 

JUDGMENT, THE FACT OF ITS BEING DENOTED BY THE WORD 
‘ NON-COW ’ BECOMES CLEARLY PERCEIVED.—(1063) 

It has been argued above (under Texts, 943-944, by Kumdrila) that— 
“ It is only the well-established non-Cow that could be excluded, and it is 
of the nature of the negation of the Cou>, etc. etc. ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1063-1065). 

The Cow and the Non-cow are both well-established,—as there 

ARE DISTINCT DETERMINATE JUDGMENTS IN REGARD TO BOTH ; IT IS 
ONLY THE WORD THAT IS NOT WELL-ESTABLISHED ; AND HENCE 
IT IS APPLIED ACCORDING TO THE SPEAKER’S WHIM.—As 
A MATTER OF FACT, A DISTINCT THING DOES NOT 
NEED FOR ITS APPREHENSION/ THE APPREHENSION 
OF ANOTHER THING J HENCE THERE IS NO 
ROOM HERE FOR THE CHARGE OF ‘ MUTUAL 
INTERDEPENDENCE \—(1063-1065) 

. COMMENTABY. 

As a matter of fact, tilings like the Cow, by themselves, bring about 
distinct determinate judgments regarding themselves, and as such, are well 
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known in their distinct forms. For the purpose of speaking of them, people 
make use of words, which are not well known, through their whims. Under 
the circumstances, if the form of a distinct thing required, for its own appre¬ 
hension, the apprehension of another different tiling.—then there might 
have been mutual interdependence- As a matter of fact, however, the distinct 
thing is apprehended without the apprehension of another thing; and when 
it is definitely known as something distinct bringing about a distinct deter¬ 
minate judgment.—and then the Convention is made in the form ‘ this 
is a Cow', ‘that is a Cow' and so forth,—according to the man’s wish,— 
how then, can there be any mutual interdependence ! 

‘ ViUau '—stands for ‘ viUyartkam '.for the apprehension. —(1064-1065) 

It has been argued (under Text 045, by Kumarila), that—“ There can 
be no relationship of Container and Contained, etc. between two negations ”• 
The answer to this is as fellows :— 

TEXTS (1066-1067). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, VERBAL COGNITION, NOT TAKING COGNIZANCE 
OF ANY EXTERNAL OBJECT, APPREHENDS ITS OWN MARK AS 
SOMETHING EXTERNAL, ON ACCOUNT OF STRONG ILLUSION. 

—This is all that is done by Words ; and Words 

DO NOT EVEN TOUCH THE OBJECT ; NOR IS 
ANY OBJECT DENOTED AS QUALIFIED BY 

Apoha .— (1066-1067). 

COMMENTARY. 

In reality, no object qualified by Apoha is denoted by words. Becauso 
it has already been explained that no object is touched by Words anywhere, 
for the simple reason that the necessary conditions are absent. For example. 
Verbal Cognition, even though not pertaining to any external object, actually 
appears as apprehending its own mark —i.e. form—as something external ; 
and it does not really touch the form of the object; because its appreliension 
is not in accordance with the real state oi things.—(1066-1067) 

Question: —“ If that is so, then, why has the Teacher declared that 
‘words like Blue-Lotus express things qualified by the exclusion of other 
things ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1068). 

As FOR THE STATEMENT MADE BY THE AUTHOR OF THE LaksajW —THAT 

‘ Words express things qualified by the exclusion of other 
THINGS WHAT IT MEANS IS AS FOLLOWS.-(1068) 

COMMENTARY. 


Question :—“ What does it mean ? ” 
Answer :— 
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TEXTS (1069-1070). 

Those things that are qualified by the Exclusion of other things — 

EITHER AS THEIR CAUSE OR THEIR INSTRUMENTS—ARE DEFINITELY 
COGNISED AS NOT MIXED UP WITH THINGS OF OTHER KINDS. 

The Word expresses these things. And, because 

IT BRINGS ABOUT THE COGNITION APPREHENDING 
THOSE THINGS, THERE IS DENIAL OF THE 

‘ Universal ’ and such other com¬ 
monalties. —(1069-1070) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tilings are of two kinds— external and imposed upon the Cognition; 
in regard to tho external tiling, there is no denotation by words ; and it is 
only on account of words bringing about the conceptual content pertaining 
to them that it is said, figuratively, that ‘ the word denotes things ’; and 
tho purpose served by such figurative expression is the denial of the denota¬ 
tion of tho Universal. Such is the meaning of tho Texts as a whole. 

The meaning of the words is explained:—‘ By the exclusion of 
other things' ;—i.e. by differentiation from other things ;—this differentiation 
being either the Cause or the Instrument,—the Tree and other things aro 
definitely Cognised as qualified ; that is they aro definitely differentiated 
from other tilings. This shows that in the compound * arthantaranivrtti- 
vishi$lun ’, the term ‘ nivrtti ’ is to bo construed as with the Instrumental 
Ending. 

4 Dhvdna * is Word.— (10G9-1070) 

As regards the thing imposed upon the Cognition, that is denoted by 
words primarily and directly.—This is what is shown in the following— 


TEXT (1071). 

Those things however which appear in the cognition—these 
INTERNAL (SUBJECTIVE) THINGS THE WORD DENOTES DIRECTLY ; AND 
THE FACT OF THESE THINGS BEING QUALIFIED BY ‘ EXCLUSION * 

HAS JUST BEEN EXPLAINED.—(1071) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Ay am ' —stands for tho word. 

Question: — 44 How can the character of being qualified by the exclusion 
of other things be attached to them ? ” 

Answer :— 4 The fact, etc. etc.' 

4 Just ’—that is, under Text 1069, it has been explained that things 
imposed upon tho Cognition aro excluded (or differentiated) from other 
things.—(1071) 
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Objection: —“ If no objective factor is expressed by the word, then 
how is it that the Teacher has declared that it is only a certain part of the 
Thing that is apprehended by the * exclusion of other things ’ T ” 

Ansxoer :— 

TEXT (1072). 

When- it is said that ‘ a certain portion of the thing is apprehended 
by the Exclusion of other Things \—it is the said Reflection 
that is meant.—(1072) 

COMMENTARY. 

Objection :—“ Reflection being a property of the Cognition, how can it 
be a ‘ portion of the object ’ ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1073). 

It is spoken op as a portion of thb object, because it proceeds 

ON THE BASIS OP THE PERCEPTION OP THE OBJECT AS ‘ EXCLUDED 
FROM OTHER THINGSAND BECAUSE IT IS SUPER¬ 
IMPOSED UPON THE OBJECT.— (1073) 

COMMENTARY. 

Because it comes about through the perception of the object ‘ excluded 
from other things \—and because it is superimposed upon it —Le. upon 
the Object excluded from other things—by deluded persons,—therefore that 
same Reflection is figuratively spoken of as ‘ part of the object ’.—(1073) 

In the following Text the author applies the Instrumental ending in 
the compound ‘ anh&ntarapardvrttyi * in the case in question:— 

TEXT (1074). 

AS BEFORE, THE INSTRUMENTAL ENDING MAY SIGNIFY EITHER THE 
Cause OR the Instrument. Or it may signify that it is ‘ in 
THAT FORM \—I? THE THING WERE NOT DIFFERENTIATED 
FROM UNLIKE THINGS, THEN IT COULD NOT 

BE SO.—(1074) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ As before' ;—i.e. just as under Texts 1068-1070,—where it is said 
that 4 the Word expresses things as qualified by the exclusion of other things 
—so the same may be applied here also.—Or in all cases, the Instrumental 
Ending may be taken as signifying the idea of being 4 in that form *;—this 
is what is mentioned by the words 4 tina vdtmand ’. 
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Question :—“ The exclusion of other things is a property belonging to the 
Object ; as such, how can it be either the Cause or the Instrument of the appre¬ 
hension of the Reflection ? ” 

Answer : —* If the thing, etc. etc. ’—That is, if the Thing were not excluded 
(and differentiated) from unlike things, then, in the form of its Reflection, it 
could not be apprehended as something excluded from unlike things. That is 
why the exclusion from other things is to bo regarded as the Cause and the 
Instrument.—(1074) 

It lias boon argued abovo (under Text, 949, by Kumdrila) that—“ one 
kind of qualification cannot bring about the cognition of a different kind, 
etc. etc. ”.—This is answered in tho following— 

TEXTS (1075-1077). 

What is meant by (the Cow) being ‘ different ’ is only the 

‘ EXCLUSION OF THE NON-COW ’ ; AND THIS exclusion IS OF THE 
NATURE OF THAT SAME DIFFERENCE.—EVEN WHEN THE DIFFERENCE 
HAS BEEN ASSERTED, THE THING ITSELF DOES NOT ENTIRELY DIS¬ 
APPEAR. Thus even when it has the nature of the qualifica¬ 
tion, THE COGNITION OF THE THING DOES NOT CEASE. EVEN WHEN 
THERE IS NON-DIFFERENCE, THE QUALIFICATION IS THERE AS A 
CREATION OF FANCY. THAT CHARACTER, HAVING BEEN WITHDRAWN 
THEREFROM, HAS BEEN PLACED THERE AS IF DIFFERENT ; WHEREBY 
IT BECOMES ITS QUALIFICATION, LIKE THE STICK AND OTHER THINGS. 

—(1075-1077) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the * exclusion of other things * were meant to be something positive 
qualifying the Thing, then all tho objections urged would be applicable. 
As a matter of fact, however, tho 4 exclusion of other things ’ which is held 
to bo the qualification is in the form of the thing itself; so that the notion 
of tho qualified is naturally in accord with that of the qualification. For 
instance, when one speaks of tho 4 exclusion ’ of the Cow 4 from the non- 
Cow ’, this 4 exclusion ’ is only of the nature of the 4 difference of the Cow 
from the Horse and other things ’,—not anything else.—Hence, even though 
the exclusion, of the Cow, from the non-Cow, is mentioned in the negative 
form, when all that is meant is the negation of other things,—yet in reality, 
it forms the very essence of tho Cow itself,—just like the 4 difference ’; 
that is, 4 difference ’ is not anything different from the different thing, — 
it is that same ; otherwise that tiling could not figure in the 4 difference ’ 
at all. 

4 Tat ’—i.e. thus— even when the 4 exclusion of others ' is of the nature of the 
qualification, the idea of tho 4 Thing ’ itself does appear in regard to what is 
qualified by that qualification. 

It might be argued as follows :— 44 In ordinary life tho qualification is 
known to bo sometliing different from the qualified, as the stick of the Man 
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(9tick-holder); and ‘ Exclusion ’ is (as you say) not different from the 
Thing; how then can this Exclusion be the qualification of the Thing ? ” 

The answer is—‘ Even ichen there ie non-difference, etc. etc, \—In reality, 
nothing can be qualified by anything; because what, does not accord any 
help cannot be a qualification; —if the according of help be admitted, then, 
in cases where the Cause may not exist at the time of the coming about of 
the effect, there could be no relation of qualification and qualified between 
the two things not existing at the same time ;—while in the case of both 
existing at the same time, as the things would be already there in their accom¬ 
plished forms, there would be no mutual help; and hence there could be 
no relation of qualification and qualified. Consequently, in the case of all 
things, what happens is that, though each of them stands separately, on its 
own footing, like so many iron-bars,—yet there is a jumbling up of them as a 
creation of fancy. 

Thus then, though, in reality, there is no difference between the 4 Exclu¬ 
sion ’ and that wherein the Exclusion subsists, yet, on the basis of an imaginary 
difference, there would be the relation of qualification and qualified between 
them.—(1075-1077) 

It has been argued above (under Teat 955, by Kumdrila) that—“ when 
Individuals, not being denoted, cannot be ‘ excluded ’, then what would be 
4 excluded ' would be the Universal 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1078-1079). 

Discriminators of Truth declare that what is denoted by the 
Word is mere 4 Reflection \ People, not knowing the 

DISTINCTION BETWEEN WHAT IS 4 PERCEIVED ’ AND WHAT IS 
4 FANCIED * REGARD IT TO BE SOMETHING ‘ EXTERNAL \ 

—AS THAT IS WHAT IS APPREHENDED (BY WORDS), 
Individuals are denoted by Words.—In 

REALITY HOWEVER THERE IS NOTHING THAT 
IS DENOTED BY WORDS,—AS HAS BEEN 

PROVED ALREADY.—(1078-1079) 

COMMENTARY. 

The reason 4 because Individuals are not denoted * is not-admitted. 
Because the * non-denotability ’ of words that we have asserted is only in 
view of the real aspect of things, not in regard to the illusory aspect-. Under 
the illusory aspect, it is only Individuals that are denoted,—as is happily 
accepted by people wanting in true insight, and is well known ; so that the 
Reason adduced is not-admitted. 

What is 4 perceived ’ is the external thing, in the shape of Specific 
Individuality ;—what is 'fancied', —imaginary—is the ‘Reflection’ that 
figures in Determinate Conception. 
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If the Reason adduced by you is the real 4 non-denotability of 
Individuals ’,—then we also do not admit of any real 4 exclusion ’ of In¬ 
dividuals ; so that in that case your argument proves only what is already 
admitted by us, and is, as such, superfluous, futile.—This is what is shown 
by the sentence— 4 In reality, etc. etc. ’.—(1078-1079) 

The following Text reasserts the fact of the Opponent’s Reason being 
4 not-admitted ’:— 

TEXT (1080). 

Thus, Individuals being denoted by words, they are also capable 

OF BEING ‘ EXCLUDED ’. AS REGARDS THE UNIVERSAL, THERE 

CAN BE NO ‘ EXCLUSION ’. EVEN IF THERE WERE 4 EXCLUSION ' 

OF IT, IT COULD NOT HAVE THE CHARACTER OF THE 

‘ ENTITY ’.—(1080) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been asserted (under 955) that—“ in that case what would be 
excluded would be the Universal ; and as subject to Exclusion, this Universal 
would be an entity ”;—and the author now shows that tho Reason— 4 Because 
Individualities cannot be excluded’ is ‘not admitted’ and it is also 4 Inconclu¬ 
sive ’—by the words 4 As regards the Universal, etc. etc. ’—there can be no 
exclusion of it; because it has been shown that there can bo exclusion of 
Individuals only. 

4 Even if there were, etc. ’—that is to say, if the said Reason is put forward 
in support of tho conclusion contrary to the Opponent’s, there would be 
nothing to set aside such a conclusion.—( 1080 ) 

It has been argued (under Text 956, by Kumdrila) that—“Negation 
cannot be subject to exclusion, etc. etc 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1081). 

Negation is not 4 excluded * (denied) in the words 4 Negation 

is not Negation ’; it is however clearly 4 excluded ' 

(DENIED) IN SUCH EXPRESSIONS AS 4 THE ENTITY IS NOT 
OF THE NATURE OF NEGATION ’.—(1081) 

COMMENTARY. 

Negation is not 4 excluded ’ in the words 4 Negation is not Negation 
—by virtue of which it would abandon its negative character (as urged by 
Kumdrila). But, what is an Entity has the positive character, and as such 
remains distinct from the Negative; hence by implication, tho Negation 
becomes subject to 4 Exclusion ’; this is what is meant by us.—(1081) 

This same idea is further clarified in the following— 
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TEXT (1082). 

When one thing is not of the nature of another, it is called 
its 'Apoha ’ (Exclusion, Negation), and the entity- is 
not of the nature of Negation. But even though 
THERE IS ‘ Apoha ’ OF NEGATION, IT DOES NOT 
ACQUIRE THE CHARACTER OP THE 
POSITIVE ENTITY.—(1082) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though in this way, there is Apoha of Negation, yet it does not become 
a positive entity.—( 1082 ) 

The author is going to cite an example which is accepted by both parties, 
and through that, is going to make it clear how the Reason of the Opponent 
is ‘ Inconclusive *:— 

TEXT (1083). 

Even though it ls urged that ‘things are not produced by 
Primordial Matter or God and so forththe character 
of being produced by Primordial Matter, God and so forth does 
not become a positive entity.—(1083) 

COMMENTARY. 

You, MimamsaJcas , also do not admit the fact of Things having been 
created by Primordial Matter, or God, or Time and other Causes; but the 
negation (denial) of this fact does not make it a positive entity ;—in the same 
manner, even though there is Apoha (negation, denial) of Negation, yet that 
does not make the Negation a positive entity. Consequently, the Roason 
adduced by you is Inconclusive. —(10S3) 

It has been argued (under Text 959, by Kumar Ua) that—“ there would 
be a great calamity in that the Non-existent would become a positive entity ”. 

The following Text shows that this also becomes answered by the above 
pointing out of the Inconclusive character of the Opponent’s Reason :— 

TEXT (1084). 

Thus then there is no such calamity as that of the Non-existent 
BECOMING A POSITIVE ENTITY. In FACT, EVEN ON THE ESTABLISH¬ 
MENT of the Negation, the existence remains there 
(in the Entity),—and the non-existence (of the 
Negation) becomes established thereby.—(1084) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued (under the same Text 959) that—“ if Non-existence 
is not established, there can be no Existence; nor can Non-existence 
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bo established —The answer to tins is that—oven on tho establishment 
of tho Negation, in the above manner, the existence of the Positive Entity 
does become established ; as that rests upon its own nature. And the above- 
mentioned establishment of Negation also constitutes its non-existence. 

Tho answer to this argument has been made out of its turn (along 
with that to Kumarila's argument put forward under 955 et seq.), because 
the same answer is applicable to both.—(1084) 

The Author now reverts to the order of sequence of the Opponent’s 
arguments, and takes up that put forward in Text 957, to the effect that— 
“ If the Negation of the Negation is different in character from tho Negation 
itself, then it becomes a positive entity ”. 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1085). 

The Cow , which is ‘the negation of the Non-Cow’ is held to be 

A POSITIVE ENTITY, AND OF A CHARACTER DIFFERENT FROM THAT 

of the Non-cow ; but by this the Non-cow does 
NOT BECOME THE CoW, FOR ME.—(1085) 

COMMENTARY. 

That it would become a positive entity does not indicate an undesirable 
contingency for us ; ns it is quite agreoable to us. Because the Cow is actually 
held by us to be a positive entity quite different in character from the 4 Non¬ 
cow ’ in the shape of the Horse and othor animals,—it is not held to be of 
the nature of Negation. So that it would be a positive entity. And as the 
difference of tho Cow from the Non-cow is what is admitted by us, there 
is no such contingency as tliat of the Non-cow becoming the Cow. —(1085) 

It has been argued (under Text 960, by Kumurila) that—“ Impressions 
cannot pertain to tho Non-ontity ”.—-The following Texts show that this is 
both 4 Not-admitted ’ and 4 Inconclusive ’ :— 

TEXTS (1086-1087). 

Even in regard to Non-entities, there can be Impressions, created 

ONLY BY THE MlND (COGNITIONS),—JUST AS IN THE CASE OF 
THINGS OF VARIOUS KINDS CREATED BY IMAGINATION. 

This diversity among Apohas, as also their 

POSITIVE CHARACTER, WOULD BE ASSUMED ON THE 
BASIS OF THE DIVERSITY AMONG IMPRESSIONS ; 

JUST AS IN THE CASE OF CREATIONS OF 
IMAGINATION.—(1086-1087) 

COMMENTARY. 

That the Mind (Cognition) does not operate upon non-entities cannot 
be admitted. Because, tho Mind (Cognition) does oporate through the 
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imposing of the form of things created by mere imagination; and the Miiul 
(Cognition) thus does create Impressions in the subsequent mind, which tends 
to bring about future homogeneous conceptual contents. Because, again, 
through the development of the 4 Chain ’, it may get at an awakening cognition, 
which brings about a similar Mind (Cognition). In the same manner, in the 
case of Apohas, there would be difference among themselves and also the 
positive character, due to the influence of assumptions and imagination. 

Thus the Reason adduced by Rumania is 4 inconclusive ’. 

The meaning of the words of the Text is clear; hence we have not 
explained them in detail.—(1086-1087) 

It has been argued (under 961, by Rumania) that— 44 you cannot secure 
diversity among words also, on the basis of Impressions ". 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1088). 

Just as we have explained the fact of ‘ the exclusion of other 

THINGS ’ BEING DENOTED BY WORDS,—EXACTLY IN THE SAME 
MANNER SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF 
other i cords ’ ALSO.—(10S8) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Just as, etc. etc.': —i.e. as being in the form of Reflection ; of which tho 
difference from other Reflections is clearly perceived. 

Hence what has been discussed in detAil (by the Opponent) is entirely 
irrelevant.—Such is the sense of the Text. —(1088) 

It has been argued (under Text 964, by Rumania) that— 44 There could 
be no relation of Denoter and Denoted between two Apohas —The answer 
to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1089). 

Inasmuch as the Apohas are apprehended as 4 Things they 

CANNOT BE REGARDED AS NON-ENTITIES ; THIS IS WELL KNOWN 
AND ADMITTED AS PERTAINING TO THE TUuSOn/ ASPECT OF 
THINGS. AS REGARDS THE Real ASPECT, WHAT THE 
OPPONENT SEEKS TO PROVE IS ACCEPTED BY 
US ALREADY.—(1089) 

COMMENTARY. 

If by the reason adduced— 44 Because they are non-entities " —it is meant 
to be a general statement of fact, then that is not admitted ; because the two 
Apohas in question—which are in the form of Reflections —one of which is 
the denoter and the other is the denoted. —are actually recognised by deluded 
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persons as external tilings ; and hence they are endowed with illusory reality .— 
(1089) 

If, on the other hand, the Reason adduced pertains to the Real Character 
of ‘ Entity —then the argument is superfluous. Because in fact, we do 
not accept anything as being the denoter or denoted, in reality. —This is 
what is shown in the following— 


TEXT (1090). 

In reality , there can be nothing that can be either denoter 
or denoted, —as all things being in perpetual 
FLUX, NO CONCOMITANCE IS POSSIBLE.—(1090) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Because no concomitance is possible'; —that is to say, the Specific 
Individuality cannot be concomitant with—present at the time of—tho 
making of the Convention and that of the using of the word.—(1090) 

The following might be urged by tho other party:—“ We are not 
denying the real relation of Denoted and Denoter ; what wo are denying is 
the illusory relation of Denoted and Denoter which is based upon the real 
fact of the two Apohas being non-entities ; so that our Reason is not not- 
admitted ; nor is our conclusion open to the defect of being superfluous ”. 

The following Texts proceed to show that, if both aro regarded to be 
illusory and real, then the two objections do become applicable :— 


TEXTS (1091-1092). 

If it is the illusory Relation of Denoter and Denoted that is 

DENIED, ON THE BASIS OF THE real FACT OF THE TWO 

Exclusions BEING non-f.ntities,—EVEN so, ‘ falsity ’ 

BECOMES UNAVOIDABLE ; IN VIEW OF SUCH WORDS 
AND THINGS DENOTED BY THEM AS ARE THE 
CREATION OF IMAGINATION.—(1091-1092) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the circumstances, the Reason would bo Inconclusive; as in the 
caso of such creatures of imagination ns Mahdshveld and the like, and also 
words denoting these,—even though they are non-entities in reality, yet tho 
illusory Relation of Denoter and Denoted is actually present.—(1091-1092) 

The following might be urged by the other party:—“ In the case of 
things like Mahdshvlta, the denoted tiling, in tho shape of the Universal, is 
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real ,—and also the word denoting them ; and hence their case does not 
falsify our Premiss.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1093). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE IS HO ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ (COMMONALTY) IN THE 
CASE OF THE THINGS IN QUESTION, WHICH COULD BE DENOTED ; 

NOR IS T HER E ANY UNIVERSAL WORD DENOTATIVE OF THAT 

Universal ; Nor does the denotative character 

BELONG TO THE WORD, AS SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALITIES 
ARE ALL IN PERPETUAL FLUX.—(1093) 

COMMENTARY. 

In course of our examination of the ‘ Universal we have rejected, in 
great detail, the whole conception of the ‘ Universal *; henco the assertion 
that the * Universal ’ is the denoted and denoter in the case in question makes 
the Reason ‘ false ’ (Inconclusive). 

‘ Tasya ‘ —of the UniversaL 

The term * Universal ’ has to be taken as understood after ‘ denotative ’ 
which connects it with the context. 

It might be argued that—“ Even though there is no real entity denoted 
in the case, yet the denotative certainly is there in the shape of the Specific 
Individuality of the word ‘ Maiashviid,' etc. 

The answer to this is—‘ Nor does the denotative, etc. etc.'; —that is, 
it has been shown that the ‘ Perpetual Flux ’ embraces all things ; hence 
tho Specific Individuality of words cannot be denotative, because as it is 
momentary, it could not form the subject of any Convention ; also because 
it could not be concomitant with the time of usage ; as explained before.— 
(1093) 

The following Text sums up the argument:— 


TEXT (1094). 

Hence both of these should be held to consist in the illusory 
* Reflection ’ etc.—Thus in view of these, the * falsity ’ 
REMAINS UNSHAKEN.—(1094) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Both ' —i.e. the denoted thing as well as the denotative Word. 

‘ Reflection, etc.' —The ‘ etcetera ' is meant to show that even under the 
view that Ideas (Cognitions) are formless, it would be necessary to admit 
the existence, within the Idea itself, of another specific Idea in the form of 
the conception of ‘ object ’ where there is no real object. 
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‘ In view of these ’—i.e. things created by imagination. 

* Tat' stands for 1 tasmut \ 4 therefore 4 thus \ Or it may mean 
4 of that ’—i.e. of the Reason,—the ‘falsity * remains unshaken.—(1094) 


It has been argued (under Text 9G6, by KwMrila) that— 44 one for 
whom there is notliing positive donoted by words,—for him there can be 
no negation either 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1095-1096). 

For the man by whom the denotation of words is not admitted 

TO BE ANYTHING POSITIVE, THE MlND (COGNITION) REFLECTING 

the Thing is what is brought about by the Word, and 
this Cognition ultimately brings about the 
idea of the thing. When words express 

THEIR MEANINGS, THERE IS, BY IMPLICATION, 

THE EXCLUSION OF OTHER THINGS ; AND 
THROUGH THE PRESENCE OF THIS 

there is negation also, as 

PRECEDED BY THE APPRE¬ 
HENSION OF THE 
positive THING.— 

(1095-1096). 

COMMENTARY. 

It is not that we absolutely do not admit the fact of words denoting 
positive things by virtue of which you have urged the undesirable con¬ 
tingency against us. As a matter of foot, it is admitted by us that the word 
produces the ‘mental condition * (Cognition) which ultimately provides the 
idea of the Thing; so that in our opinion also what is denoted by the word 
is a positive entity which is illusory in character. In reality however, there 
is notliing that is denoted by words; hence it is only the real positive character 
of things that is denied by us so that the iUusory positive character of the 
thing denoted by words being accepted by us,-whenever there is anything 
positive denoted by the word,—the negation of other things becomes appre¬ 
hended by implication; and hence it is quite possible to have this negation 
as preceded by the apprehension of the positive tiling.—(1095-1096) 


The following might be urged by the other party '“ If it is admitted 

that the Word does denote positive entities, then, how is it that in the 
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Hitumukha, the Lakganakara has spoken of the 'impossibility of the 
positive ’ ? ” 

The answ er to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1097). 

The ‘ IMPOSSIBILITY OF THE PO SI TIVE ’ HAS BEES AVERRED ON THE 
GROUND THAT SUCH THINGS AS THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ AND THE 
LIKE CANNOT FORM THE SUBJECT OF WORDS AND 

Determinate Conceptions.—(1097) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as there are no real ‘ denoted tilings ’ or ‘ denotative words ' 
in the shape of the ' Universal' and the like,—there can be no real subject 
for Words and Determinate Conceptions.—it has been asserted by the great 
Teacher,—in view’ of the real state of tilings,—that ‘ there is impossibility of 
the Positive *; hence there is no contradiction at all.—(1097) 

It has been argued (under Texts 967, etc., by Kumar ila) that—“ If it is 
held that it is mere Apoha that is denoted, etc. etc.”.—The answer to this 
is as follows :— 


TEXT (1098). 

From the term ‘ Blue-Lotus only one thing is cognised,—and 

that is the Reflection excluded (differentiated) from 

THE ‘ NON-BLUE ’ AND THE ‘ NON-LOTUS ’.-(1098) 

COMMENTARY. 

What the term ' Blue-!otu3 ’ expresses is, not mere negation, but—the 
single Reflection of the object—as excluded from the ‘ non-blue ’ and the 
‘non-lotus —partaking of the nature of both. Consequently, in the case 
of words like ‘ Blue-lotus ’, there certainly is the denotation of things of 
mixed character,—which has to bo admitted on the strength of actual 
cognitions appearing in that form ; and on the basis of this the necessary co¬ 
ordination becomes quite possible.—(1098) 

It has been argued (under Text 972, by Kumarila) that—“ If it be 
asserted that what is denoted is the thing endowed with the Apoha, etc. 
eta” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (1099-1101). 


We do not hold that what the word denotes is the Thing endowed 
WITH THE ‘ EXCLUSION (Apofld) OF OTHER THINGS ’ J BECAUSE FOR 
US, THERE IS NO ‘ EXCLUSION ’ OTHER THAN THE THING EXCLUDED 
FROM SOMETHING ELSE. HENCE THE OBJECTION THAT ‘ IT IS DEPEN¬ 
DENT UPON SOMETHING ELSE ’ IS NOT APPLICABLE TO THE ‘DENOTATION 
OF WORDS ’ AS HONESTLY EXPLAINED,—IN THE WAY THAT IT IS TO 
THE THEORY OF THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ (BEING DENOTED BY WORDS). 

Because there is no difference between the Relation of qualifi¬ 
cation and qualified and ‘ co-ordination \ Consequently there 

IS NO INCONGRUITY IN THE THEORY THAT IT IS Apoha THAT IS 
DENOTED BY WORDS.—(1099-1101) 

COMMENTARY. 


If exclusion were something entirely different from the Thing excluded, 
then there would be the possibility of the incongruity that has been urged 
against the view that ‘ what is donoted is the Tiling as endowed with the 
Apoha ’. As a matter of fact however, for us, exclusion is not something 
different from the Thing excluded- from others in fact, it is the excluded 
thing itself that is spoken of as ‘exclusion’, when what is meant to be stressed 
is the mere negation of other things.—Consequently, the incongruity that has 
been urged against the Denotation of Universnls,—in the form that, if the 
Universal is what is primarily denoted by words, the denotation of the 
Thing endowed with that Universal would be dependent upon that (Universal), 
and consequently there being no indication of the varieties of the said Tiling, 
there is no possibility of co-ordination or any other relationship with it,— 
does not apply to the theory of Apoha, as there is no denotation (under tlus 
theory) of anything equipped with the ‘ Exclusion of other things as 
something different. 

This is what is meant by the words ‘ Hence the objection, etc. etc'. 

‘ Tat ’—‘ tasmdt ’— Hence. 

« Avad&tam, etc. etc.'— i.e. to the ' denotation of words ’ as expounded 
by the Toachor Dihndga, with the purest conviction. 

The grounds for this inapplicability are next stated—* Because there is no 
difference, etc. etc.'.— That is, there the Denotation of words— in the shape 
of the ‘ Exclusion of other things ’—is not different from,—not anything 
other than— that which is excluded from others. 

‘Qualification and qualified, etc. etc.’.—This is easily understood.— 
(1099-1101) 


The following Texts show how co-ordination, etc. is not incompatible:— 
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TEXTS (1102-1104). 

When the word ‘ blue * is uttered alone, the particular ‘ Reflec¬ 
tion * THAT appears is one that scintillates through all 

BLUE THINGS SUCH AS THE CUCKOO, THE LOTUS, THE BLUE 

Bee and the like.—When the word ‘ Lotus * is 

ADDED TO IT, THEN THE CUCKOO, THE COLLYRIUM 
AND OTHER BLUE THINGS BECOME ‘ EXCLUDED ’, 

AND THE RESULTANT REFLECTION IS ONE 
THAT IS FURTHER PARTICULARISED AND 
BECOMES DEFINITELY APPLIED TO 
ONE BLUE THING ONLY.—THUS THE 
NECESSARY CO-ORDINATION IS 
NOT RENDERED IMPOSSIBLE. 

All this explanation is 

ABSOLUTELY IMPOSSIBLE 
UNDER THE THEORY OF 
THE OTHER PARTY. 

(1102-1104) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, when the word * blue * is pronoun cod, there appears the 
Conceptual Reflection (the Image) of a doubtful form, inasmuch as it 
serves to exclude the ' yellow ’ and other colours and things having these 
colours, and onvisages all blue things, such as the Blue Bee, the Cuckoo, 
the Collyrium and so forth.—When the word ‘ lotus * is added (to the word 
‘ blue ’), the same Reflection becomes apprehended as differentiated from the 
Cuckoo and the rest, and particularly restricted to the thing excluded from the 
Non-lotus. Thus in relation to the said Conceptual Reflection, there is a 
mutual relation of differentiation and differentiated between the two words 
‘ blue ’ and ‘ lotus *; and hence there is nothing incongruous in their being 
related to each other as qualification and qualified. 

Or (another explanation possible is that) both the words together express 
the thing in the form of a single Reflected Image excluded from the ‘ non¬ 
blue ’ and the ‘ non-lotus *; so that both pertaining to the same thing, 
there is co-ordination between them. 

Such is the meaning of the Texts as a whole. The meaning of the 
words is as follows :—‘ Scintillating —i.e. not restricted to any particular 
thing, doubtful.—The word ‘ pika ’ here stands for the Cuckoo. —The rest is 
easy. 

It might be argued (by the Opponent) that—“ under our theory also, 
the co-ordination would be all right 

The answer to this is—‘ All this explanation is, etc. etc.' ;—that is, the 
above-described explanation of ‘co-ordination \ etc.—(1102-1104) 

Question :—“ Why should it be impossible under our theory ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXTS (1105-1106). 

By the single word, the Specific Individuality becomes expressed 

in its entirety ; and when that has been denoted, why 
SHOULD THERE BE NON-COGNITION OF OTHER THINGS,— 

FOR THE SAKE OF WHICH ANOTHER WORD WOULD BE 
PRONOUNCED,—WHEN, IN REALITY, THE THING 
HAS BEEN DENOTED IN ITS ENTIRETY ?—If 

not, then it becomes more than one. 

-(1105-1106) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the theory of those who hold that words denote positive entities 
when the single word 4 blue ’ expresses the Specific Individuality of the Lotus 
and other (blue) tilings,—why should there be any absence of cognition of 
such other particular things as the Lotus and the Collyrium,—since the Blue 
Thing has been denoted in its entirety ? Because the idea that one and the 
samo tiling should be both known and unknown to the same person involves 
self-contradiction. This is what is pointed out in tho text by the words 4 Why 
should there, etc. etc.'. — 4 Non-Cognition' stands for bad cognition, i.e. doubtful 
and wrong cognition. 

Thus there being no doubtful or wrong cognition, there can bo no 
desire on the part of the speaker to pronounce any othor word, such as 4 Lotus ’ 
and the like. This is shown by the words ‘/or the sake of which, etc. etc .':— 
4 For the sake of which ',—i.c. for the purpose of removing which non- 
cognition. 

It might be argued that—“ when the Blue thing lias been denoted by 
tho single word 4 blue \ it lias been donoted only in part, not in its entirety ; 
hence for the purpose of spooking of other cliaractoristics of tho Blue Thing, 
another word is sought after 

Tho answer to this is— 4 When in reality, etc. etc.’. There aro no parts 
in any single object, by virtue of which there could be denotation in part ; 
because the one (whole) and the many (parts) aro mutual contradictories, one 
being tho negation of the other; so that what your explanation does is to 
establish as many distinct things as there may be parts; and hence there 
would be no such concepts as 4 one ’ and 4 many (1105-1106) 

The following might bo urged by the other party :— 44 The word 4 blue ’ 
does not denote a particular substance; it denotes either tho quality called 
4 Blue * or the Universal 4 Blue * inhering in that quality ; tho word 4 lotus ’ 
also denotes tho Universal 4 Lotus \ not any particular substance ; hence, as 
the two words denote two different tilings, it is only right that there should 
be a need for tho word 4 lotus ’ (after the utterance of the word 4 blue ’).” . 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (1107-110S). 

Ir the Universal ‘ Blue or the Quality Blue , is denoted by the 

WORD ‘ BLUE .THEN THE WORD ‘ LOTUS ’ (PRONOUNCED WITH 
THAT WORD) SHOULD DENOTE ANOTHER UNIVERSAL ‘ LOTUS ’ ; 

—Such being the case, there would be dif¬ 
ference BETWEEN THE TWO WORDS, JUST AS 
THERE IS BETWEEN THE WORDS ‘ Bainild ’ 

(A KIND OF FLOWER) AND ‘ Utpala ’ 

(Lotus) ; so that any co-ordina¬ 
tion, ETC. BETWEEN THEM WILL 
BE ALL THE MORE IMPOS¬ 
SIBLE.—<1107-110S) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound * anybidivarajati' is to be taken as a Karmddhdraya, — 
4 anyd ’ qualifying 1 indivarajatih’. 

4 VyavasSyd *—i.e. should be denoted. 

4 Utpalashrutih ’—has the Ablative ending. 

Thus under this theory co-ordination would be all the more impossible ; 
since, like the words 4 bakula ’ and 4 utpala ’, the words 4 blue ’ and 4 lotus ’ 
would not be applicable to the same thing. There can be no such expres¬ 
sion as 4 balculam ulpalam ’.—(1107-1108) 

The following might be urged by the other party :— 44 Though the word 
4 blue ’ denotes a particular Universal and a particular Quality, yet, through 
those, it also denotes the substance related to the Blue Quality and the 
4 Blue ’ Universal;—similarly the word 1 lotus through the Universal 
‘Lotus’, denotes the substance ;—in this way their application to the same 
thing being possible, there would be co-ordination between them; which 
would not be possible in the case of the words 4 bakula ’ and 4 ulpala 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1109-1110). 

If it is the Substance related to the Quality and the Universal 

THAT IS DENOTED BY THE WORD * BLUE THEN THE WORD ‘ LOTUS * 
WOULD BE USELESS. AS WHAT IS RELATED TO THE SAID 
TWO FACTORS (QUALITY AND UNIVERSAL) IS EXACTLY 
WHAT IS EQUIPPED WITH THE UNIVERSAL * LOTUS ’ ; 

AND AS THIS WILL HAVE BEEN ALREADY EX¬ 
PRESSED BY THE WORD 4 BLUE *, THE 
WORD 4 LOTUS ’ WOULD BE USELESS.— 

(1109-1110) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 The Quality '—called 4 blue ’;—the 4 Universal ’—as the Universal 
* blue ’; that which is related to these is 4 GunatajjdlxeambaddJiam \ 
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‘ The word Lotus would be useless *,—as the substance will have been 
already expressed by the word ‘ blue \ Tills is explained by the words— 

‘ -4s what is related, etc. etc' ;—‘ the two factors ’ are the Quality and the 
Universal. 

The following might be urged (by the other party)—“ Even though 
the word '* blue ’ denotes the substance possessing that quality and belonging 
to that Universal,—yet, inasmuch as the word ‘ blue * has been found to 
bo applicable to several substances, tho man who hears the word pronounced 
does not obtain any definite idea of the Lotus, specifically ;—as the Cuckoo 
and other things are also 1 blue *; hence, the use of the word ‘ lotus ’ becomes 
useful, in that it serves to dispel tho suspicion that other substances might 
be meant ”. 

This is not right; as this assertion is made because the person m(flung 
it does not know the subject under consideration. The subject under dis¬ 
cussion is that under the theory that words denote positive things, there can 
be no co-ordination, etc. If then, the word ‘ lotus ’ is used only for the dis¬ 
pelling of the said suspicion,—and not for tho denoting of a substance,— 
then, in that cose, a positive entity would not form tho denotation of the 
word; as all that the word ‘ lotus ’ will have done would be the dispelling 
of the form wrongly imposed upon it. Then again, it is a self-contradictory 
statement that is made, when it is asserted that “ the word ‘ bluo ’ denotes 
the substance Lotus ” and yet “ there is no certainty produced in tho mind 
of the hearer ”. That cannot form the denotation of a word, in regard to 
which no certainty is produced. If it did, that would lead to absurdities. 
Nor again is there any room for suspicion in what has been cognised with 
certainty ; as ‘ Certain Cognition ’ and ‘ Uncertain Cognition ’ are mutually 
destructive. 

It might bo said that—“ Even though the words Blue and Lotus are not 
applicable to the same thing, yet what ore denoted by them—viz. tho Quality 
and the Universal—do subsist in the same substance,—and hence through 
their denotations, there would be co-ordination botween them.” 

This cannot be right; as it would lead to absurd contingencies. In the 
manner stated, there would bo co-ordination between the words ‘ Colour ’ 
and ‘ Taste * also ; as what are denoted by thorn—i.e. Colour and Taste— 
subsist in the same substance. Earth. Further (under the explanation 
offered) there would be no possibility of the expression ‘ blue lotus ’ bringing 
about the cognition of a single thing ; as the two words would be separately 
denoting the Quality and the Universal subsisting in the single substance; 
and unless the words bring about the cognition of the same thing, there can 
be no co-ordination between them.—‘Enough of this!—(1109-1110) 


The following might be urged :—“ The word ‘ lotus ’ does not denote 
exactly the same thing that is related to the quality Blue and the Universal 
‘ Bluo ’; it denotes something different. Hence the word ‘ lotus ’ cannot 
be useless.” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXT (1111). 

If what belongs to the Universal ‘ Lotus ’ is different from 

WHAT IS RELATED TO THE QUALITY AND UNIVERSAL (BLUE),— 
THEN THE WORDS ‘ BLUE * AND * LOTUS * CANNOT BE 
CO-SUBSTRATE (CO-ORDINATED).-(1111) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is a hiatus after the particle ‘ yarti' (‘ if ’). 

‘ They cannot be co-substrate ’; —i.e. they cannot be co-ordinated.— 

dill) 

The following might be urged :—“ Though the same Substance is 
denoted by the word 1 blue and also by the word ‘ Lotus —yet the word 
‘ blue ’ denotes the Substance, not as something related to the Universal 
‘ Lotus \ but as related to tho Quality Blue and the Universal * Blue ’; 
consequently, the word “Lotus ’ is used for the purpose of expressing the 
fact of the substance being related to the Universal ‘ Lotus *; and as such it 
cannot be useless.” 

This argument is raised and answered in the following:— 

TEXTS (1112-1114). 

If the word ‘blub’ does NOT DENOTE THE SUBSTANCE RELATED 
to the Quality and the Universal (Blue) as related to 
the Universal ‘ Lotus —then the substance as related to 
the Universal ‘ Lotus * should be something totally 
different ; as a matter of fact, what is related to the 
Universal ‘ Lotus ’ is that same substance that is related 
to the other two (Quality and Universal ‘ Blue ’); and that 
substance has already been expressed, in its entirety— 

NOT IN PART,—BY THE WORD ‘ BLUE \—AND HAS ALSO BEEN 

apprehended by the Verbal Cognition brought about by 
THAT WORD ;—SO THAT THE WORD * LOTUS * WOULD BE ENTIRELY 
USELESS.—<1112-1114) 


COMMENTARY. 

If tho word ‘blue’ does not denote the Substance related to the Quality 
and tho Universal * Blue \ as related to the Universal ‘ Lotus ’,—tlion (there 
is the following incongruity). 

The substance as related to the Universal * Lotus ' is not something entirely 
different from the substance as related to the Quality and Universal ‘ Blue ’,— 
on the basis whereof on the denotation of the Substance related to tho 
Quality and Universal ‘ Blue there might bo no denotation of the Substance 
as related to the Universal ‘ Lotus ’. As a matter of fact., however, there is 
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no difference between the correlatives in the two cases ; and hcnco the two 
substances must also be the samo ; and hence it cannot bo right that on the 
denotation of one there should be no denotation of the other. 

Further, even admitting what has been said,—the substance related to 
the Universal ‘ Lotus ’ may be different from that related to the Quality and 
the Universal ‘ Blue ’; even so the word 4 Lotus ’ would bo useless. Because 
that impartite tiling which is related to the Universal 4 Lotus ’ is exactly 
what is related to the two factors of the Quality and the Universal 4 Blue %— 
it is not anything different from it; and as that thing is impartite, it 
must have been denoted in its entirely, by the word 4 bluo ’; and it would 
also have figured in the Verbal Cognition—brought about by that word ;— 
hence what would be left there undenoted in the denoting of which the 
word 4 Lotus ’ would have its use ?—(1112-1114) 

Uddyotakara has argued as follows :—“ The assumption (made by the 
Buddhist) that 4 the object being impartite, whenever it is cognised, it is in 
its entirety, not in part ’ is not possiblo ; because the word 4 sarva \ (‘ entire ', 
4 whole'), is applied to things rot-one (several), while the word 4 Ska' is 
applicable to the part." 

Anticipating this argument, the Author provides tho following answer 
to it:— 


TEXTS (1115-1116). 

If (it be said that), in regard to a thing devoid of plurality, the 

ASSUMPTION OF THE .ALTERNATIVES OF ‘ ENTIRETY ’ AND 
4 SEVERALTY ’ (‘ PLURALITY ’) IS NOT POSSIBLE,—SUCH AN 
ASSERTION COULD ONLY PROCEED FROM IGNORANCE OF 
THE MEANING OF THE SENTENCE (USED BY US). 

What we made clear was that the first 

WORD ‘ BLUE ’ ITSELF EXPRESSED ALL THAT 
HAD TO BE EXPRESSED, AND NO 
PART OF ITSELF WAS LEFT (UN¬ 
EXPRESSED).—1115-1116) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Devoid of plurality ’—i.e. tho thing without parts. 

4 The assumption, etc. etc.', —the assumption of the alternatives—viz.: 
whether what figures as tho object of the cognition is tho thing in its entirety, 
or in parts. 

This assertion proceeds from ignorance of what our statement means. 
For instance, what is meant by our statement that 4 by tho very first word 
4 blue ' tho tiling has been expressed in its entirety ' is as follows :—What hus 
been expressed is the thing exactly os it stands, and no aspect of it has been 
left out, for the denoting of which the word 4 lotus ’ would bo required; 
because the tiling lias no parts.—Such being our meaning, the argument urged 

37 
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by Uddyotakara is in the nature of Verbal Casuistry (attributing a meaning 
to our statement never intended by us).—(1115-1110) 

Thus, just as the word ‘ lotus * would be useless, so also the use of 
such words as ‘ non-eternal ’ would be useless; or if they were used, they 
would be only synonyms,—like the words ‘ taru ' and ' pcidajxt' (both of 
which stand for tree). —This is the application of the said reasoning to other 
cases indicated in the following— 

TEXT (1117). 

In this same way, the uttering op other words also would be 

FRUITLESS. In FACT, THE UTTERANCE OF SUCH WORDS WOULD 
ONLY MEAN SO MANY SYNONYMS.— (1117) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Udiranam ’—i.e. use, utterance. 

4 Uktau ’ —i.e. in the uttering. 

This idea has been expressed in the following statement:— 4 A certain 
tiling having been entirely taken up by a word—or by an idea,—there remains 
nothing else that could be expressed by another word or Idea ; lienee these 
would be synonyms '.—(1117) 

The following might be urged :— 44 Under the theory' of the Buddhist 
also, when a certain thing has been expressed by a word, there could be no 
doubtful or wrong cognition in regard to other aspects, and hence why- 
should there not be the incongruity of no other words being used ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (1118-1119). 

For us, no external thing is expressed by the word ; nor is any 

Idea of external things held to proceed from words,— 
by virtue of which, the thing in its entirety 
having been taken up by these two, any 
subsequent word would be a 

MERE SYNONYM OP THAT 

WORD.—(1118-1119) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 These two' —i.e. the said word and the said Idea. 

4 Subsequent —coming later on.—(1118-1119) 

Question “ Why is not the objection regarding the absence of co¬ 
ordination applicable to the view under which the denotation of words is 
' illusory ’ ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXTS (1120-1121). 

What is produced by the word, in due course, is only the Reflection ; 

AND IT IS THROUGH DELUSION THAT THIS APPEARS AS One 
and as external. The Co-ordination and other 
RELATIONS ARE DUE TO THE REFLECTION. 

In reality, all these words are 

HELD TO BE OBJECT¬ 
LESS.—(1120-1121) 

COMMENTARY. . 

When the word * blue ’ is uttered, what it brings about first of all is the 
conceptual Reflection, excluded (differentiated) from all non-blue things, and 
scintillating over the Lotus and other (blue) tilings and hence not excluding 
these latter, and conceived (objectively) in the external form ; then when 
subsequently, the word ‘ Lotus ’ is uttered, what it brings about is the con¬ 
ceptual Reflection, excluded from all that is non-lolus, and with the form of 
only one external tiling superimposed upon it;—in this way, in due course, 
there is brought about an illusory (conjunct) conceptual Reflection, excluded 
from the ‘ non-blue ’ and the ‘ non-lotus ’, with the one external form imposed 
upon it;—and it is in consequence of this that an illusory co-ordination 
becomes possiblo. 

“ Why is it not so, in reality 1 ” 

Answer :—In reality, all these words are held to be objectless .—(1120- 
1121) 

It has been argued (under Text 973, by Kumdrila ) that—“ there can bo 
no connection between the Apoha and Gender, Number, etc 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1122). 

AS FOR THE CONNECTION OF GENDER AND NUMBER, IT IS NOT PRESENT 

in Individuals also ; in fact, such connection is based 

ENTIRELY UPON CONVENTIONS SET UP BY THE WHIMS 
OF PEOPLE ; IT IS NOTHING REAL.—(1122) 

COMMENTARY. 

The fact of Gender, Number, etc. belonging to things is not admitted. 
In fact it is due entirely to Conventions set up at whim. 

' In Individuals also ' —the term ‘ also ’ is meant to include the Apoha. 

The argument may be formulated thus :—When one tiling does not follow 
the presence and absence of another thing, then it cannot belong to it;— 
e.g. Coolness and Fire ;—Gender and Number do not follow the presence and 
absence of individual things,—hence there is non-perception of the wider 
term (which implies the non-existence of the narrower).—(1122) 
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Tho following Text shows that the Reason just adduced cannot be said 
to be ‘ not admitted *:— 

TEXT (1123). 

There are three words (denoting the same thing)—‘ Tutuh ’ 

(Masculine) ‘ Tatam ’ (Neuter) and ‘ Tati ’ (Feminine) ; and 

YET ANY ONE THING CANNOT HAVE THREE FORMS ; 

FOR IF IT DID, THEN, ALL COGNITIONS 
WOULD HAVE TO BE VARIEGATED IN 
CHARACTER.—(1123) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Gender really belonged to things, then, on account of tho tlireo 
words— ‘tafah’, ’tatam' and ‘ tafi ’ —in three genders, being applicable to 
the same tiling (Bank of rivers);—the tiling would have three forms ; and it 
is not possible for one and the same tiling to have the tliroe forms—Masculine, 
Neuter and Feminine ; if it did, it would cease to l>e one thing. If, even in 
the presence of mutually incompatible pro|x*rties, things were to bo one, then 
the entire universe would become a single thing ; and in that case it would 
all be produced and destroyed at one and the same time. 

Then again, on account of all tilings being expressed, by either one word 
or by another, as having the three genders, all cognitions relating to them 
would have to be variegated in character.—(1123) 

The following might be urged:—“ Even though all tilings may liavo 
three genders, yet the cognitions of things would appear exactly as envisaging 
that form alone which the speaker may desire to speak of ; hence they could 
not be of variegated character.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1124). 

If THEY WERE DEPENDENT UPON THE SPEAKER’S WHIM, THEN THE 

Cognitions would not envisage the things at all. Under 

THAT WHIM, THE COGNITIONS SHOULD BE OF ONE 
FORM, AND YET THE THING IS NOT OF 

ONE FORM.—(1124) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ If they, etc' —i.e. if the cognitions were dependent upon the whim. 

If, through the Speaker’s whim, the Cognitions be of one form, then 
the Cognitions in question could not envisage things of three kinds (as 
having three Genders); because no single thing has that (mixed) form ; and 
it would thus be as objectless as the visual cognition of sound ! 

4 Tadvash&t —i.e. through the speaker’s whim.—(1124) 
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Some people think that “ the three genders in the case of the words 
cited may be explained as pertaining to the throe states of the thing con¬ 
cerned (River-bank),—the three states being those of destruction, appearance 
and continuance 

That this also cannot be right is shown in the following— 


TEXT (1125). 

If THE APPLICATION OF THE GENDERS WERE BASED UPON THE STATES 

of continuance, appearance and destruction, — then, all the 

THREE GENDERS WOULD BECOME APPLICABLE 

TO ALL THINGS.—(1125) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is a hiatus after ' syat' (the conditional clause ending there). 

Tf the ‘ application ' —regulation—of genders were based upon the states 
of continuance and the rest, then all the three genders would be applicable 
to all things,—like the River-bank, the Chain and so forth. Because, as 
in the cose of the River-bank, so elsewhere also, all the three states of con¬ 
tinuance and the rest would be there. Otherwise, there should not be three 
genders in the case of the three words 4 tatah \ 4 Uxfi' and 4 tatam' also ; as 
there is no difference between the two cases. Thus tho definition proposed 
becomes too wide. —(1125) 

The definition is ‘ too narrow ’ also, because it is not true in all cases ;— 
this is what is shown in the following— 


TEXT (1126). 

There are three words used (in connection with non-entities)— 
4 Abkdvah ’ (Masculine), 4 Nirupdkhyam ’ (Neuter) and 
‘ Tuchchhatd ' (Feminine) ; what sort of connection 
with the states of continuance, etc. could 

BE ASSUMED IN REGARD TO THE NON¬ 
ENTITIES (SPOKEN OF BY THESE 

WORDS) ?—(1126) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even in tho case of non-entities,—such as tho Hare's Horn and the 
lake,—the states of continuance, etc. are not there ; and yet in regard to them 
words of all three genders are applied—in the shape of 4 abhdvah' (Masculine* 
Non-existent), 'Nirupdkhyam' (Neuter, Featureloss) and 4 Tuchchhatd 
(Feminine, Insignificant). So that tho proposed regulation of genders 
cannot include such coses ; hence it is too narrow. —( 1126 ) 
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TEXTS (1127-1130). 

Op things,—‘ appearance * is Birth ; 4 destruction ’ is perishing ; 
AND 4 CONTINUANCE ’ is the Thing in its own form. Now in 
Birth there is NO perishing ; why then is it spoken of as 
4 Ulpattih ’ (Feminine) ? Nor is there existence in its own form ; 
why THEN IS it spoken of as 4 janma * (Neuter) ? In Destruction 

ALSO, THE OTHER TWO STATES ARE NOT THERE ; W'HY THEN IS IT 

spoken of as 4 tircbhdtah ' (Masculine), 4 ndshah ' (Masculine) 
and 4 tirobhavanam ’ (Neuter) ? As regards Continuance also, 
ON WHAT GROUND IS IT SPOKEN OF AS * Sthitih ’ (FEMININE) AND 
4 svabkdvah ’ (Masculine) ?—If the form of these is not dif¬ 
ferentiated, THEN THEY SHOULD ALWAYS BE IN ONE AND THE 
SAME GENDER.—(1127-1130) 

COMMENTARY. 


For the following reason, the explanation provided is too narrow.— 
Because in connection with the same said states of Continuance and the rest, 
it is found that to each of these, words of all the three genders are applied. 
For instance, Appearance is spoken of as * utpddah ’ (Birth, Masculine); 
Destruction is spoken of as 4 ndshah ’ (Perishing, Masculine); Continuance is 
spoken of as 4 dlmasvarupam ’ (its own form. Neuter).—Now as regards 
Appearance , there can be no 4 continuance * or 4 destruction ’ in it; how 
then could such words as 4 utpattih * (Feminine) and 4 janma ' (Neuter) 
bo applied to it ? Similarly as regards Destruction, there can be no 4 con¬ 
tinuance * or ‘ appearance ’ in it; how then could it be spoken of by such 
terms as 4 tirobhdvah ’ (Masculine), 4 vindehah ' (Masculine) and 4 tirobha¬ 
vanam ’ (Neuter) ?—The particle 4 api * in the Text serves to show that 
Destruction itself could not be spoken of by that same word.—Similarly, 
as regards Continuance, Destruction and Appearance being impossible 
therein,—it has to be explained on what grounds it is spoken of as 4 sthitih ' 
(Fominine) and 4 Svabhdvah ’ (Masculine). 

It might be said that— 44 inasmuch ns these. Continuance and the rest, 
are not differentiated among themselves, each of them may be capable of 
taking all the three Genders ”. 

The answer to this is stated in the words— 4 If the form of these, etc. etc.' ;— 
that is, if the form of these is not differentiated from each other, then there 
should, in reality, be only one, not three. Genders.—(1127-1130) 


The other party says :—“ The Feminine, Masculine and Neuter are so 
many different TJniversals, like the Universal * Cow * and the like.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (1131). 

If the Feminine and the rest be held to be so many different 
Universals,—then all such should be regarded as 
discarded by the rejection of the 
‘ Universal ’ itself.—(1131) 

COMMENTARY. 

On a previous occasion, in course of Jhe Examination of the ‘ Universal 
all particular Universals also have been discarded ; hence there can be no 
such particular Universals as ‘ Feminine ’ and the rest. Hence the definition 
provided is an ‘ impossible ’ one.—(1131) 

Then again, in connection with the particular Universals, we find,—even 
without any other Universal, the application of such words as ‘ j&tih' 
(Feminine), ' bh&vah ’ (Masculine), ‘ sdmdnyam ' (Neuter);—hence the 
definition provided turns out to be 1 too narrow ’.—This is what is shown 
in the following :— 

TEXT (1132). 

Such words are applied to particular Universals, as ' jatih ’ 
(Feminine), ‘ bhdvalt * (Masculine) and * sdmdnyam ’ (Neuter). 

Nor is it possible for Universals to subsist in 
other Universals themselves.—(1132) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Nor is it possible, etc. etc*. —Because the doctrine (of tho other party) 
is that Universals are devoid of Universals. This has been said on the 
basis of the doctrine of the Vaishe§ikas. 

The Vaiydkaranas, Grammarians, however regard Univorsals as subsisting 
in Univorsals also ; as declared in the following passage—‘ Even when tho 
object and tho Universal are denoted, all words are denotative of the 
Universal, inasmuch os all things exist in the form of their functions 
( Vdkyapadiya , 3. 16).—What these people mean is as follows :—The theories 
laid down in regard to Universals by other philosophers need not necessarily 
be accepted by Grammarians; as a matter of fact, Univorsals are inferred 
from the effects of the functions of the connection between the word and 
the resultant cognition ; and thoro can be no limit placed upon such Universals. 
Hence the basis of the term ‘ Universals ’ consists in that Universal which 
has a common substratum as inferred from the perception of the effects 
of the said functions. What is meant by the Universal 4 existing in the 
form of their functions * is that their special character is restricted by the 
functions of tho word and the resultant Idea. 

This theory should be taken as rejected by what has been said (under 
Text 1131, second line) that ‘all such Universals should be taken as dis- 
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carded by the rejection of the Universal itself (in the eliaptcr on Universale ).'— 
(1132) 

Thefollowing Text states the objection tliat is equally applicable to nil:— 


TEXT (1133). 

How TOO CAN THERE BE SUCH WORDS AS ‘ Abhdvoll ' (MASCULINE), 
• ‘ Nirupdkhyam ’ (Neuter) and ‘ TuchchJui/a ’ (Feminine) ?— 
From all this it follows that the entire scheme 
of three Genders is purely conven¬ 
tional.—<1133) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no Universal in non-entities like the Hare’s Horns ; because it is 
a property of entities ; consequently the application of the words ‘ abhuva ’ 
and the rest to non-entities should be impossible. Consequently the said 
rule regarding Genders is ' too narrow 

Thus it follows that the entire scheme of the tliree Genders is based 
solely upon Conventions made according to the whim of speakers.—(1133) 

The following Text shows that Number also (like Gender) cannot follow 
the presence and absence of the real state of things :— 


TEXT (1134). 

Number also is purely conventional, and is assumed through the 
WHIM OF THE SPEAKER, EVEN WHEN THERE IS DISCRIMINATION 
BETWEEN DIFFERENCE AND NON-DIFFERENCE ; AS IS FOUND 
IN THE CASE OF WORDS LIKE ‘Dat’d’ (WlFE), ETC. 

AND ‘ Vipina ’ (Forest), etc.— <1134) 

COMMENTARY. 

Number also is purely conventional, not real. In the case of words 
like 4 data ’ (which stands for wife, and is yet treated as Masculine, and always 
Plural), though there is no difference (in what is denoted by this word and 
that denoted by other words like ‘pofni \ etc.), yet its peculiar gender (and 
number) has been determined by mere whim. 

Thus the Reason put forward by us cannot be said to be ‘ Unproven \ 
For instance, the Plural or the Singular Number of words is not always 
based upon the real multiplicity and singularity of things; e.g. in the case of 
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such words as ‘ darah ’, 4 sikatd ’, 4 var$d etc.—oven though there is no 
real multiplicity, yot thoy are used in the Plural Number. Similarly in the 
caso of such words as ‘ Vana ’, 4 Tribhuvana \ ‘ Jagat ’, 1 tjSannagari ',— 
even though there is no singularity, yet they are used in the Singular 
Number. Hence our Reason cannot be said to bo 4 Unproven \ 

Nor is our Reason ‘Inconclusive’ ; for, if it were so, thon everything 
would belong to everytlving. 

Lastly, because our Reason subsists in things where the Probandum 
is known to be present, therefore it cannot bo said to be 4 Contradictory ’.— 
(1134) 

In the following Texts the Author urges the fallacy of 4 being unproven ’ 
against the Buddhist’s Reason—from Kumdrila's point of view :— 


TEXTS (1135-1136). 

“ If words like 4 Dardli ’ are used in reference to the Individi'al 

AS WELL AS THE UNIVERSAL, IT IS SO APPLICABLE ON THE BASIS OF 

the Number of either Individuals or the Components.— 

The word ‘ Vana ’ denotes either Individuals as 
qualified by the Number of the Universal, or 
the Universal as subsisting in a plurality 
of Individuals.” [ Shlokav & rtika - Vanavtida 
92-94.]—(1135-1136) 

COMMENTARY. 

Rumania argues as follows 44 The word 4 darah ’ is applied sometimes 
to tho Universal and sometimes to the Individual; when it is applied to the 
Universal, then it is used according to the Number of the Individuals,— 
and these Individuals consist in the many women; when however it is applied 
to the Individual, then it is used in accordance with the Plurality of the 
Components of the Individual, in the form of her hands, feet and other limbs. 
—In tho case of the word 4 Vana \ what are denoted are the Individuals, 
in the shape of the Mango, Khadira, PaMsha and other particular trees, as 
qualified by the Number (Singular) of the Universal 4 Tree ’ subsisting in all 
those individual trees ; and that is why the word is used in the Singular 
Number 4 vanam as what it denotes is the Substance qualified by the 
Number of the Universal. Or what is denoted by tho word 4 vana ' is the 
Universal itself as subsisting in tho Individual trees, Dhava and tho rest; 
hence it is used in the Singular Number, the said Universal being one only. ” 
—(1135-1X36) 

The answer to the above is as follows :— 
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TEXT (1137). 

In this way all words in* the Singular Number become doomed.— 
If it be argued that “ m the case of other words (in the 
Singular Number) the Speaker’s wish does not lie 

THAT WAY THEN THAT WUsh ITSELF MIGHT 
BE THE BASLS Df THE CASES IN 
QUESTION ALSO.—(1137) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the way described above.—all words in the Singular Number,—like 
‘ vrk^ah '—become doomed,—discarded ; as the said reusoning would apply 
everywhere. As in regard to every word in the Singular Number, it might 
be said that “if the word is used in reference to the Individual, etc.”. 
(Kum&rila's words in the preceding Text.) 

It might be argued that—** in the case of other words,—like ‘ vrkfah ’— 
the Speaker’s wish does not lie towards speaking of the Individuals and the 
Universals ”. 

In that case, Number (in words) would not bo in accordance with the 
number of things,—on the contrary, the presence and absence that would 
determine the Number (in words) would be the Speaker’s wish itself. In 
that case, in the case of words like ‘ darah ’ also, that same wish may very 
well form the determining factor; the idea being that, even when there is 
no diversity (multiplicity) in the thing, the Plural Number is used because 
there is the Speaker’s wish to speak of it as many. 

Thus our Reason is not 4 unproven—(1137) 

„ Ic lws been verted (by Kumdrila, quoted under Text 1136) that— 
the word 1 1 ana ’ denotes the Individuals as qualified by the Number of 
the Universal ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1138). 

There can be no Number in the Universal at all.—Even if the 
Number were there in the Universal, how could the Indi¬ 
viduals BE QUALIFIED BY THAT NUMBER [THEY COULD 
BE SO QUALIFIED] THROUGH THE COTin^tOTl of what is 

connected (indirectly), or through direct 

CONNECTION ITSELF ”.—(If THIS BE HELD 
THEN THE ANSWER WOULD BE AS IN 
THE FOLLOWING Texi.] -(1138) 

COMMENTARY. 

There can be no Number in the Universal; as it subsists in /rubstance 

only. 
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This has been said in accordance with the doctrine of the Vaishl^kas. 
In case that doctrine is not accepted, and it is held that Number does belong 
to the Universal,—then, in what way could it be established that the 
Individuals, Dhava and other trees, are qualified by that Number (of the 
Universal) ? 

The following explanation might be offered:—“ It could be so 
established either ( indirectly) through the connection of the connected, or through 
direct Connection itself ; that is, if the Number is something different from the 
Universal, then the Universal would be connected with the Singular Number,— 
and without Universal there would be connection of the Individuals, trees, 
Dhava and the rest; thus the qualifying of the Dhava and other Individual 
Trees would be dono indirectly ;—if, on the other hand, the Number is not 
something different from the Universal, then that would be directly connected 
with the Individual Trees, which would thus become qualified by that 
Number. In this way it would be established that the Individuals are 
‘ qualified by the Number of the Universal ’.—(1138) 

The following Text supplies the answer to the explanation given (in the 
latter part of the preceding Text ):— 


TEXT (1139). 

If it be so, then even a single Tree could be spoken of as ‘ Vana ' 
(Forest) ; several trees also are spoken of as such only 
through Connection, and that is present in the 
single Tree also.—(1139) 


COMMENTARY. 

If the application of the word ‘ vana' to Individual Trees, Dhava and 
the rest, be due only to the presence of the connection of the Connected, or 
of Connection itself, then even a single troe could be spoken of as ‘ Vana' ; 
as the basis of the application would be present there. For instance, even 
the several trees— Dhava and the rest—are spoken of as ‘ Vana \ only through 
the connection of the Number of the Universal.—and not through anything 
else; and this connection is present in the single Tree also;—why then 
should this also not be spoken of as ‘ vana ’ ?—(1139) 

It has been asserted (in Text 1136, by Rumania) that “ the word ‘ vana ’ 
may be taken as denoting the Universal subsisting in the many individual 
trees) 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (1140). 

That (Universal) which subsists in the many individual trees 
is the same that subsists in the single individual (tree),— 

THE BASIS THEREOF BEING THE SAME IN BOTH OASES ; 
CONSEQUENTLY, THE IDEA OF ‘ Vuna ' (FOREST) 

SHOULD BE THERE IN CONNECTION WITH 

the SINGLE Tree also.—(1140) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the said view also, a single Tree could be spoken of ns ‘ V ana 
Because what the word ‘ vana ’ denotes is the Universal as subsisting in the 
many Individuals ; and that same Universal subsists in the single Individual 
tree, Dhava also ; thus the basis of the notion of ‘ vana ' being the same in 
all cases, why should the notion of 1 vana ’ not appear in connection with the 
single tree also ?—(1140) 

In the following Text, the Author sums up his Reasoning :— 

TEXT (1141). 

Thus the use of words in the Singular and other numbers should 

BE REGARDED THROUGH CONCOMITANCE AND NON-CONCOMITANCE, 

AS DEPENDING ENTIRELY UPON THE SPEAKER’S WHIM,— 

NOT UPON THE REAL STATE OF THINGS ; AS IT 
IS NOT ALWAYS IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
THIS LATTER.—(1141) 

COMMENTARY. 

' As it is, etc. etc .'; because the real state of tilings is not exactly as 
expressed by the words.—(1141) 

It has been argued (under Text 973, by KwnSrila) that—“ the Apoha 
can have no connection with Gender and Number, etc.”; where the ‘ etcetera ’ 
is meant to include the connection of Action, Time and so forth. 

This is answered in the following— 

TEXT (1142). 

The Connection of Action, Time, etc. has been already rejected 
before. Hence all these also are purely conventional, 
and do not really subsist in Individuals 
also.—(1142) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Before ’,—i.e. in course of the rejection of such concepts as Action, 
Time and so forth, the connection also of Action, etc. has been discarded; 
honco these also cannot belong to tilings. 

‘ Conventional' —created by Convention.—(1142) 
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Even granting that these (Gender, Number, Action, etc.) belong to things, 
—inasmuch as the Apoha in the form of the ‘ Reflected Image ' is appre¬ 
hended by deluded persons as something external,—through this appre¬ 
hension, connection with Gender, Number and the rest would be there through 
the Individual.—Hence what has been asserted (by Rumania, under 973) 
to the effect that—“ the Individual being something that cannot bo spoken 
of by words, the connection cannot be through that either”,—is ‘Incon¬ 
clusive ’. 

It is also ‘ unproven ’, ‘ unadmitted under the theory that all this 
is purely ‘illusory ’; this latter fact is shown in the following— 


TEXT (1143). 

In fact, the Apoha is denoted as apprehended in the form of the 
Individual ; and the Apoha therefore is connected with 
GENDER, ETC. THROUGH THAT INDIVIDUAL. —(1143) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Apo/ta is denoted ' —by the Word. 

‘ Tat ’—Therefore. 

‘ Asya ’—of tho Apoha. —(1143) 

It has been argued (under 974, by Kwn&rila) that—“ in the case of 
Verbs, 1 the exclusion of other things ’ is not apprehended ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1144). 

The Word is used only for the purpose of bringing about the 

COGNITION OF THE THING INTENDED ; HENCE THE ‘ EXCLUSION 
OF WHAT IS NOT-INTENDED ’ BECOMES APPREHENDED 
BY IMPLICATION.—(1144) 

COMMENTARY. 

That “in the case of Verbs the exclusion of other things is not 
apprehended ” cannot be admitted. Because when a person uses a word, it 
is not because he is addicted to such use, but for the purpose of bringing 
about the cognition,—in the person hearing the word—in regard to a cortain 
thing that is intended, desired, to be known. Consequently, when the desired 
thing is apprehended, the exclusion of the undesired thing also becomes appre¬ 
hended by implication ; as the ‘ desired ’ and the ‘ undesired ’ are mutually 
exclusive.—(1144) 

It might bo argued that “ all tilings are desired ”,—The answer to that 
is as follows :— 
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TEXT (1145). 

All things cannot be desired; as, in that case, there would be no 

RESTRICTION REGARDING ANY DENOTATIONS. HENCE IN THE 
CASE OF WORDS LIKE ‘ COOKS ’ AND THE LIKE, 

THERE IS CLEARLY ‘ SOMETHING EX¬ 
CLUDED ’.—(1145) 

COMMENTARY. 

If all things were 1 desired ’ (to be expressed), then there could be no re¬ 
striction regarding the denotation of words; in that case, it would not be 
possible for the hearer to undertake any activity that might bo called for 
on the hearing of the word ; consequently it cannot be right that all things 
are desired (to be expressed). 

From all this it follows that in tho caso of words like * cooks ’ (Verbs) 
there is ' exclusion of the undesired by implication ; and it is quite clearly 
apprehended.—(1145) 

The following Texts also proceed to show how tho said ‘ exclusion of the 
unintended ’ is expressed by implication :— 


TEXTS (1146-1147). 

When the verb ‘ pachati ’ (‘ Cooks ’) is uttered, what is understood 
is that ‘ he is not doing nothing,—nor is he eating or gambling '— 

WHERE THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF OTHER ACTS ’ IS CLEARLY APPRE¬ 
HENDED. Thus, whatever is intended (to be spoken), 

THERE IS ALWAYS SOMETHING * EXCLUDED ’ BY THE 

‘ Relative negation ’,—this something being 
‘ DOING NOTHING ’ AND ALSO OTHER ACTS 
(THAN THE ONE MEANT TO BE SPOKEN 
OF BY THE VERB 

USED).—(1146-1147) 

COMMENTARY. 

From the above it is clear that the verb ‘ pachati * (cooks) excludes 
‘ doing nothing ’, and also other acts like Eating, Gambling and the like,— 
which thus are the 1 excluded ’, through ‘ Relative Negation ’. Hence the 
assertion that “ there is nothing that is denied in the form of Relative 
Negation ” (Text 974) is not true. 

In the compound ' Paryuddsatmakapohyam ’,—‘ paryaddsalmakam ’ is 
to be taken as qualifying ‘ apohyam ’. 

‘ Whatever is intended to be spoken of ’,—by that, there is something to be 
‘ excluded ’ through Relative Negation, in the shape of ‘ doing nothing * and 
the rest.—(1146-1147) 
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It has beon asserted (in Text 975, by Kumarila) that—“ the ‘ cooking ’ 
remains un-negatived in its own form 

The following Text shows that this assertion involves self-contradiction 
on the part of Kumarila :— 


TEXTS (1148-1149). 

Your assertion that “ the Cooking remains un-negatived in its 

OWN FORM ” INVOLVES SELF-CONTRADICTION ; BECAUSE THE 
WORDS ‘ IN ITS OWN FORM ’ CAN ONLY MEAN THAT ‘ THERE 
IS NEGATIVING OF THE FORM OF OTHER ACTS ’ J 
OTHERWISE THE EMPHASISING WOULD BE 

MEANINGLESS.—(1148-1149) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—“ In what way is there self-contradiction ? ” 

Answer :—‘ Because what the words, etc. etc. '.—That is, when it is asserted 
that ‘ the Cooking remains un-negatived in its own form \ the emphasis laid 
upon the last phrase indicates that the Cooking remains itself by negativing 
the forms of other acts. If that were not the meaning, then the emphasis 
that you have laid upon the phrase ‘ in its own form ’ would be meaningless, 
as there would bo nothing that would be precluded by that emphasis.—(114S 
-1149) 

It has been argued (under Text 976, by Kumarila) that—“ the idea of 
something to be accomplished, ns also the idea of the Past, etc. would be 
baseless 

This is answered in the following— 


TEXTS (1150-1151). 

Apohtt BEING FEATURELESS, WHAT SORT OF ‘ ACCOMPLISHMENT ’ COULD 
THERE BE OF IT ? CERTAINLY THERE IS NO ‘ ACCOMPLISHMENT ’ 

of the ‘ Sky-lotus ’ etc.—If it be urged that “ in¬ 
asmuch as it is apprehended as a thing, it appears 
AS with features”, —then (we ask) what if 
it is so ?—[It may be said that] “ from 

THIS IT WOULD FOLLOW THAT IT 
HAS THE SAME PROPERTIES AS 
ENTITIES. ”—(1150-1151) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Apoha has been approhended by you as featureless, then how 
can you say “ because it is accomplished ” ? Certainly thore is no accom- 
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plishmcnt of such things as tho ‘ sky-flower ’; and that because all such aro 
featureless. 

The following might be urged—“ Even though Apoha is foatureless 
in reality, yet by deluded persons it is conceived ns something oxtornol, 
and hence, it comes to appear as with features 

The answer fo this is—What if it is so ? That is, even if tho Apoha 
appears io he with features, how does that help you in tho present context ? 

■ The other party replies—“ In that case, etc. etc. ;—that is, what follows 
from it is that, just as the positive entity is apprehended in accomplished 
form, so Apoha also, being cognised as having the same properties as positive 
entities, is approhended as sometlung accomplished ; hence the assertion that, 
‘it is accomplished ’ is quite right”.—(1150-1151) 

Tho answer to tho above argument of the opponent is that, if it is as 
just explained, then you yourself have shown the basis of tho notion of 
‘ being accomplished ’ and of that of 4 past * and so forth, and consequently 
you should not soy that all this becomes baseless. 

This is what is shown in the following— 

TEXT (1152). 

THUS THEN, THE NOTION OF ‘ BEING ACCOMPLISHED ’, AS ALSO THE CON¬ 
CEPTION of the 4 Past ’ etc., — being of the same form as 
Positive entities,—comes to be based upon 

THAT SAME.—(1152) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Based upon that same \—i.e. based upon tho apprehension of the 
fact that they are of the same character ns Positive entities.—(1152) 

It lias been argued (under Text 977, by Kwndriia) that—“ In the case of 
all such denotations as Injunction and the rest, there is no idea of tho 
exclusion of other things 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1153). 

In the case of all such Denotations as the Injunction and the 

LIKE,—WHAT IS 4 EXCLUDED ’ (NEGATIVED) IS 4 NON-EXISTENCE 
ETC.,—EXACTLY THAT WHICH IS NOT MEANT TO BE SPOKEN 
OF; BUT THIS IS DONE BY IMPLICATION,— 

NOT DIRECTLY BY THE WORD.—(1153) 

COMMENTARY. 

All such Denotations as tho Injunction and the like are always 
differentiated from ‘ Negation ’ and the rest, and ore apprehended as such ; 
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so that what is 4 oxcluded ’ and negatived in their case is ‘ non-existence 
which is what is not meant to be spoken of by the word concerned. Thus 
there is here also the apprehension of the 4 exclusion of other things 
(1153) 


It has been argued (under Text, 977, by Kumdrila ) that—“ In the case 
of a negative appearing with another negative, what sort of A]>oha could be 
there ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows 


TEXTS (1154-1156). 


Of similar kind would be the Apoha, when a negative is joined 

WITH ANOTHER NEGATIVE ; JUST AS IT IS APPREHENDED WHEN 

THERE ARE FOUR NEGATIVES. In SOME CASES, WHEN A NEGATIVE IS 

ASSOCIATED WITH ANOTHER NEGATIVE, WHAT IS APPREHENDED FROM 

IT IS SOMETHING POSITIVE ; THE THIRD NEGATIVE EXPRESSES THE 

NEGATION (ABSENCE) OF THAT POSITIVE THING J AND WHEN FOR THE 

NEGATIVING OF THAT AGAIN A FOURTH NEGATIVE IS USED, IF 

THAT IS MEANT TO BE SPOKEN OF, WHAT IS DENOTED BY IT IS THE 

‘ EXCLUSION OF ANOTHER \—(1154-1156) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Tachchatuftaya, etc. ’—where there are four negatives. 

Question :— 44 In what form is it apprehended 1 ” 

Answer : — 4 When a negative, etc. etc. *,—The word 4 arthah ’ is to be taken 
as co-ordinated with the word 4 vidhih ’. 

4 Negation of that ’,—i.e. the negation of the said positive thing. 

4 For the negativing of that \—i.e. for the negativing of what has been 
expressed by the third negative (by itself), as apart from the positive factor. 

4 Tuny ah ’—is fourth ;—the form being due to the rule which lays down 
the addition of the affix 4 yat' in the sense of making up, to the term 4 chatur ’, 
and the elision of the first letter. 

4 If that is meant to be spoken of ’,—i.e. on the use of the fourth negative. 

4 By it * —i.e. by the fourth negative. 

4 The exclusion of another is denoted' ;—i.e. it expresses the Reflection, 
in the positive form, as differentiated from the negation expressed by the 
third negative.—(1154-1156) 


The Author makes this samo idea clear by means of an Example :— 
38 
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TEXTS (1157-1158). 

When it is said ‘ndsau na pachati' (‘It is not that he does not 

COOK ’) WHAT IS UNDERSTOOD IS THAT * HE COOKS ’ ; IF A THIRD 

NEGATIVE IS ADDED, WHAT IS UNDERSTOOD IS EITHER THAT 
‘HE IS DOING NOTHING ' OR THAT ‘ HE IS DOING SOME¬ 
THING OTHER THAN COOKING * i—AND WHEN A 
FOURTH NEGATIVE IS ADDED, WHAT IS UNDER¬ 
STOOD IS SOMETHING DIFFERENTIATED 
FROM THIS LAST, THAT IS, ‘ HE IS COOK¬ 
ING \ SO THAT HERE THE * EX¬ 
CLUSION OP ANOTHER * IS 
SIMILAR TO THAT IN THE 

case of the affirmative 
sentence.— (1157-1158) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Differentiated, etc. i.e. from the idea of his doing nothing, or of his 
doing something other than cooking. 

1 Exclusion of another is similar to that in the case, etc. etc .’;—Just as 
in the case of the affirmative sentence ‘ He is cooking ’, what is expressed 
by implication is the negation of his doing nothing or doing something else ,— 
so also in the case of the second negative, it is seen that it expresses the 
negation of the same doing nothing, etc. It is only for the purpose of making 
things clearer that the use of four negatives has been cited.—(1157-1158) 

It has been argued (under Text 978, by Kwndrila) that—“ in the case 
of the particles cha and the rest, there can be no connection with the 
negative 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1159). 

Of particles l ik e ‘ cha * the meaning intended is something like 

* COMBINATION ’; AND THUS THERE WOULD BE ‘ EXCLUSION BY 
THAT, OF THINGS OTHER THAN THAT, IN THE SHAPE OF 
‘ Option * and the like.—(1159) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term ‘ ddi ’ is meant to include such terms as ‘ txS ’, which denote 
option ,—the term 1 api which denotes probability, connection, etc.,—the term 
‘ tu ’ which denotes qualification,—and the term 4 eta * which denotes em¬ 
phasis. 

4 Other than that ’,—i.e. other than Combination, etc. 

‘ By that ’—i.e. by the term 4 cha ’.—(1159) 
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It has been argued (under Text 978, by KumSrila) that—“ In the case 
of the meaning of the Sentence, ‘ exclusion of other tilings * cannot be 
indicated 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1160-1161). 

‘ The exclusion of others ’ is clearly understood in the case of 

THE MEANING OF A SENTENCE. It IS ONLY THE DENOTATIONS OF 
CERTAIN WORDS CONSTRUED TOGETHER THAT IS SPOKEN OF 
AS ‘ THE MEANING OF THE SENTENCE ’ ; WHAT WOULD BE * EX¬ 
CLUDED * BY THESE WORDS WOULD CLEARLY BE THE THINGS 
DIFFERENT FROM THOSE DENOTED BY THESE WORDS ; SO 
THAT THE SAME WOULD BE ‘ EXCLUDED ’ BY THE MEANING 

of the Sentence also. Because the meaning of the 
Sentence is nothing apart from the meanings of 
THE WORDS (COMPOSING IT).—(1160-1161) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Construed together ’—Related, as cause and effect. 

4 Things excluded ’—by the words. 

Objection :— 44 The denotation of words is one thing, and totally different 
from that is the meaning of the Sentence ; why then is it said that what are 
4 excluded ’ by the denotation of tho words would also be 4 excluded ’ by the 
meaning of the sentence ? ” 

Answer : — 4 It is nothing apart from that *;—the meaning of the sentence 
is not anything different from the denotations of the words,—in the shape of 
something of a mixed character, like the colour of the Kalmdfa ; because 
such a thing, if it existed, would bo perceived, and yet it is not per¬ 
ceived.—( 1160 - 1161 ) 

This same idoa is made cloarer by means of an Example :— 

TEXT (1162). 

When the meaning of the Sentence—' Chaitra, bring the cow ’,— 
has been comprehended, what is understood, by implica¬ 
tion, is the Apoka (exclusion) of other agents, 
other objects and so forth (than 

THOSE EXPRESSED BY THE WORDS OF 
the Sentence).—(1162) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of the said sentence, nothing else comes into the mind 
except what is expressed by the words— 4 Chaitra ' etc.—composing it; and 
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when Chaitra has been comprehended, the exclusion of non-chaitra also becomes 
comprehended through implication. Otherwise,—if the exclusion of oilier 
Agents, etc. wore not meant, then the mention of Chaitra, etc. would be mean¬ 
ingless ; and hence no such sentence could be addressed by any person to 
any one ; and there would be on end to all usage in the world.—(11G2) 

It has been argued (under Text 979, by Kumdrila) that—•“ nothing is 
comprehended in the case of such words as ‘ Non-exclusion of others * 
(‘ ananyapoha ’) 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1163). 

In the case of such words as * ananyapoha ’ (‘ non-exclusion of 
OTHERS ’), WHAT IS COMPR E HENDED CANNOT BE SOMETHING 
POSITIVE, AS DESIRED BY THE OTHER PARTY ; BECAUSE 
the Universal and such other likely 

POSITIVE DENOTATIONS HAVE BEEN 
ALREADY DISCARDED.—(1163) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is true that, in reality, nothing positive,—in the shape of the Universal, 
etc. is comprehended; because all these have been rejected in detail in 
the Chapters dealing with the Universal, etc.—(1163) 

Question : —“ What, then, is it that is comprehended ! ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1164). 

In FACT, THE CONCEPTION THAT FOLLOWS FROM THIS WORD ENVISAGES 
SOMETHING POSITIVE ; AND IT IS ONLY LATER ON tha t THERE 
APPEARS THE IDEA OF THE NEGATION (EXCLUSION*) OF 
WHAT IS DENOTED BY THE WORD ‘ Apoha ’.—(1164) 


COMMENTARY. 

Objection :—“ If it is held that thero appears the idea of the negation 
of what is denoted by the word ‘ Apoha ’.—then Apoha only should not 
be regarded as the denotation of the word ; as that is negatived by it.” 
Answer :— 
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TEXT (1165). 

Words like this, however, are onconformable, as there is absence 

OF CONNECTION. ALL VERBAL COGNITIONS DO NOT ALWAYS 
ENVISAGE THINGS AS THEY ACTUALLY EXIST.—(1165) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Words like this ' —i.e. Like ‘ ananyapoha 

' Unconformable ’,—i.e. not in conformity with any real state of things. 

Question ' 44 Why so ? ” 

Answer :— 1 As there is absence of connection' ;—i.e. there is no connec¬ 
tion with any such tiling as is expressed by the word ; because any positive 
entity in the shapo of the Universal, etc. as denoted by words lias already 
been rejected. 

Question: —“ If that is so, then how is it that the word ‘ Ananyapoha ' 
brings about the idea of the 4 negation of what is denoted by the word ‘ Apo/ia ' 
(as just declared by you) ? ” 

Answer:— 4 All verbal cognitions, etc. etc '.—That is, there aro some 
verbal cognitions, ns arising out of impressions due to repeated false con¬ 
ceptions, which envisage things that do not exist; and either the existence 
or non-cxistenco of things cannot be proved on the basis of such cognitions.— 
(1165) 

It has been argued (under Text 979, by Kum&rila) that—“in the case 
of such words ns cognisable, knowable and the like, there can bo nothing that 
is ‘ excluded ’ ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1166). 

In the case of such words as ‘ cognisable ’ and * knowable ’,— 

WHICH IS IT IN WHOSE CASE THERE IS NOTHING ‘ EXCLUDED ’ ? 

Certainly, such a word is never used by in¬ 
telligent MEN, ALONE BY ITSELF AND 
SUDDENLY.—(1166) 

COMMENTARY. 

Among the words 4 cognisable ’ and the like, which is it in whoso case 
it is said that there is nothing 4 excluded ’ ?—If it is said in regard to the 
word 4 knowable ’ alone by itself, apart from any sentence, and independently 
of all connection with other words,—then the argument is superfluous; 
because a word alone by itself is never used, and hence has no meaning at all. 

This is what is shown in the text by the words— 4 Certainly such a 
word, etc. etc.' ;— 4 alone —without any other words.— 4 Suddenly '—without 
any context. 

As a matter of fact, it is for the benefit of the listeners that words are 
uttered,—not because the speaker lias the habit of using them;—and a 
single word could not confer any benefit on the listener, in the shape of remov- 
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mg his doubt or ignorance. For instance, if the word did bring about in tho 
listener a cognition free from all doubt, after setting aside his doubts and 
misconceived notions,—then it would have conferred a benefit on liixn ; 
no such benefit can be said to be conferred by any word used singly by itself. 
—{1166) 

In fact, the use of the word lias its use only in helping to remove the 
doubt and ignorance of the listener and bring about his well-ascertained 
cognition; and hence it can be usefully used only in a sentence;—this is 
what is shown in the following— 

TEXTS (1167-1168). 

In fact, the Word is used by intelligent persons only for the 

PURPOSE OF REMOVING THE DOUBTFUL AND WRONG IDEAS THAT 
SOME ONE MAY HAVE IN REGARD TO A CERTAIN THING. 

Consequently, it is only when used by such men 

AND WHEN BRINGING ABOUT COGNITIONS FREE 
FROM DOUBT AND MISTAKE THAT THE WORD 
BECOMES USEFUL.—(1167-1168) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Arlka * is Doubt. 

4 Some one ’ —i.e. the listener. 

4 In regard to a certain thing *—some object, 

4 For removing it, etc.' —i.e. for removing doubt and wrong notions. 

4 Tina ’—by such words as ‘ knowable * and tho like. 

4 Taih' —by the intelligent persons.—(1167-1168) 

If what the opponent has said is with reference to the words in question 
as occurring in a sentence,—then what is said cannot bo admitted.—-Tins is 
shown in the following— 

TEXTS (1169-1170). 

What is regarded by dull-witted persons as open to doubt is 

WHAT IS 4 EXCLUDED ’ BY THE WORD IN QUESTION ; OTHERWISE, 
THE UTTERANCE OF THE WORD WOULD BE USELESS.—If HE 
DOES NOT REGARD ANYTHING AS OFEN TO DOUBT, THEN 

WHY DOES HE ASK (ANOTHER PERSON) ABOUT IT ?- 

IF ONE UTTERS A WORD THAT DOES NOT 
BRING ABOUT EMBELLISHMENT (ENLIGHTEN¬ 
MENT),—HOW CAN HE BE REGARDED AS A 
SANE-MINDED PERSON t—(1169-1170) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is 4 excluded ’ by the word ‘ knowable ’ occurring in a sentence 
is just that which is regarded by duli-wiued persons— persons with dull in- 
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telligence,—as open to doubt. Hence it cannot bo admitted that in the 
case of words like 4 knowable there is nothing that can be ‘ excluded \ 

4 Otherwise ’;—if it does not 4 exclude ’ what is doubted by dull-witted 
porsons. 

It might be argued that—“ The listener may have not doubted anything 

The answer to that is— 4 If he does not regard, etc. etc. \—If the listener 
has no doubts regarding anything, then why does he soek for advice from 
another person ? It is only for ascertaining things that one questions 
another person ; otherwise he would be mod. 

It might be argued that— 44 Even if the listener lias any doubts regarding 
anything, that doubt cannot be removed by the word in question.” 

The answer to this is— 4 If one utters a word, etc. etc. ’;— 4 Samskara ’ 
is embellishment, in the form of the removal of the listener's doubt; the word 
that has this embellishment is one that brings about the said removal ; the 
affix 4 kap ' is added according to Pdnini's Sutra 4 Shfydd vibhd§d ’. 

4 Bruvan ’, —the explainer using the word. 

4 How can he, etc. etc.' —That is, he would be insane. Because it is only 
for the embellishment (enlightenment) of listeners that words are used.— 
(1169-1170) 


Question :— 44 What, and in what sentence, is that which is open to 
doubt in the mind of the dull-witted person,—which is 4 excluded ’ by the 
word in question ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1171). 

When it is asserted that 4 Colour is cognisable by visual perception ’ 

—THIS CERTAINLY SERVES TO 4 EXCLUDE ’ (DENY) SOMETHING 
SUPPOSED BY SOME PERSON.—(1171) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 This ’—i.e. the sentence 4 Colour is cognisable by Visual Perception \ 
—(1171) 

Question : — 44 What is it that is supposed ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1172). 

[The supposition is]—“ It is not by the Cognition through the 
Eye alone that the Blue and other colours are cognisable,— 

BUT ALSO BY THE ONE ETERNAL COGNITION, THROUGH 

the Ear also.”—(1172) 

COMMENTARY. 

The dull-witted man might suppose that Colour is cognisable also 
by the Eternal Cognition tlirough the Ear ;—and it is this supposition that 
is 4 excluded * (negatived) by the sentence 4 Colour is cognisable by the 
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Cognition through the Eye *; the meaning being that— 4 Colour is cognisable 
by Cognition through the Eye only, not by Cognition through the Ear and other 
organa ’.—(1172) 


TEXTS (1173-1174). 

The word 4 cognisable ’ is used when there are such doubts as— 
(a) ‘ ARE all things cognisable as momentary, or not ?— 
(6) Are all things cognisable by the cognition of an 
ALL-KNOWING PERSON ? (c) ABE NEGATIONS, WHICH DO 
NOT BRING ABOUT ANY COGNITION, COGNISABLE ?— 

(1173-1174) 

COMMENTARY. 

(a) * Are all things cognisable as momentary, or not ? ’—(6) 4 Arc all 
things cognisable by the Cognition of an Omniscient Person ? ’—(c) 4 Are 
Negations ,—which are of the nature of the absence of all determining features, 
and which do not even bring about a cognition—cognisable ! ’—When such 
doubts appear, then, it is said— 4 all things are cognisable as momentary;— 
and they are cognisable by an Omniscient Person and Negations also are 
cognisable ’.—And in all these what is 4 excluded * (negatived) is the supposition 
that 4 things are cognisable as non-momentary ’ and so forth.—(1173-1174) 

Question “ Is all this supposition negatived by the mere assertion 
(of cognisability in a certain form) ! ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1175). 

That they are cognisable in the forms asserted follows from the 

FACT THAT IT HAS BEEN PROVED THAT ALL THINGS ARE momentary 

AND so FORTH. Negation also is cognisable AS illusory, AS 
IT HAS BEEN PROVED THAT IT IS IN THAT FORM.—(1175) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 In the forms asserted ’—i.e. as 4 momentary ’ and the rest; as all this 
has been established by proofs. 

Question :— 44 How is Negation cognisable ? ” 

Answer .— 1 Negation also is cognisable, etc. etc. ’ 4 in that form i.e. in 
the form of Negation. 

As a matter of fact, even non-entities are also somehow proved to exist, 
hence they are regarded as cognisable ; if they were not so, then there could bo 
no usage regarding them.—(1175) 

Says the Opponent“ Are Words cognisable as evanescent (non-eternal), 
or not ?—When this doubt is raised, and the answer is— 4 cognisable ’ 
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if the man who is ignorant of the context in which the word ‘ cognisable * 
lias been uttered, hears only the word ‘ cognisable \ there does appear in 
him some sort of a cognition of a nebulous cliaracter.—If then the word 
‘ cognisable ’ by itself (apart from a sentence) had no denotation, then how is 
there the said cognition that is expressed by it ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (1176-1178). 

That words like ‘ knowable ‘ cognisable ’ serve as the means 

OF PRODUCING COGNITIONS (IDEAS) HAVING BEEN PERCEIVED ONLY 
WHEN THEY APPEAR IN A SENTENCE,—IF, AT SOME OTHER TIME, 
THEY ARE FOUND TO BE USED ALONE BY THEMSELVES, THE IDEA 
THAT IS PRODUCED BY THEM, IN REGARD TO THINGS THAT ARE 
NEBULOUS, IS IN ACCORDANCE WITH WHAT HAS BEEN FOUND IN 
THE CASE OF THEIR USE IN A SENTENCE.—IN FACT, IN THE CASE 
OF WORDS LIKE ‘ JAR ’ ALSO, IT IS THE SAME ; SO THAT THE WORDS 
‘ KNOWABLE ’ AND THE LIKE ARE JUST LIKE THE WORDS ‘ JaR ’ AND 

THE REST.—(1176-1178) 


COMMENTARY. 

What the whole of this means is as follows :—As a matter of fact, there 
is no Cognition following'from the hearing of the word (‘cognisable’) by 
itself ; what happens in such cases is that the man has previously heard the 
word used in a sentence as conveying a definite meaning,—so that when 
ho subsequently hears it pronounced alone by itself, he has his mind influenced 
by the similarity of the word in the two cases, and he comes to presume 
that he has understood its meaning. That this is so is shown by the 
fact that under this latter presumption, the nebulous and wavering idea that 
the listoner has is of those same things which he cognised on previous occasions, 
when the word was used in sentences. This is exactly the same os in the case 
of the ordinary words like ‘ Jar \—For instance, the question having been 
put— 1 Shall I bring water in a Jar or in the Hands ?—-The answer is * In 
the Jar ’ ; if the man who hears this last word alone is ignorant of the context 
in which it has been uttered—the idea that he has is in accordance with the 
meaning of the word ‘ Jar ’ that he had understood in those previous sentences 
that he had heard with that word in them. 

Thus then it follows that words like ‘ cognisable ’ are just as denotative 
of particular tilings as other denotative words. This is what is pointed 
out in the Text by the words— 'So that, etc. etc. ’. —(1176-1178) 

It has been argued (under Text 980, by Kumarila) that—“ Rather than 
assume the Thing ' excluded ’, it is far better to assume the thing itself ”. 

T his is answered in the following— 
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TEXTS (1179-1180). 

THE STATEMENT THAT, “ RATHER THAN ASSUME THE ‘ EXCLUDED ’ THING 
IT IS FAR BETTER TO ASSUME THE THING ITSELF ”, IS SELF-CON¬ 
TRADICTORY ; AS IN EVERY CASE THERE IS ‘ EXCLUSION OF 
SOME OTHER THING \ THAT THING ALONE IS ASSUMED 
WHICH IS MEANT TO BE SPOKEN OF ; HENCE THERE IS 
IMPLICATION OF THAT WHICH IS MEANT TO BE 
SPOKEN OF ; BUT ALL THINGS ARE NOT 
MEANT TO BE SPOKEN OF.—(1179-1180) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Thing itself, etc . etc. \—It is an Entity, —not not a non-entity—meant to 
bo spoken of, which is assumed by us, on the basis of actual cognition, to be 
denoted * by the word ; hence when that is apprehended, there is, through 
Implication, the * Exclusion ’ of what is not meant to be spoken of ; so that 
our explanation of the word and its denotation does not fail to apply in any 
case. 

In fact, it is in reference exactly to those cases where doubts are likely 
to arise in the mind of the dull-witted person that our Teacher has made 
the following statement:— 1 Having assumed the non-cognisable, through 
the exclusion of that, we have the inference of the cognisable'. —(1179-1180) 

It has been argued (under Text 980, by Kumarila) that—“ Inasmuch as 
the idealistic form of things has been denied, nothing internal (purely sub¬ 
jective) can be denoted by words 

The answer to that is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1181-1183). 

As for the denial of the Idealistic form of things ,— such denial is 

IMPOSSIBLE BECAUSE THE PACT IS SELF-EVIDENT ; AS ACTUALLY 
THERE ARE SEVERAL IMPOSITIONS WITHOUT ANY BASIC REALITY.— 
It HAS TO BE ADMITTED THAT THERE MUST BE SOMETHING IN THE 

Idea (or Cognition) itself which appertains specifically to 

EACH OBJECT ENVISAGED BY IT ; AND THAT IS PRECISELY ITS 
‘ NATURE ’ AND THIS SAME ‘ NATURE * OF THE IDEA HAS BEEN 
SPOKEN OF BY US AS ‘ FORM ’, * REFLECTED IMAGE ’, ‘ APPEARANCE \ 

' Figuring ‘ Manifestation So that there is only a differ¬ 
ence IN THE NAME, WITHOUT ANY REAL DIFFERENCE.—(1181-1183) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Impossible ' —to make. 

Question “ In what way is the fact of the Thing being of the form 
of the Idea (cognition) self-evident ? ” 
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Answer : — 1 As actually there are, etc. etc.'. —In Dreams and other forms 
of cognition, it is found tliat, even in the absence of areal substratum, there are 
imposed cognitions, clearly known to the meanest cowherd,—and this fact is 
self-evident to overy man in his own experience. It cannot be right to say 
that “ in these cases what is cognised is the real thing as existing at other 
places and at other times ” ;—because the thing cognised is not cognised in 
that form ; and one thing cannot bo cognised in the form of any other thing ; 
for if it did, then it would load to an absurdity. 

Further, you will have to admit that there is some peculiarity in the 
Cognition itself due to the cognised object,—by virtue of which, even though 
as Cognition, every Cognition is the same, yet overy individual cognition 
differs from the other, so that in one there is apprehension of the Blue, not 
of the Yellow colour ; and on this basis there is a differentiation in Cognition.— 
And when you admit this, then, by implication, it would also become admitted 
that the Cognition lias form. Because without such form it would bo im¬ 
possible to definitely ascertain the particular nature of the Cognition. Hence 
what you speak of as the 4 nature ’ of the Cognition is nothing other than 
what we speak of as 4 Form 4 Figuring ’ and so forth; so that the only 
dispute between us is one regarding names.—(1181-1183) 

It has been argued (under Text 981, by Kum&rila) that—“Nothing 
excluded is noticed in the case of such words as 4 iva>n ' and the like ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1184). 

In the case of the word 4 et am ’ (Thus), there is ‘ mivam ’ (not 
thus) which is clearly ‘ excluded ’; in the sense of 1 in 
another manner’.—(1184) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 It is thus— and not thus in this way there is the idea of 4 another 
manner * which is what is 4 excluded ’—differentiated—by the word 4 evam \ 
4 Thus ’ ; and this is clearly apprehended.—So that our theory of Verbal 
Denotation does not fail to apply to this case also.—(1184) 


In this way the criticisms urged by Kumdrila have been answered. 
Tho Author now proceeds to answer those urged by Uddyolakara. 

It has been argued (under Text 982. by Uddyolakara )— 44 What is it 
that is assumed to be excluded in the case of the word 4 sarva \ 4 all’ ? ” 

The answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXT (1185). 

In the case of the WORD ‘ ALL ’ ALSO, as presented in actual usage, 

THERE IS SOMETHING * EXCLUDED ’ ; AND WHAT IS REGARDED AS 
MEANT TO BE SPOKEN OF HERE ALSO LS THE ‘ EXCLUSION 

OF OTHERS \—(1185) 

COMMENTARY. 

Hero also, as in the case of words like * knowable the word 1 all ’ is 
never used alone by itself ; it is always used in a sentence; hence what is 
‘ excluded ’ by it would be just that in regard to which there may be doubt in 
the mind of dull-witted persons. 

‘ Abhidhitsitah ’—meant to be spoken of.—(1185) 

Question :—“ What is it that is meant to be spoken of ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1186). 

‘ All THINGS ARE SOULLESS ‘ ail MEN .ARE GONE \—IN SUCH SENTENCES, 
WHAT IS APPREHENDED IS entirely , AND WHAT IS ‘ EXCLUDED ’ 

IS A CERTAIN FACTOR.—(1186) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—“ What is the factor that is excluded ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1187). 

There are such misconceptions as—‘ only external things like 
the Jar are soulless ‘ only some men can go ’; and it is 
these that are ‘ excluded ’.—(1187) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued (under Text 983, by Uddyotakara) that—“ If it bo 
held that one and the rest are excluded by the word ‘ all ’, etc. etc ”. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (1188). 

In THE CASE OF THE WORD ' ALL ’, THE NEGATION OF ALL PARTS IS NOT 
WHAT IS MEANT TO BE SPOKEN OF ; HENCE THE INCONGRUITY OF 
THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF ITS OWN MEANING ’ THAT HAS BEEN 
URGED HAS BEEN SO UNDER IGNORANCE.—(1188) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it were meant that when the word ‘ all ’ is used in a sentence in the 
course of usage, there is negation of all parts ,—then there might be ‘ exclusion 
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of its own meaning \—As a matter of fact however, what is held to bo 
negatived is only that which is open to doubt by the dull-witted person ; 
how then can there be any * exclusion of its own meaning ’ ? 

The same reasoning applies to the case of such words as ‘ Gdi ' and the 

like.—( 1188 ) 

It lias been asked (under Text 986)—“ Is it ■positive or negative ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1189). 

It is neither Positive nor Negative ; it is neither diverse nor same ; 
it is neither subsisted, nor non-subsistent ; it is neither 
one nor many. —(1189) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—“ Why is it not positive ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1190). 

In reality, it does not exist in the form in which it is apprehended ; 
hence it cannot be Positive. Nor is it Negative, as it 
is apprehended as an entity.—(1190) 

COMMENTARY. 

By deluded people it is apprehended as something external, and yet 
it does not exist in that form ; and as having no external form, it is not 
Positive. 

Question :—“ Why cannot it be negative ? ” 

Answer :—‘ Nor is it negative, because it is apprehended as an entity '; 
and yet, as it presents itself as something external, it cannot bo said to bo 
entirely negative. —(1190) 

Question :—“ Why cannot Apoha be of the nature of ‘ diversity ’ or of 
‘sameness ’ ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1191). 

‘ Diversity ’ (Difference) and ‘ Sameness ’ (Non-difference), etc. 
are resident in entities; while the ‘ Denotation of 
words ’ is entirely featureless ; hence the said 
characters have no place here.—(1191) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Diversity and sameness, etc. *—i.e. Difference and Non-difference, etc.— 
the ‘ etc.’ including ‘ being subsistent ’ and ‘ non-subsistent ’ and so forth. 
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All these are properties residing in Entities only ; how could they reside in the 
Apoha which has its body created only by the artist of Conceptual Thought ? 

It has been argued that—“ Apoha being of the nature of Action, its 
objective has to be pointed out 

The reason put forward is not admitted ; because the Apoha denoted by 
the Word is of the nature of a ' Reflected Image ’; and this Reflected Image, 
being in the form of the apprehended external object, cannot be a mere 
negation. 

For the same reason there is no room for the optional alternatives set 
forth (by Uddyotakara) —as to whether it has, for its objective, the Cow, 
or the Non-Cow ; as it is always apprehended as something positive, appertain¬ 
ing to the Cow [hence the question of its pertaining to the Non-Cow does not 
arise!-—(1191) 

It has been asked (under Text 989)—“ Who has attributed the character 
of the Non-Cow to the Cow, that it has to be ‘negatived’ (by the Apoha) ?" 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1192-1194). 

For cs the Word does the 1 negativing of other things ’ directly ; 
and after the negativing has been done by the word, it 

BECOMES APPREHENDED THROUGH ITS OWN FORCE,—IN THE FORM 
‘ ITS NATURE IS NOT THE NATURE OF ANYTHING ELSE —AS HAS 
BEEN EXPLAINED IN DETAIL (UNDER Text 1013) ; HENCE WHAT IS 
URGED ON THE PRESENT OCCASION— 1 WHO HAS ATTRIBUTED THE 
CHARACTER OF THE Non-Cow TO THE Cow, THAT IT HAS TO BE 
NEGATIVED ? ’—IS THROUGH IGNORANCE OF THE VIEW OF THE OTHER 
PARTY. AS A MATTER OF FACT, THIS IS NOT WHAT IS HELD TO BE 
* NEGATIVED ’ BY THE WORD DIRECTLY.- (1192-1194) 

COMMENTARY. 

What has been urged would have been true only if the Word had expressed 
«the negation of others * primarily; as a matter of fact, however, what fcho 
Word produces, first of all, is only the Reflected Image of the Thing (spoken 
of); and it is only after that has been comprehended that, through the force 
of its implication, the said * negation * (exclusion) becomes comprehended. 
Apparently this doctrine of ours is not known to the other party, and what he 
has urged is something insignificant, beneath notice. Such is the upshot 
of the Text. The rest is easy.—(1192-1194) 

As regards the optional alternatives put forward—regardi ng Apoha 
being different or non-different and so forth,—all that has been already dis¬ 
carded. 

It has been asked (under Text 997, et seq., by Uddyotakara) —whether 
the Apoha is denoted or not denoted, etc. etc.— 

The answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (1195-1199). 

The ‘ DENOTABILITY * THAT YOU ASK ABOUT—IS ‘ DENOTABILITY ’ BY 
WHICH IVOrd ? IS IT ‘ DENOTABILITY * BY THE WORD ‘ Apoha ’ ? 
Or by the word ‘ Jar ’ and the rest ?—As regards the ques¬ 
tion—WHETHER THE Apoha THAT IS DENOTED IS ITSELF OF THE 
NATURE OF Apoha (NEGATION, EXCLUSION) OR IT IS SOMETHING 
POSITIVE,—WHEN WE COME TO THINK OF IT, WHAT IS COGNISED IS 
THE Apoha THAT FIGURES IN THE COGNITION.—OUR VIEW IS THAT 
WHAT IS DENOTED BY THE WORD DIRECTLY IS THE REFLECTED 

Image,—and as regards ‘ the negation of other things ’, like 
the Universal etc.,—that is comprehended only indirectly, 

THROUGH IMPLICATION.—WHAT ALL SUCH WORDS AS ‘ JAR ’, * TREE * 
AND THE LIKE DENOTE IS THE SAID REFLECTED IMAGE, AS IT IS 
THE COGNITION OF THIS THAT THEY PRODUCE DIRECTLY ; AND ANY¬ 
THING ELSE, THEY IMPLY ONLY INDIRECTLY.—THUS THEN, THERE IS 
NO INCONGRUITY REGARDING THE POSITIVE CHARACTER ; NOR IS 
THERE ANYTHING UNDESIRABLE FOR US.—AS REGARDS THE ALTERNA¬ 
TIVE OF Apoha NOT BEING ‘ DENOTABLE ’,—THAT WE DO NOT ACCEPT \ 
AND HENCE THAT IS NOT OUR VIEW.—(1195—1199) 

COMMENTARY. 

As regards the alternatives set forth regarding the denotability of ‘ the 
exclusion of others \—if it is urged in regard to the term ‘ exclusion of others ’ 
—then, inasmuch as it is held by us that what is denoted by this term 
is something positive, —that should not havo been urged against us as an 
undesirable contingency. 

That is to say, when the question is raised,—as to whether what is 
denoted by the word is something positive, or the ' exclusion or negation of 
others ’—and it is said that 4 it is the negation of others that is denoted by 
the word —thore appears in the listener the idea envisaging the ‘negation 
of others in the form of a Reflected Image ; and if there is an idoa of the 
negation of positive entities as forming the denotation of the word, that comes 
only by implication. 

If what is urged is with reference to the words 4 Jar ’ and the like, then, 
what these words bring about directly is the Apoha in the shape of the 
Reflected Image, which is denoted by those words in the positive form, and the 
idea of the 4 negation of others * is obtained by implication ; so that there 
is no undesirable contingency for us. 

Nor is our view open to the objection that there would be no resting 
ground or finality (in the assumption of Apoha after Apoha); because the 
4 negation of others ’ is held to be comprehended only by implication,— 
and hence to be only an appendage to actual Denotation ;—the view that it is 
not expressed is not accepted by us; and hence there can be no room for those 
incongruities that have been urged against that view.—This is what is 
indicated by the words— 4 As regards the alternative, etc. etc. ’.-(1195-1199) 
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It has been urged (under Text 1001) that— 44 Singularity, eteruality, etc. 
cannot be attributed to Apoha 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1200). 

The ideas of ‘ one-ness ‘ eter.vality ’ and the like are purely 

IMAGINARY, NOT REAL. HENCE YOUR LAUGHTER AT US ON 
THIS POINT IS INDICATIVE OF A VERY HIGH GRADE OF 
LEARNING (ON YOUR PART) !—<1200) 

COMMENTARY. 

If 4 one-ness ’ and the rest had been mentioned by us as real, then then* 
might have been some cause for your laughing at us. As a matter of fact, 
however, it has been mentioned by our Teacher only as something purely 
imaginary (subjective, conceptual),—and he has mentioned it only in view 
of common misconceived notions. Under the circumstances, how can a 
learned person find any cause for laughter in this ! On the contrary, you 
yourself, by criticising what you have not understood, have become an 
object of derisive laughter.—( 1200 ) 

It has been asserted (under Text 1002, by Kum/irila) that—“ for these 
reasons, the element of the negation of others could be there only in the case 
of words that are associated with the negative particle, etc. etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1201). 

Even in cases where the Thing itself is apprehended, the ‘ex¬ 
clusion of other things’ is also apprehended,—as is 
indicated by the force of the emphasising term 
(used by you) ; IF it were not, then, the em¬ 
phasising would be useless.—(1201) 

COMMENTARY. 

The factor of the * exclusion of other things * is cognised, not only in 
cases where the negative term is present; also where the negative term 
is not present, the same is cognised. This has been mado clear by yourself 
when you said that 4 the Thing itself is apprehended \ where you have em¬ 
phasised the 4 itself ’. If this is not what you mean, then that emphasising 
word is useless. Thus when it is said that 4 the thing itself is cognised ’, 
it is all the more clearly implied that the ‘ exclusion of others * is also cog¬ 
nised.—( 1201 ) 

In the following Text, the other Party proceeds to show that the 
Buddhist theory of Apoha cannot apply to all cases.— 
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TEXT (1202). 

TUE CASE OF SUCH TERMS AS ‘ SON OF THE BARREN WOMAN \— 
WHERE THERE IS NO EXTERNAL OBJECT WHICH WOULD BE THE 
‘ CONTRARY ’ (EXCLUDED),—WHEREIN WOULD THE 
Apoha SUBSIST WHICH IS SAID TO BE DE¬ 
NOTED BY IT ? ”—(1202) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ l* 1 the case o t the term * son of the Barren Woman —there is no such 
tiling ns the external son, which would be the contrary , and hence the object 
of the exclusion ; then wherein would that Apoha rest which is said to be 
denoted by that term ? It is essential that there should be an entity whioli 
is the substratum or object of the Apoha ; as such substratum would be 
non-different from ‘ what is oxcluded by another ’.”—( 1202 ) 


The above is auswered in the following— 


TEXT (1203). 

AS NON-ENTITIES HAVE NO FORM, WORDS APPERTAINING TO THOSE CANNOT 

BE EVEN SUSPECTED OF BEING DENOTATIVE OF THE UNIVERSAL 
AND SUCH THINGS. IN FACT, IT HAS BEEN FULLY 
ESTABLISHED THAT THEY ARE ONLY INDICATORS 

of the Reflection.—(1203) 

COMMENTARY. 

Such non-entities as the 4 son of the Barren Woman ’ have no form,— 
no character;—hence words relating to those cannot even be suspected of 
being denotative of the Universal, etc. It is only in the case of words relating 
to ontities that there could be any question as to whether what is denoted 
by them is some form or only a Reflection. As regards non-entities (or 
Negations) they are entirely different from Entities, hence how could words 
applied to them be even suspected of pertaining to ontities ? From this it 
is clear that the words in question have no object (denotation at all); all 
that they produce is the more Reflection of tilings ; and this Reflection is 
what is actually apprehended. Thus there is no room for the objection that 
has been urged. 

The same is further explained :— 
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TEXT (1204). 

What is expressed by words is only the Reflection that appears, 
AS CREATED SOLELY BY IMPRESSIONS MADE BY OBJECTLESS 
(EMPTY) CONCEPTIONS.—(1204) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Words ' —like * Son of the Barren Woman ’.—(1204) 

Those words however that relate to entities, denote only the Reflection ; 
—the formal proof for this is stated in the following— 

TEXT (1205). 

The Words in question are directly expressive of that 
(Reflection) alone,—because they are dependent 
upon Convention,—like words expressing 

IMAGINARY THINGS.—(1205) 

COMMENTARY. 

[The argument may be formulated thus]—Words that are dependent upon 
Convention are expressive of only the Reflection of the Conceptual Content 
produced by the impressions made by objectless (empty) conceptions,— 
as for instance, words like ‘ the son of the Barren Woman ';—the words in 
question—i.e. words like * Jar ’ and the like, which form the subject of the 
present discussion, are dependent upon Convention; and this is a natural 
reason (for holding that they are expressive only of the Reflection, etc. etc.). 
—(1205) 


Having established his own position, the Author next proceeds to adduce- 
arguments for rejecting the views of the other party :— 

TEXT (1206). 

These words are not denotative of the * Specific Individuality *' 
and the best, that have been assumed by others. Hence 
these should be understood to be like those 
JUST mentioned.—(1206) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Bheda ’ stands for ‘ Specific Individuality ’. 

' And the rest '—includes the Universal, etc. 

‘ Hence —i.e. on account of their being dependent on Convention. 

‘ Like those —like words speaking of imaginary things.—(1206) 
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elusive^-— Uth0f 8h0WS that th0 tWO R * asons adduced aro nofc ‘ Inco “- 

TEXT (1207). 

That there can be no Convention in regard to ‘Specific In¬ 
dividuality ’ AND THE REST HAS BEEN ALREADY PROVED 
BEFORE. Hence the Reasons adduced are neither 
Doubtful ’ nor ‘ Concomitant with the 

CONTRARY OF THE pROBANDUM ’.—(1207) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been already proved before-on the ground of the ■ Impossibility 
of Conventions (under Text 876 et seq.) and on that of its ' not bearing upon 
anything else that Convention is impossible and also useless. 

‘ Tat' —Hence, therofore. 

aro not Doubl/ul or cwKomi “ w *• * *• 

In the following Texts, the Opponent argues that the first of the two 
Reasons adduced is Inconclusive ’:_ 


TEXTS (1208-1209). 

“ Y, NDER raE THE0RY 0F A P*ha also, how is Convention possible ? 

How too is it fruitful ?—When it cannot be known to both, 

the Speaker and the Listener ; as the Idea of one 

CANNOT. BE KNOWN TO THE OTHER. WHAT TOO WAS SEEN 
AT THE TIME OF THE MAKING OF THE CONVENTION 
IS NOT SEEN AT THE TIME OF THE USE OF 

THE WORD.”—(1208-1209) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ Ju8t as * in the ctlSG of Specific Individuality and the rest, there is 
impossibility of Convention and Futility, so it would be also in the case of 
Apoha ; so that, inasmuch as there would be no Convention made, the 
denotation by words of the Apoha alone cannot be right; hence the Reason 
adduced is Inconclusive. 

" How too is it fruitful ?—That is, how is fruitfulness possible— 1 Tasya » 
—stands for the Convention. 

Question Why is Convention not possible in this case ? 

“ Answ€r Because it cannot be known to both.— The term ‘ hi ' denotes 
reason; the meaning being—Because the Apoha in the shape of Reflection 
cannot be one and the same, as the object of Convention, for both, the Speaker 
and the Listener. 

Why? 

“ Bzcause Idea of one, etc. etc. ;—people of limited vision are cognisant 

of only their own ideas ; no one with limited vision can be cognisant of the 
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idea in another’s mind ; and in reality the Apoha in the form of Reflection 
is nothing different from Idea (Cognition); so that as between the Speaker 
and the Listener, what would be known as tlw subject of a Convention could 
not be known to the other; hence wherein could the Convention be made or 
comprehended ? Unless the Speaker knows the thing, he cannot make any 
Convention relating to it; nor can the Listener comprehend it. If he did, 
it would lead to absurdities. For instance, the Reflection of the object, 
which is what the Speaker cognises as figuring in his cognition, is not cognised 
by the Listener ; and what is cognised by the Listener is not cognised by the 
Speaker ; as every man is cognisant only of wliat appears to lumself. 

“ The futility of Convention is next shown— 1 What too, etc. etc .'— 
The Reflection that was apprehended at the time of the making of the 
Convention, by the Listener or by the Speaker, is not apprehended at the time 
of the use of the word; as the former, being in a perpetual flux, luis long 
ceased to existence; and that which is apprehended at the time of tho use 
of tho word was not seen at the time of the making of the Convention ; as 
what was apprehended at that time was something entirely different. And it 
is not right that usage should be based upon a Convention that rests upon some¬ 
thing different; as such usage would lead to absurdities."—(1208-1209) 

This argument is answered in the following— 

TEXT (1210). 

Even though each person is cognisant of what appears to him¬ 
self, YET THERE IS SOMETHING IN THE COGNITION OF EXTERNAL 
THINGS WHICH IS COMMON TO BOTH PERSONS.—(1210) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the form of the cognition also is not accepted by us 
to be denoted by words,—in view of which the impossibility of Conventions- 
relating to that could bo reasonably urged against us. Because, for us. 
all verbal usage is purely illusory, being assumed in accordance with the 
notions of individual persons,—it is as illusory and false as the idea of tioo 
moons that appears in the man of disordered vision ; all that is produced by 
words is a Conceptual Content relating to the Thing, through the arousing of 
tho Impressions of objectless conceptions; and it is tho Reflection of this 
that is called the 1 Denotation ’ of i cords, because it is produced by words,— 
not boeaxise they are denoted (expressed) by them.—So that though, in 
reality, the Speaker and the Listener are cognisant of what appears in their 
own consciousness,—yet inasmuch as the root of illusion is equally present 
in both men,—just as in the case of the man with the disordered vision,— 
the apprehension that the two men have of the external object is similar; 
and yet the idea in the mind of the Speaker is that ‘ the thing that I 
cognise is also cognised by this man ’; the listener also has the same idea.— 
It might be asked—How is the fact of both of them apprehending the same 
thing known to each of them ?—The answer to that is that in reality it 
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is known to them ; and yet the source of the Illusion being there, equally 
in both, there is—as already explained by us—a mistaken usage in accord- 
ance with each man’s own apprehension,—just as in the case of the per¬ 
ception of two moons by the man of disordered vision.—Thus then, both 
men having tho apprehension of the same thing, the making of Convention 

is quite possible.—( 1210 ) 

An examplo is cited to illustrate the above :— 

TEXT (1211). 

JOST AS THE MAN WHOSE EYE HAS BEEN ATTACKED BY A DISORDER SAYS 
TO ANOTHER LIKE HIMSELF THAT ‘ THERE ARE TWO MOONS 
—SO ALSO IS ALL VERBAL USAGE.—(1211) 

COMMENTARY. 

H7io is like himself ’,—i.e. to the other man, with disordered vision.— 

( 1211 ) 

Nor is the Convention futile in this case ;—this is shown in the following— 

TEXT (1212). 

The CONCOMITANCE OF THE CONVENTION HAS BEEN ACCEPTED ONLY ON 
THE BASIS OF THE NOTIONS OF MEN ; IN FACT, ALL COGNITIONS 
BROUGHT ABOUT BY WORDS ARE ULTIMATELY FALSE.—(1212) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea that the Convention is concomitant with the two points of 
time,—that of its making and the consequent usage,—is admitted only on 
the basis of the apprehension of Reflection of the Thing apprehended by tho 
Speaker and the Listener: it is not really true; the idea, in fact, is based 
upon the fact that at the time of usage both tho Speaker and the Listener havo 
the (false) notion that the thing seen now and that seen at the time of 
the making of the Convention are one and the same. 

Question : —“ Why is this not accepted as being so in reality ? ” 

Answer :—‘ In fact, all cognitions, etc. etc. '.—(1212) 


End of Chapter XVI. 



CHAPTER XVII 


Examination of the Definition of “ Sense-perception 

COMMENTARY. 

On the subject of the Means of Bight Cognition, there are four kinds of 
difference of opinion bearing upon (1) their Nature. (2) their Resultant, 
(3) their Object, and (4) their Number. And by setting aside these diverse 
opinions, the clear idea of the Means of Right Cognition can be obtained. 
In order to show this and to support the idea that ‘ the Truth is ascertained 
by means of Two Means of Right Cognition which are endowed with Un¬ 
true cliaracteristics of the Means of Right Cognition * (as asserted under 
Text 3, of the Introduction).—the Author proceeds with the following— 


TEXT (1213). 

The Sense-perception and the Inference, which others have put 

FORWARD, IN PROOF OF THEIR CONCEPTS,—ARE NOT ACCEPTABLE. 

They are of the nature described below.—(1213) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘In proof of their concepts ’—i.e. such concepts as—Quality, Substance, 
Action, Universal, Inherence and so forth. 

* Others' —The Vaishlgilea and others. 

‘ ^ vam ’—** going to be described.—(1213) 

' Sen8e 'P erce Ption ’ as a Means of Cognition consists of the Eye and 
the rest and is (a) conceptual (determinate), or (6) of the nature of 
* N ° n ' COgmt, °n ’• Such is the diversity of opinion regarding the nature 
of Sense-perception.—By rejecting this, the Author propounds his own 
definition of it:— 


TEXT (1214). 

Sense-perception is free from conceptual content and not er¬ 
roneous.—‘ Conceptual Content ’ is idea associated with 
verbal expression ; it is not [regarded as] the 

BASIS OF VERBAL EXPRESSION, ETC.—(1214) 

COMMENTARY. 

The character of being ‘Sense-perception’ is what is predicated of 
that Cognition which has been described as ‘ free from conceptual content and 
not erroneous *; as in every case, it is the defined thing (distinguishing 
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feature) that is predicated. [The meaning therefore is—‘ That Cognition 
which is free from conceptual content and is not erroneous is Sense-percep¬ 
tion *]as is found in the case of such expressions as ‘ That which shakes 
is the AshvaUha \ —Tho thing defined here is Sense-perception ; as it is the 
definition of tins that forms the subjoct-matter of the present Context. It is 
not the definition of ‘freedom from conceptual content and non-erroneous- 
ness ’ that is the subject-matter of tho Context; by virtue of which this 
latter could be taken as predicated in the sentence. 

Tho ‘ Cognition ’ has not been mentioned, because it is already implied 
in the nogation of ‘ Conceptual Content *; just as in the case of the sentence 
‘Bring the milch one without the calf where the cow is not mentioned, 
as it is already implied by the negation of tho calf. 

Question :—“ What is it that is meant by the term ‘Conceptual 
Content ’ (‘ Kalpard ’), freedom from which serves as the differentia of 
Sense-perception ? ” 

Answer :—‘ Conceptual Content is idea associated with verbal expression ’. 

Question: —“ Is that Kalpand also to be admitted, against which, in 
the character of being the basis of verbal expression, Shahkarasvamin and 
others have urged objections in groat detail ? ” 

Answer No ; it is not the basis of verbal expression ;—' regarded as 
this has to be taken as understood. Henco the objections that have been 
urged on that score are not applicable to our view ; because we do not accept 
that view. 

‘ Klrpii ’ is verbal expression (‘ being spoken of ’, ‘ being named ’) ; 
and the basis for such expression consists of the Universal, tbo Name and 
so forth ; since thorocan be no speaking of things without such distinguishing 
features as consist of the Universal, etc. 

Tho term 4 adi ’ ( etcetera )—in the text, is moant to include such charac¬ 
teristics as Doubt and Deliberation, as leading to association with words etc., 
and also the assumption of the apprehender and the apprehended and so 
forth. 

‘ Abhildpa '—is expressive word ; and it is in a generic form ; that Idea 
which appears as associated with that word is called ‘ abh ildpini \ —(1214) 

Question :—“ How is it known that there is such an Idea (or Cognition) ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1215). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE COGNITION THAT IS CAPABLE OF CONNECTING 

THE THING AND THE WORD ALWAYS APPEARS AS associated With 

verbal expression (words ),— even when the words — 

LIKE ‘ TREE ’ AND THE LIKE—ARE NOT 
ACTUALLY USED.—(1215) 

COMMENTARY. 

The construction may be as—‘ even when the words like tree., etc. are 
not used ’,—or as ' wliich is capable of connecting the thing and the word, 
in the shape of tree, etc.’. 
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This indicates the Conceptual Content as something directly perceived ; 
the said Idea being recognised by the experience of all living beings.—(1215) 

The following Text shows that the said Conceptual Content is well known 
as the source of all activities of persons from infancy onwards :— 


TEXT (1216). 

Through the cohtjlnuavos of the impression left by the con¬ 
stant ASSOCIATING OF THE THING AND ITS NAME DURING PAST 
LIVES,—EVEN THE NEW-BORN INFANT BECOMES CAPABLE OF 
ACTIVITY, BY REASON OF THE SAID CONCEPTUAL 

Content.—(1216) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Atila-bhava ’ is past lives :—during these there has been ‘ nSmartha- 
bhavanu \ constant associating of things with their names ;—this constant 
associating leaves its ‘ Vasana', Impressions, or capacity in the mind;—through 
the ‘ anvaya \ continuance of this capacity, even the infant has ideas associated 
with words ; and it is through the presence of this Conceptual Content (Idea 
associated with words), that the infant becomes capable cf activity,--such 
as smiling, crying, sucking the breast, becoming pleased and so forth.— 
Prom this effect its cause in the shape of the said Conceptual Content is 
assumed in the infant. This has been thus declared— 1 All activity in the 
world is based upon words, which even the infant has recourse to, through 
the impression^ left by past lives 

This Conceptual Content, presenting the object, as associated with vague 
verbal expressions and existing only in the subjective form,—as if it were 
something external,—appears in the mind of Infants also, by virtue of which 
in their later life, they become capable of comprehending the relevant 
Conventions.—(1216) 

The Author shows again how the existence of the Conceptual Content 
is vouched for by Perception :— 


TEXT (1217). 

That which is clearly cognised at the time of reflection and 
IMAGINATION AS IF INTERPENETRATING THEM,—CANNOT BE 
SET ASIDE BY MERE WORDS.—(1217) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Text shows that the existence of Conceptual Content is 
proved by Inference from its effect in the shape of Verbal Usage :_ 
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TEXT (1218). 

The CONNECTION BETWEEN WORDS AND THINGS, DUE TO CONCEPTUAL 

Content, is illusory ; hence as it cannot be based upon 

ANYTHING ELSE,—IF THERE WERE NO CONCEPTUAL 

Content, the said connection, even as it 

IS, WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE.—(1218) 

COMMENTARY. 

Any real connection between Words and Things has been negatived by 
our predecessors, and it has also been proved that it is all illusory. Under 
the circumstances, if this Conceptual Content were not there, then the said 
connection,—refen as it is —i.e. even in the illusory form,—would not be 
possible ; as that connection is based upon the Conceptual Content; and as 
it has been proved that anything external,—in the form of Specific 
Individuality, Universal and the like,—cannot form the denotation of words. 
—(1218) 

Question :—“ Other people describe the Conceptual Content not only as 
‘ the idea associated with words ’, but also as that which is capable of being 
connected with the Universal, Quality, Action and so forth. Why do not 
you accept these ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1219). 

Some people have regarded the Conceptual Content to be that 
WHICH IS CAPABLE OF BEING CONNECTED WITH THE UNIVERSAL AND 
THE REST ;—THAT VIEW CANNOT BE RIGHT, AS THE UNIVERSAL, 

ETC. HAVE ALL BEEN REJECTED, AND THEY ARE NEVER 
PERCEIVED.—(1219) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 They are never perceive*l' —i.e. the Universal, etc. are never actually 
perceived. 

This answer has been given on the assumption (for the sake of argument) 
that the Universal, etc. do exist.—(1219) 

The said ‘ non-perception ’ of the Universal, etc. is further emphasised 
in the following— 
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TEXT (1220). 

The Universal and the rest being never perceived,—and their 

CONNECTION BEING NEVER MANIFESTED,—HOW CAN THEIR 
ASSOCIATION WITH THINGS BE POSSIBLE,—AS BETWEEN 

Milk and Water, etc. ?—(1220) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Like, Milk and Water, etc, ’—When Milk and Water are mixed up, they 
do not appear separately,—and hence it is no longer possible to connect the* 
two; in the same manner, even if the Universal and the rest do exist, they 
never appear as distinguished from their substratum; and hence it is not 
possible to connect them with their substratum.—(1220) 

“ If then the Conceptual Content in the form of association with the 
Universal is not possible, then, how is it that the propounder of the definition 
(Dinndga in his Xydyamukha) has asserted that 4 Conceptual Content ’ 
consists in connection with Name, Universal and so forth * ? ” 

The Answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1221). 

Two kinds of Conceptual Content have been mentioned in the 

TWO ASSERTIONS, IN ORDER TO SET FORTH THE TWO VIEWS THAT 
HAVE BEEN HELD BY PERSONS BELONGING TO OUR OWN 
PARTY AND BY THOSE BELONGING TO OTHER PARTIES,—IN 
ORDER TO SHOW WHICH IS TO BE ACCEPTED AND 
WHICH TO BE REJECTED.—(1221) 


COMMENTARY. 

What ia to be rejected is the Conceptual Content in the form of connec¬ 
tion with the Universal, etc. which is the view accepted by the other party ; 
and what is to be accepted is the view of our own party that it consists in 
association with name. In order to set forth this distinction, both views 
relating to Conceptual Content have been asserted. 

Question :—“ How do you know that it is so ! ” 

Answer :—* By the two assertions ’ ;—that is the words used by the 
Teacher are 4 ndmajdVj&diyojand \ — 4 connection or association with Name 
and Universal, etc.’, where both the Name and the Universal, etc. have been 
mentioned, as representing the two views. If this were not intended, then 
the expression used would have been either 4 association with Name, etc.’ 
or ‘ association with the Universal, etc.* Nor is the enumeration meant to 
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be exhaustive ; as in that case the addition of ‘ etcetera ' would l>e meaningless. 
—( 1221 ) 

Says tho Opponent“ Conceptual Content is a property of the Cogni¬ 
tion ; what forms the subject-matter of the present context is the view that 
the said Content is absent (in Sense-perception); as it is Sense-perception that, 
is being considered; and it is not intended to expound the absence of the 
Object ; as regards the ‘association of Name, Universal, etc.’, on the other hand, 
it is a property of the Object, not of the Cognition. So that what the pro¬ 
pounder of the Lakfana lias asserted appears to be entirely irrelevant. 

Anticipating this criticism, the Author supplies the following answer 


TEXT (1222). 

This ‘ Connection with Name, etc. ’ remains there after having 

INDICATED ITS OWN IMMEDIATE CAUSE J HENCE THE ASSERTION IS 
NOT IRRELEVANT.—(1222) 


COMMENTARY. 

■ Anauiuram '-immediate-' nimittam '-cause ; and that f 

the form of the verbally ■associaUd Idea ; -and this is called connect,°n 
because it appeal in a form envisaging two tilings ,-and there .8 no con- 
necting of one thing by another ; as properties of things have no functions 

P ° rf The indication of this immediate cause is done in two ways; and why 

this ‘connection 'comes in has been explained. wlioreliv the 

The compound ' namSdiyajanS ' is to be explained as tlmtwhereby.the 
connection of the two things is brought about'; there being Bahui^com- 
pound even when there is no co-ordination between the 
Or the compound may be explained on the basis of the 
Cause is spoken of as the Effect. The purpose served by this 
Sion is that it serves to bring out the efficiency of the cause a, bringing 

an effect different from other causes. 

[So that the expression ‘ ndnMiycjauS ' stands, mdirectly, for Con 

ceptual Content itself.]—(1222) 

Or, the expression ‘ ndmajSiy&d iyajanH ' may be explained in.another 

propounded by DuinSga. 

This is what is explained in the following 
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TEXT (1223). 

Xame, Universal and all the rest are connected by the said 
Conceptual Content ; hence what is spoken of (by Din nIga’s 

DEFINITION) IS THE SAME CONCEPTUAL CONTENT WHICH HAS 
BEEN DESCRIBED AS ‘ THE IDEA ASSOCIATED WITH 
VERBAL EXPRESSION —(1223) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Text supplies another answer to the criticism (urged 
against Dinnaga’s definition):— 


TEXT (1224). 

Or, WHAT HAS BEEN SPOKEN OP (IN THE DEFINITION IN QUESTION) IS 
THE SAME Conceptual Content that we have ourselves asserted ; 

—(THIS INTERPRETATION) BEING BASED UPON THE FACT THAT 
IN ALL CASES THINGS ARE SPOKEN OF BY THErR NAME 
(THIS BEING THE MEANING OF THE COMPOUND 
' namadiyojand '). —(1224) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question “ U it be as asserted above, then how do you explain the 
explanatory words of the Teacher? For instance, he has declared 
as follows In the case of Proper names, like Dittha, what is denoted is 
an object qualified by a Name; in the case of common nouns like ‘ Cow * 
what is denoted is the object qualified by the Universal ‘ Cow *; in tho case 
of adjectives, like 1 white \ what is expressed is the object qualified by the 
Quality of ‘ whiteness in the case of verbal nouns what is denoted is the 
object qualified by the Action ; and in the case of words speaking of sub¬ 
stances,—like ‘ stick-holder \ ‘ homed ’ and the like—what is denoted is the 
object qualified by the substance—By this text the Teacher has mode it 
qmte clear that things qualified by the qualifications of the ‘ Universal *, 
etc. are also separately denoted by words.” 

The answer to this is that ‘In aU cases, etc. etc.'—' In all cases i.e. 
even m the case of words denoting the Universal, etc.—What is meant is as 
follows Just as when Proper names are pronounced, what is denoted is 
the object qualified by the Name,—so also in the case of words expressive of 
the Universal, etc.,-like ‘Cow '-what is denoted is the object qualified by 
that Name similarly in all cases [what is denoted is an object qualified by 
connected with, a name J.—(1224) 

Question “ In that case, how are we to construe the Instrumental in 
the-words * jStyS ‘ yunina * etc. (by the Universal, by the Quality ) ? " 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (1225). 


It is through these that the Instrumental Ending becomes 

USEFUL ; SO THAT THE MEANING COMES TO BE THAT THE CONCEPTUAL 

Content becomes connected with the Name, through 

THE INSTRUMENTALITY OF THE UNIVERSAL, ETC.— (1225) 

COMMENTARY. 

The particular thing spoken a a ‘ Cow ’ is that which is connected with 
that Name through the Instrumentality of the Universal; similarly, through 
the instrumentality of the Quality, etc. It is in this sense that the Universal, 
etc. become the Instrument (of Connection), and thus the Instrumental Ending 
becomes useful. 

Question :—“ If that is so, then how are the words (of Dihnaga)— 
1 ndmojdtyddiyojanci ’—to be construed ? ” 

Answer : —‘ It is through these, etc. etc. ’. That is the words aro to be 
construed as ‘ numnah jatyudibhih yojanu [‘ connection with the Universal, 
etc., of the Name ’]. 

‘ Siyam ’—This stands for the Conceptual Content itself, which is implied 
by the force of the compoimd, which is to bo explained as follows :—‘ Jdlyd- 
diyojanu' means ‘ jatyudibhih yojanu', ‘connection with the Universal, 
etc. ’ ; * numajulyddiyojand ’ means ‘ numnah jatyadiyojana ', ‘ connection 
with the Universal, otc., of the Name ’.—(1225) 

Objection :—“ If that is so, then in the case of Proper Names, there 
woxjld be nothiug to denote the Universal, etc., and hence the said explanation 
cannot apply to their case.” 

In anticipation of this objection, the Author provides the following 
answer :— 


TEXT (1226). 

Inasmuch as there is the Universal expressed by the Proper 
Name, the explanation should not be regarded as not 

APPLICABLE TO IT. IT HAS BEEN MENTIONED SEPARATELY 
ONLY IN VIEW OF POPULAR USAGE.—(1226) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows :—Such words as ‘ Dittha ' which are known 
as Proper Names, also take up a ‘ Universal ’ as their denotation, which 
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Universal subsists in an entity restricted within a limited period of time; 
they denote such a Universal because they are incapable of denoting any 
object marked by a momentarily fluctuating character, while each of these 
(Proper Names) continues to remain attached to one entity from birth to 
death. If the Proper Name did not denote such a Universal, then,— 
having been applied to the individual in his childhood, how could it denote 
that same individual in his old age, who would have become a different 
individuality ?—Even for those persons who hold the view that the body is 
not momentary, but lasts for some time,—it is admitted that in course of 
time, the component parts of the body go on deteriorating, by reason of 
which deterioration,—or by reason of its connection with such deterioration 
of the components,—the body in a later age is different from that in the 
earlier age.—Even under the view that it remains the same body undergoing 
developments and changes,—the Name that has been associated with a 
certain thing at one stage of its development, could not denote the same 
thing when it has reached a further stage of development; e.g. the name ‘ milk ’ 
which has been associated with the Milk in the first stage, is not applicable 
to the Curd, which is only a later stage in the development of milk. In tho 
same way in the case of the Body also, the name applied to it in childhood 
could not be applied to it in youth or old age. For these reasons, the Universal 
must be admitted (even in the case of the Denotation of Proper Names). 

Or, even if there be no such entity as the Universal (in this case),—even 
so, our explanation does not cease to apply to the case of Proper Names. 
Because it is only the diverse Individuals that are conceived of as common— 
when their distinct individualities are not meant to be emphasised,—when 
they become included under Common names denotative of the ‘ Universal ’. 
Consequently the Teacher propounding the definition under question has 
mentioned the Proper Names separately from Common names. This is 
what is explained by the words—‘ It has been mentioned separately, etc. etc.'. 
In common parlance, the word ‘ Cow ’ is known as a Common name (denoting 
a Universal) while the word ‘ Chitrahgada ' is known as a Proper Name (applied 
to a single Individual); that is why the two have been mentioned separately. 
—( 1226 ) 

The Opponent raises the following objection :— 


TEXT (1227). 

“Inasmuch as thf. 'Exclusion ( Apoha ) op others’ is the only 
Denotation of words, all words should be ‘ Common ’ 
only. Or, inasmuch as they are dependent 
upon the Speaker’s whim, they should 
all be * Proper ’ only.”—(1227) 


The answer to this is given in the following— 
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TEXT (1228). 

It is true that what the Professor of the Science of Reasoning 

HAS SAID is IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE POPULAR IDEA OF THINGS ; AS 
IT IS ONLY ON THESE LINES THAT VERBAL USAGE ACTUALLY 

PROCEEDS.-(1228) 

COMMENTARY. 

* O n these lines' ;—i.e. under the fivefold division of Proper Name, 
Universal, Quality, Action and Substantive.—(1228) 

Says the Opponent—“ If what is meant by Dinnaga, is the ‘ Kalpand \ 
Conceptual Content, ns understood by the Buddhists themselves, then how is 
it that, having asserted that ‘ others have held that things aro denoted by 
words which have no corresponding objects ’, he lias, later on, stated his 
own view of ‘ Kalpand' ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


•TEXT (1229). 

The said ' Universal' and the rest are nothing different from what is known 

by these words among people ;—it was with a view to 

EMPHASISE THIS FACT, THAT THE STATEMENT ‘ OTHERS 
ETC. * HAS BEEN MADE.—(1229) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows:—As a matter of fact, anything in the 
shape of the Universal, as apart from the * Individuals—‘ spotted cow ’ and 
the like—has no real existence,—it is all purely illusory ;—it is with a view 
to emphasise this fact that the Teacher has made the assertion in question,— 
and not with a view to indicate a separate kind of 1 Kalpand ’. 

‘ Others ' —other Buddhists. 

4 Words which have no corresponding objects ’,—i.e. words which denote 
only Apoha, independently of any such things as * Universal ’ and the rest. 

Such is the meaning of the passage quoted from the Teacher’s work.— 
(1229) 

It is not only we who regard the Conceptual Content as 4 Idea associated 
with words ’; in fact, others also have got to accept it as such; otherwise 
there would be no usage in the world.—This is what is shown in the 
following— 
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TEXTS (1230-1233). 

Even those who are wedded to the notion that Conceptual 
Content consists in ‘ connection with the Universal and the 
rest’, have to admit that it is ‘Idea associated with 
words’.—Otherwise, just as the two connected things are 
non-existent, so their Connection also would be non-existent, 

—ALL THINGS BEING CONCEIVED SEVERALLY EACH BY ITSELF ; AND 
THERE WOULD BE NO NEED FOR POSTULATING THE ‘CONCEPTUAL 

Content And the result of this would be that there 

WOULD BE NO USAGE IN THE WORLD ; BECAUSE USAGE HAS 
BEEN REGARDED AS ASSOCIATED WITH THE UNIVERSAL AND THE 
REST,—AND ASSOCIATION WITH THE UNIVERSAL AND THE REST IS 
INSEPARABLE FROM ASSOCIATION WITH WORDS. THUS ALONE COULD 
THE EXPRESSION ‘ SPOKEN OP ’ USED BY THE TEACHER BE FRUITFUL. 

—(1230-1233) 

- COMMENTARY. 

Even when Conceptual Content is regarded by others ns ‘ association 
with Universal, Quality, Action and Substance \—in reality ‘ association ’ 
with Name alone constitutes the Conceptual Content. Because ns a matter 
of fact, whenever a thing is apprehended as distinguished by the Universal, etc. 
it is so only through the Name ; if it were not so, then—like the apprehension 
of several distinct things, there being connection independently by itself,— 
how could there be any ‘ Conceptual Content ’ ! And live result of this 
would be that the world would become dumb.—It is for this reason that 
even on seeing the man with the stick, one does not connect the various factors 
implied in the notion of the ‘stick-holder’, until he recalls the particular Name. 

Just because all such connection is invariably concomitant with the 
association of words, the words of the Teacher—to tbo effect that ‘ wliafc is 
spoken of in the case of words like * Cow ’ is the tiling qualified by the 
Universal ’—become fruitful (have some sense). Otherwise, without the 
Name, how could the (passive) term * is spoken of * be used ?—As the action 
of speaking (expressing) belongs to the word.—(1230-1233) 

The following Text sums up the arguments in favour of the notion of the 
Conceptual Content:— 

TEXT (1234). 

Thus ' Conceptual Content ’ is something that can be easily 

PROVED WITHOUT EFFORT, AS THERE IS NO DISPUTE REGARDING 

it among Teachers who take their stand 
upon all true doctrines.—(1234) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Text explains what Dihn&ga really means by asserting the 
Conceptual Content in two forms.— 
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TEXTS (1235-1236). 

It was in view of all this that the assertion of * Name, Universal 

AND THE REST ’ WAS MADE J AND HEREIN THE TEACHER MADE 
MENTION OF HIS OWN VIEW AS ALSO THE VIEW OF OTHERS ; 
WITHOUT INDICATING THE DIFFERENCE BY ACTUALLY 
SAYING THAT * MY OWN VIEW IS SO AND SO It 
WAS FOR THIS REASON THAT HE SUBSEQUENTLY 
ADDED THE STATEMENT THAT ‘ OTHERS 
HAVE HELD, ETC.’.—(1235-1236) 

COMMENTARY. 

As to which of the two views is to be accepted and which rejected has 
been already indicated by us whon we showed that even ‘ association with 
Universal, etc.’ is invariably concomitant with ' association with Name ’. 

‘ The assertion of Name, etc.’—this is to be construed with ' akarot \ 
* made ’ (in the second line). 

The assertion of his own view as also the view of others has been made 
for the purpose of showing which is to be accepted and which to be rejected.— 
(1235-1236) 


Question :—“ How then are the words of Ditindga in his Nydyamulcha 
to be construed ? ” 

Answer :— ‘ 

TEXT (1237). 

Thus in this way is the passage from the Nydyamulcha to be ex¬ 
plained. By mentioning the ‘ Cognition it is the 
‘Idea associated with words’ that has 
been indicated.—(1237) 

COMMENTARY. 

The relevant passage from the Nydyamukha is as follows:—‘ That 
Cognition of the form of things which, through the imposed identity of the 
qualifying and denotative adjuncts, appears as non-detorminato, in connec¬ 
tion with each of the sense-organs,—is Sense-perception \—Here the ‘ qualify¬ 
ing adjunct * stands for the Universal, etc.—and the ‘ donotative adjunct ’ 
for the Name ; the ‘ imposition of the identity of these two ’—with the things 
possessing the Universal, etc. and also with the thing bearing the Name.— 
The ‘ imposition of identity * is mentioned only by way of illustration; in 
some cases where the adjuncts are apprehended as distinct—e.g. when it is 
said * the Universal Cow subsists in this ‘ the name of this is so and so — 
there also the presence of the Conceptual Content is admitted. 

Objection :—“ It has nowhere been said that the subsequent resultant 
Idea constitutes tho Conceptual Content; how then do you get at the idea of 
the said Conceptual Content (from the words of the passage cited) ? ” 

40 
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Answer :—‘ By mentioning the Cognition, etc. etc. ’—That is to say, when 
the passage, in contradistinction to the Conceptual Content, mentions the 
Cognition as ‘ Sense-perception ’, it clearly indicates that the Conceptual 
Content is a property of the Cognition. Thus the meaning of the passage 
comes to bo this:—That Cognition, which, through the imposition of the 
identity of Name, etc. appears as non-detcrminate, is Sense-perception ; that 
Cognition, on the other hand, which is determinate is of the nature of the 
Conceptual Content, and hence it is not Sense-perception ; and the implication 
of this is that Conceptual Content consists in the Idea associated with words 
as contradistinguished from Sense-perception. —In this way the passage has 
presented the Teacher’s own as also other people’s views.—(1237) 

Or, it may be that in the passage under reference, the Teacher lias 
stated only his own view.—This is explained in the following— 


TEXT (1238). 

Or, the term * vishlsana ’ [‘ Qualifying adjunct as occurring in the 
passage quoted from the Nydyamukha, on p. 372, Bottom] may 

BE TAKEN AS STANDING FOR ‘ DIFFERENTIATION ’, ‘ EXCLUSION 
—BY VIR T UE OF WHICH WORDS BRING ABOUT THE 
• ‘ Apoha, EXCLUSION, OF OTHERS [IT IS CALLED 
‘ DIFFERENTIATION ’] BECAUSE IT DOES THE 

differentiating (or excluding) of the 
Universal, etc.—(1238) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the compound ‘ vishi^anabhidhdyakdbhedopachdra ’ (in the passage 
quoted from the Nyayamukha, in the commentary of Text 1237), the term 
1 vishlsana ’ stands for differentiation, i.e. exclusion ;—and the Word is the 
‘ abhidhdyaka ’, denoter, of this Exclusion, not of Universal, etc.; and there 
is * imposition of the identity ’ of this; in this way is the compound to be 
explained.—(1233) 

Objection :—“ If Conceptual Content is ‘ Idea associated with words ’, 
then it is something having properties, an object; it is not likely for one 
object to belong to another object, in view of which its negation or denial 
could be brought about as a property of it; hence what is asserted is most 
incoherent. Thus if Sense-perception is * free from conceptual content ’, 
then how is it spoken of by the word ‘ Sense-perception ’ ? ” 

This is the objection that is urged by Bharga, Bh&radvdja and others, 
who think that the term 4 free from Conceptual Content ’ is synonymous with 
4 inexpressible by words ’. 

The Author says that this objection has been answered already :— 
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TEXTS (1239-1242). 

Conceptual Content being held to be as actually understood 

AND DESCRIBED ABOVE, IT IS THE DENIAL OF THE SAMENESS OF THIS 

with Sense-perception that has been asserted; and this is 

NOT INCONSISTENT WITH THE FACT OF ITS BEING SPOKEN OF BY 

such words as ‘ Adhydkfa ’ (‘ Pratyak§a ’) and the like. In 
Sense-perception there is absence of Conceptual Content, 
but ‘Conceptual Content’ is not the same as ‘expressed 
by words ’. Otherwise, Colour, Odour and the rest would 

become determinate (as they are ‘ expressed by words ’)._ 

Thus there is no room for what the dull-witted persons 

HAVE URGED.—If THE WORD ‘SENSE-PERCEPTION’ ACTUALLY 
denotes Sense-perception, then how can its being said to be 
‘ FREE FROM CONCEPTUAL CONTENT ’ BE HELD TO BE IMPROPER ?— 

(1239-1242) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Denial of the sameness ’when Dinndga says that ‘ where there is 
no Conceptual Content, that is Sense-perception * what he does is to deny 
the sameness of the two ; the meaning being [that Sense-perception is] that 
Cognition which is not of the nature of the said Conceptual Content;—it does 
not deny what is contained in the ‘ content 
This disposes of the first objection. 

The second objection also is not proper; because ‘ freedom from Conceptual 
Content ’ is not * inexpressibility by words it is only ‘ freedom determining 
concepts Even though the Cognition is non-determinate, yet it is regarded 
as expressed by words, by reason of its being actually found to bo so expressed ; 
and yet it does not become ‘ determinate, being, in this respect, liko Colour 
and other things (which, though expressed by words, do not become deter¬ 
minate on that account). This is only by the way.—(1239-1242) 

The following might be urged:—“ Conceptual Content may be as 
described. But how does Sense-perception become proved to be * free from 
Conceptual Content ’ I ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1243). 

That Sense-perception is ‘ free from Conceptual Content ’ is 

RECOGNISED VERY CLEARLY ; SINCE IT IS FOUND THAT EVEN 
WHEN ONE HAS HIS MIND ATTRACTED BY SOMETHING 
ELSE, HE HAS THE PERCEPTION OF THE BLUE 
Colour and other things through 
HIS SENSES.—(1243) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows that the absence of Conceptual Content is clearly perceived 
in one’s own experience.—(1243) 
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It might, be urged that—“ It is the Conceptual Content itself attracted 
by other things, which perceives the Blue Colour and other things 
Answer :— 


TEXT (1244). 

This same Conceptual Content does not appr ehe nd the said 

OBJECT; BECAUSE IP IT DID, IT WOULD ABANDON THE EXPRESSING 
OP THE ‘PAST’, ETC. AND THERE WOULD BE THE 
INCONGRUITY OF ITS BEING CONNECTED WITH 
THE NAME OF THAT OBJECT.—(1244) 


I', i a; 


If that same Conceptual Content apprehended the said object (Blue 
Colour, etc.), then it would abandon the signifying of past and other things, 
and would contain within itself the name of the * Blue * itself. 

The ‘ abandoning of the signifying of the past and other things * has 
been asserted, because the Conceptual Content cannot be associated with two 
sets of words. 

The Compound ‘ tannama, etc. ’ is to be explained as—‘ There would the 
incongruity of the connection of the name of the object before the 
perceiver ’.—(1244) 

It might be argued that—"In that case, there may be some other 
Conceptual Content that would apprehend the object;—why is not this 
view accepted t ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1245). 

At THE PARTICULAR TIME, T HERE IS NO OTHER CONCEPTUAL CONTENT 
WHICH IS ASSOCIATED WITH THE NAME OF THAT OBJECT ; BECAUSE 
THEBE IS NO RECOGNITION OF ANY SUCH PERCEPTIBLE 

Conceptual Content, and the simul¬ 
taneous PRESENCE OF BOTH CANNOT 
BE DESIRABLE.—(1245) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are two answers pointed out in due sequence—(1) the opponent’s 
idea being contrary to perceived facts, and (2) its being contrary to his 
own doctrines; inasm uch as it involves the presence of two Conceptual 
Contents at the same time. 

‘ Both ’ —i.e. the two Conceptual Contents.—(1245) 

The following Text sums up the subject:— 
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TEXT (1246). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, WHAT MAKES THE COGNITION DETERMINATE 
APPEARS ALONG WITH THE COGNITION ITSELF ; HENCE THE COGNITION 

brought about by the Senses is clearly non-determinate 

(FREE FROM CONCEPTUAL CONTENT).—(1246) 

The Opponent might urge that the fact of the ‘ determining factor ’ 
appearing along with the Cognition cannot be accepted. This is the argu¬ 
ment put forward in the following— 

TEXT (1247). 

If IT be HELD THAT “ COGNITIONS APPEAR IN SUCCESSION (NEVER SIMUL¬ 
TANEOUSLY), AND THE IDEA OF SIMULTANEOUS APPEARANCE IS 
DUE TO THE QUICKNESS OF THE SUCCESSION ; AS IN 
THE CASE OF THE WHIRLING FIRE-BRAND ”— 

[THEN THE ANSWER IS AS STATED IN 

THE FOLLOWING Text].—(1247) 

COMMENTARY. 

The question being raised as to why the Cognitions are perceived as 
appearing simultaneously, if, in reality, they appear in succession,—the 
answer given is that ' the idea of simultaneous, etc. etc. ' ; as in the case of 
the whirling fire-brand. That is, in the case of the whirling fire-brand, it is 
found that when the whirling is done very quickly, the idea produced is 
that of a single flaming circle; all the several perceptions being mixed up 
as one ; in the same manner, cognitions appearing vory quickly one after the 
other, there is the idea of thoir appearing together as one. 

Or, the term ‘ dldta ’ may bo taken as standing for the perceptions of the 
fire-brand,—-the cognition being spoken of figuratively as the object ; the sense 
of the affix ‘ vati ’ remains the same as before, in this interpretation also- 
—(1247) 

The above argument of the Opponent is answered in the following— 

TEXT (1248). 

What has been asserted is that there is no perceptible Conceptual 
Content which is associated with the name of the 
object before the man’s eyes.—(?)—(1248) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows What is being dealt with is not the fact 
of the two appearing together, but the absence of Conceptual Content in the 
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Perception ; and this absence is proved by the fact that even when a man has 
his mind elsewhere at the time of the apprehension of the object before his 
eyes, he does not apprehend the'otherwise apprehensible Conceptual Content 
associated with the name of that object. And the Opponent has urged no 
criticism against this. Because, even if the two cognitions are actually 
apprehended in succession,—the Conceptual Content is not apprehended; 
so that the attack does not affect our main position.—(1248) 


The following Text shows that the idea of the simultaneous appearance 
of the two cognitions is entirely mistaken:— 


TEXT (1249). 

That the said idea (of the simultaneity of the other Conceptual 
Content and the Cognition) [cannot] be wrong has jdst • 

BEEN MADE CLEAR. AND THIS SAME SIMULTANEITY 
BETWEEN THE OBJECT AND THE COGNITION IS 
ALSO QUITE CLEAR FOR THAT SAME 

REASON.—(1249) 

COMMENTARY. 


* It cannot be wrong ’—such is to be the construction along with what 
has gone before. 

Its idea —i.e. the idea of the two appearing at one and the same time. 

As a matter of fact, an idea is regarded as wrong when it is annulled by a 
valid cognition to the contrary ; in the present case there is no such cognition 
to the contrary, by virtue of which the idea in question could be regarded as 
wrong. 

“ How do you know that there is no such cognition to the contrary ? ” 

Answer:—This has just been made clear ;—that the cognition of the 
object before the man’s eyes appears at the same time as the mind is attracted 
by something else—is clearly perceived ; and it is this cognition that is called 
‘ Sense-perception ’;—wherefore then is there anything wrong in this ?— 
(1249) 


It is not only that there is nothing to prove that the idea of the said 
simultaneity is wrong,—in fact, there is proof to the contrary (to show that 
it is not wrong). This is what is shown in the following— 
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TEXTS (1250-1253). 

In the state of things attending upon the watching of the dancing 

GIRL, THE WHOLE LOT SENSATIONS IS APPREHENDED AT ONE AND THE 
SAME TIME, EVEN THOUGH THERE ARE MANY INTERVENING FACTORS. 

If this also were regarded as a mistake DUE to the quick 
SUCCESSION IN WHICH THE SENSATIONS APPEAR,—THEN (THE ANSWER 
IS THAT) THERE IS STILL QUICKER SUCCESSION IN THE CASE OF COGNI¬ 
TIONS PRODUCED BY THE TWO WORDS * laid ’ AND 1 tala' WHEN 
PRONOUNCED TOGETHER; WHY THEN IS THERE NO IDEA OF SIMUL¬ 
TANEITY IN THIS CASE ?—Then IN a CASE WHERE THE OPERATIONS 
OF THE Mind alone ARE concerned, NO SUCCESSION SHOULD be 

PERCEIVED, BECAUSE ALL COGNITIONS (MENTAL OPERATIONS) OCCUR 
IN QUICK SUCCESSION AND DO NOT STAY FOR ANY LENGTH OF TIME. 
SO THAT IN ALL THESE CASES (OF QUICK SUCCESSION), NO SUCCESSION 
COULD BE PERCEIVED. THE NOTION OF SIMULTANEOUS COGNITION 
HOWEVER WOULD BE THERE, JUST AS IN THE CASE OF PERCEPTION OF 
SOUND, ETC. (IN THE CASE OF THE DANCING GIRL).- (1250-1253) 


COMMENTARY. 

Under such conditions as the witnessing of the dancing girl, we find that 
each single sensation, even though intervened by five other sensations, appears 
to be close to, and unseparated from, tho other; for instance, at the same 
time that one sees the girl dancing, he also hears tho song and its accompani¬ 
ments, goes on tasting the camphor and other spices, smells the sweet fragrance 
of flowers placed before the nostrils, touches the air proceeding from the fans 
and thinks of making presents of clothes and ornaments. [All this goes 
on simultaneously.] Thus even when there are so many intervening factors, 
among tho several cognitions, there appears the illusion that all those appear 
at one and the same time,—this illusion being due to the quick succession in 
which the cognitions appear;—such being the case even when tbero are 
several intervening factors, it becomes all the more possible that there should 
be the notion of the letters being pronounced at one and the same time, 
in cases where two words like ‘ lata' and ‘ tala \—or ‘ sarah' and 4 rasah ’ 
are pronounced, where the utterance of the syllables is so much quicker ; so 
that in the cose of such utterances as 4 sarah-rasah when the words are 
heard, there should bo no recognition of the two different words or the two 
different things denoted by them.—Further, in a case where there is Conceptual 
Content in the form of pondering over several philosophical and literary 
problems,—which ponderings are not interrupted by heterogeneous sensations 
through the Eye, etc.,—the appearanco of the ideas is extremely quick ; and 
hence it would not be possible to form any idea of succession in them. And 
as all Cognitions are momentary, and cannot continue for any length of time 
they always appear quickly; so that the cognition of nothing could be successive 
at all;— ‘just as in the case of the perception of sound, etc . ’i.e. just os in the 
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case of the perception of sound, taste, etc. while seeing the girl dancing.— 
(1250-1253) 

As regards the instance of the ‘ Whirling Fire-brand it is 4 devoid 
of the Probandum ’ ;—this is shown in the following— 


TEXTS (1254-1256). 

In the case op the Whirling Fire-brand, the illusion of simul¬ 
taneity APPEARS IN THE FORM OF THE CIRCLE ; THIS NOTION OF 

the Circle is not due to the connecting of thf. various per- • 

CEPTIONS OF THE FlRE-BRAND AS IT IS WHIRLED ROUND J BECAUSE 
THE (CONTINUOUS) CIRCULAR FORM IS CLEARLY PERCEIVED. In 
FACT, THE SAID CONNECTING OF THE VARIOUS PERCEPTIONS COULD 
BE DONE ONLY BY REMEMBRANCE, NOT BY DIRECT PERCEPTION ; 

as no Perception can apprehend what is past and gone.— 
The object also of the R em embrance could not be very 

CLEAR, AS IT HAS ALREADY DISAPPEARED ; FOB THIS SAME REASON, 
THE APPEARANCE OF THE CIRCLE ALSO COULD NOT BE VERY CLEAR 
(IF IT WERE DUE TO THE REMEMBRANCE OF THE MANY COGNITIONS). 

-(1254-1256) 

COMMENTARY. 

When this mental illusion appears, it does not appear as combining the 
several visual perceptions (of the Fire-brand); it appears only as the Sense-bom 
single perception of the Circular form, through the force of certain accessory 
circumstances; that this is so is clear from the fact that the perception is 
quite clear; and it would not be so clear if it were accompanied by the 
Conceptual Content. Because such combination of perceptions could be 
done only by Remembrance, not by Sense-bom Perception ; as the latter 
functions only when the object perceived is close by, and hence it could not 
apprehend what is past and gone. The object too of such a Remembrance 

could not be clearwhy ?—because it will have already disappeared._ 

Hence, as the perception of the Whirling Fire-brand, if it were an illusion, 
would be indistinct,—it cannot be an illusion; in fact, it is a sense-bom 
regular Perception. Thus the Instance cited by the Opponent is devoid of 
the character sought to be proved.—(1254-1256) 

Having thus established—by means of Perception itself—the fact of 
Sense-perception being 4 free from Conceptual Content ’,—the Author proceeds- 
to prove it by means of Inference : — 
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TEXTS (1257-1260). 

Or again, when there is no basis for the EXISTENCE of a thing in a 
CERTAIN FORM,—THAT THING IN THAT FORM IS NOT AD3HTTED AS 
REAL, BY THE WISE. FOR INSTANCE, THE WHITE HORSE IS NOT 
ADMITTED TO BE THE COW BECAUSE THE DEWLAP AND THE OTHER 
FEATURES OF THE COW ARE NOT PRESENT IN THE HORSE. In 
THE CASE OF SENSE-PERCEPTION THERE IS NO REASON FOR THE 
PRESENCE OF the determinate character (the character of being 

ASSOCIATED WITH CONCEPTUAL CONTENT), WHICH COULD BRING ABOUT 
THE APPREHENSION OF THE THING ALONG WITH ITS PROPERTIES. 
—Spotted and other Cows are instances to the contrary. 
If IT WERE NOT SO, IT WOULD LEAD TO ABSURD CONTINGENCIES.— 

The’ Reason adduced cannot be said to be ‘ Unproven * (or 
not-admitted) ; as the Universal and other qualifying 

FACTORS HAVE ALL BEEN REJECTED. NOR ARE THE PROPERTIES 
COGNISED AS APART FROM THOSE FACTORS. NOR ARE THERE ANY 

SUCH PROPERTIES.—(1257-1260) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho argumont may be thus formulated :—When the basis of the idea of 
a thing in a certain form is absent, that thing is not accepted by intelligent 
persons to be of that form;—for instance, the White Horse is not accepted as 
of the form of the Cow, because the basis of tho ‘ cow-idea ’, in the shape 
of the dewlap and other characteristics of the Cow, is absent in the Horse ;— 
in the case of Sense-perception, which is produced on the basis of the specific 
object Blue, —the basis for its being regardod as associated with Conceptual 
Content (i.e. Determinate), in the form of tho apprehension of the object 
along with its properties, is absent; and thus there being no apprehension 
of the Cause [the effect, in the shape of its being associated with Conceptual 
Content cannot be there]. The Spotted and Black Cows supply the Corrobora¬ 
tive Instance per contra. Lastly, there is the possibility of the incongruity 
that all things might become accepted to be of all forms and that the person 
accepting things would come to be regarded as stupid.—Such is the upshot 
of the Inference put forward. 

‘ Karka ’ is white Horse. 

‘ Universal, etc. ' —i.e. the qualifying factors (postulated by the Realists). 

Even if tho Universal and tho rest are real entities, our Reason is not 
‘ Unproven ’ ;—this is what is meant by the words—‘ Nor is the thing, etc. *; 
i.e. as apart from Colour and the rest which have been held to be qualified 
by the Properties (Universal, etc.). 

Question : “ If there is no cognition of Properties as distinct from what is 
qualified, then, why should it not be a qualifying factor ? ” 

Answer : — 4 Nor are there any such Properties ' —i.e. as differentiated 
from the thing. 
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From all this it follows that there is no apprehension of anything along 
with its properties. Hence the Reason adduced by us cannot be said to 
be ‘ Unproven ’.—(1257-1260) 

It might be argued that—‘'There may be no qualifying Properties 
in the shape of the Universal and the rest; the form of the word itself will 
be the distinguishing property.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1261-1263). 

The Name also, which would be the 4 Specific Individuality ’ of the 
Word, can never be denotative ; as the idea of the 4 Specific 
Individuality ’ being the Denotes or the Denoted has been 

ALREADY REJECTED.—IT IS FOR THIS REASON THAT THE IDEA OF 
THE DENOTER AND DENOTED HAS BEEN REGARDED AS SOMETHING 
SUPERIMPOSED (UPON THINGS) ;—WHILE WHAT ONE APPREHENDS 

by Sense-perception is something which is not superimposed ; 

BECAUSE THIS PERCEPTION IS THERE ONLY WHEN THE 4 SPECIFIC 

Individuality’ is there,—and it is not there when the 
Specific Individuality is not there—through the interven¬ 
tion of something else or SOME SUCH REASON.—(1261-1263) 


COMMENTARY. 


There can be no Convention in regard to the 4 Specific Individuality _ 

not even to the 4 Specific Individuality * of the Word ; for the simple reason 
that there can be no connection with Convention at the time of usage ; and 
apart from its 4 Specific Individuality there is no other form of the Word ; 
nor again can the Word bo connected with anything with regard to which 
there has been no Convention; if it did, it would lead to absurdities ,—nor 
can there be any Conceptual Content without connection with words;— 
from all this it follows that the whole idea of the Denoter and Denoted is some¬ 
thing 4 superimposed ’—imaginary—not real. 

It might be argued that—“ even so, the Perception shall become associated 
with Conceptual Content (Determinate) through apprehending the 1 super¬ 
imposed ’ thing.” 

The answer is that 4 what one apprehends, etc. etc.' 

' When it is not there —i.e. through its absence, —the word 4 vyatirikatah * 
being construed here ; the sense being that 4 it is through the absence of the 
Specific Individuality (that the Perception also is absent) 

Question When is there absence of the Specific Individuality ? ” 
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Answer :—‘ Through the intervention, etc. etc. ’—The term ‘ some such 
reason ’ stands for the distance of time, place and so forth.—(1261-1263) 

The following Text adduces another proof for the same :— 


TEXT (1264). 

The nature of the Blue and other things, being individually 

SPECIFIC, IS INCAPABLE OF HAVING ANY CONVENTION IN REGARD 
TO IT J THE PERCEPTION OF THESE THINGS, THEREFORE, 

CANNOT BE ASSOCIATED WITH WORDS.—(1264) 


COMMENTARY. 

The nature —essence— of the Blue and other things is such that no 
Convention can be made in regard to them. 

The question being—“ why is it so ? ”,—the answer is ‘ being in¬ 
dividually specific *; that is, it is incapable of being present at the time of 
usage; and Convention is for the purpose of usage alone; hence there can 
be no Convention in regard to it. 

Further, thore is Convention only when the thing concerned has already 
become cognised,—not while it remains uncognised, unknown; and until 
tho Perception has come about, it cannot apprehend the Blue, etc.; and as 
soon as it has come about, it would (according to the Opponent) at once 
associate it with words ; but at the time that the Perception actually appears, 
—and also at the time of the apprehension of tho related verbal expression,— 
the perceived thing, being momentary, cannot be present, and hence the 
Perception cannot apprehend it; by what then, and with what, would the 
Word bo associated ? From all this it is clear that the nature of the Blue and 
other things is incapable of having any convention in regard to it. 

‘ Of these ’—i.e. of the Blue and other tilings. 

‘ Cannot be associated, etc. etc. ’—i.e. the verbal expression cannot enter 
into it. 

The argument may be formulated thus :—When a thing is such that no 
Convention is known in regard to it,—there can be no ‘ determinate * Percep¬ 
tion of it,—o.g. the Visual Perception of Odour ;—and the Perception of tho 
Blue, etc. is such that no Convention is known in regard to it,—hence the 
idea of tho Perception being * determinate ’ would involve a notion contrary 
to a wider proposition.—(1264) 

In the following texts, the Author sets forth the ‘ inadmissible character ’ 
of the Reason put forward by himself (under Texts 1257-1260),—this criticism 
being urged from the standpoint of the Digambara (Jaina) philosopher, 
Sumat i :— 
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TEXTS (1265-1267). 

“ Name (Universal) and the rest may not be the distinguishing 
PROPERTIES PERCEIVED, IN THE OBJECT (OF SENSE-PERCEPTION) ;— 
EVEN SO, THE REASON PUT FORWARD DOES NOT CEASE TO BE inad¬ 
missible ; BECAUSE IF THERE IS NO APPREHENSION OF THE THING 
AS DISTINGUISHED FROM OTHER THINGS, THEN, THERE WOULD EITHER 
BE AN APPREHENSION OF THE THING BY ITSELF ONLY, OR NO APPRE¬ 
HENSION AT ALL ; AS IN THE CASE OF THE JaR,—IF THERE IS NO 
APPREHENSION OF THE JaE AS DISTINGUISHED FROM OTHER JARS, 
THEN THERE IS EITHER APPREHENSION OF THE JaB BY ITSELF ALONE, 
OR NO APPREHENSION OF THE JaB AT ALL.”—(1265-1267) 

COMMENTARY. 

Sumati describes all things as existing in two forms—the Universal 
and the Particular; the Universal again is of two kinds—one determined by 
the Particular, e.g. the * Cow ’, and that not so determined (conceptual), e.g. 

‘ Being ‘ Entity That Universal which exists only in the undetermined 
(non-conceptual) form is of only one form and is amenable to non-conceptual 
Perception (Perception free from Conceptual Content), in the form of mere 
observation, purely subjective Ideation ; while the other—i.e. the Universal 
determined by particulars—is amenable to Conceptual Perception.—Such is 
Sumati's scheme of Perception. 

Kumdrila however describes the Non-Conceptual Perception, purely 
subjective Ideation, as apprehending the 1 Specific Individuality ’ of the 
particular (or Individual); and the Conceptual Perception as apprehending 
the ‘ Universal *. 

Sumati, in e x a m i n ing the nature of Perception in the form of purely 
subjective Ideation as posited by Kumdrila and others, has argued thus— 
“ One who holds this view should be asked the'following question.—In this 
Perception, is the Thing before the eye6 of the observer apprehended purely 
by itself, as characterised by its own form which is impossible anywhere else ? 
Or is it not so apprehended !—If he says it is not so perceived, then our answer 
to him is as follows:—If there is non-apprehension of the Thing in a form 
distinguished from other things;—that is, in a form distinguished from a 
thing other than the intended thing,—i.e. the form or character of the 
intended thing which is not present in the other thing;—if there is non¬ 
apprehension of the Thing as qualified by such a form,—then, either there 
t could be apprehension of the Thing itself only, —Le. the said Thing even 
without the character impossible in other things;—or, if even this is not 
apprehended, then there would be no perception of the Thing at alL—‘ As 
in the case of the Jar ';—this cites an example. 

This example is explained in the next text (1267):—“In the case of the 
perception of the Jar, if there is no apprehension of the Jar in the form that 
is impossible in another Jar, to which it may be compared,—then either 
there would be apprehension of the Jar by itself alone,—without any quali- 
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fication as that of being of silver or of copper and so forth;—or, if there is 
no apprehension of the Jar by itself, then there would be no apprehension of 
any Jar at all,—not even of the one intended ; so that there would be no 
apprehension of the Jar at all.—In the same manner, in the case in question 
if the distinguishing character is not apprehended, there would either be 
apprehension of the thing alone by itself,—or there would be no apprehension 
at all; there could be no escape from these alternatives —(1265-1267) 

[Sumali's] Purvapakfa (Criticism) against us thus would be as follows :— 


TEXT (1268). 

“If Perception is regarded as apprehending the Thing as dis¬ 
tinguished FROM OTHER APPREHENSIBLE THINGS,—THEN THIS 
cognition would be Conceptual (Determinate), just like the 
cognition of the Tree and other things.”—(1268) 

COMMENTARY. 

“If Sense-perception is intended to bo apprehensive of the Tiling as 
characterised (distinguished) by a character not found anywhere else,— 
then it becomes Conceptual; becauso it apprehends the thing as characterised 
or qualified by some character ; just like the Perception in the form 1 This is 

a tree ’.”—( 1268 ) 

The following argument might be urged against Sumati :—‘ There is 
no such thing as the Thing itself which could be apprehended as qualified 
by a character; what there is is only that qualified thing which is hold by 
you, and also by me, to be the Particular (or Individual); it is this only that 
exists and is apprehended 

To this Sumati makes the follo%ving answer :— 


TEXT (1269). 

“ There is no Particular (or Individual) without a touch of the 
Universal. If this is not touched in the apprehension, 
then the Particular, becoming devoid of Being, 
cannot be apprehended.”—(1269) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The term ‘ mdtra ’, ‘ itself \ in the Opponent’s statements stands for 
the Universal, that which is called ‘ Being ’; and absolutely independent of 
this Universal, there is no Particular (or Individual) which could be appre- 
honded.—It might be said—* Under your view there may be such a Universal, 
but this is not touched at all at the time of the apprehension \—Our answer 
to that is— If this is not quite dear in the apprehension, that is due to its having 
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become devoid of Being :—that is, if, at the time of apprehension, the said 
Universal * Being * is not touched by Sense-perception,—and the Particular 
(or Individual) alone is apprehended.—then this Particular by itself, if 
apprehended at all, would be devoid of existence, as devoid of the character 
known as * Being ’;—and thus it could become characterless ; and as such 
could not be apprehended by Sense-perception, because it would be devoid of 
Being ,—having lost its Being or Existence, and become like the ‘sky- 
flower ’.”—(1269) 

TEXT (1270). 

“ The assertion that the Cognition apprehends a qualified Thing, 

and yet it is not Conceptual implies great temerity indeed ! 

Certainly, no ‘ qualification ’ is possible except 
through connection with qualifica¬ 
tions.”— (1270) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ From all this it follows that your assertion—that the Cognition appre¬ 
hends a qualified object, and yet there is in it no Conceptual Content implies 
great temerity on your part-, in making an assertion opposed to all canons 
of Right Cognition." 

This sums up the criticism against the Buddhist doctrine. 

“ The Reason for this is provided, in the words—* Certainly no qualifica¬ 
tion, etc. etc .'—that is to say, just as a man does not become a stick-holder, 
without the stick ,—so a thing cannot be qualified without connection 
with qualifications .—Hence that cognition which apprehends the qualifications 
is ‘ Conceptual ’ (with Conceptual Content). 

“ The argument may be formulated as follows :—The Apprehension of 
the qualified thing, which is under dispute, is Conceptual, —because it appre¬ 
hends a qualified thing,—like the cognition * This is a piece of Cloth — 
(1270) 

The following Text proceeds to answer the above criticisms of Sumati: — 

TEXT (1271). 

When the cognition is held to apprehend the qualified Thing,— 

IT is by reason of its apprehending the Thing AS dif¬ 
ferentiated FROM OTHER HOMOGENEOUS AND HETERO¬ 
GENEOUS THINGS,—AND NOT OF THE CONNECTION 
OF QUALIFICATIONS.—(1271) 

COMMENTARY. 


If what is meant by Sumati's Reason—‘because it apprehends the 
qualified thing * is the presence of a qualification which is something distinct 
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from itself,—then it is 1 inadmissible ’; because for the Buddhist, there is 
no such thing as the * qualification through connection with which the 
cognition would apprehend things along with qualifications ; according to 
the Buddhist, what is apprehended is only the Thing itself as differentiated 
from homogeneous and lieterogeneous things ; and it is by reason of this 
latter approhension that the Cognition is said to apprehend the ‘ qualified ’ 
thing.—(1271) 

Question :—“ Then are all such expressions as * qualified ‘ being 
distinguished ‘ qualified character and so forth purely negative ? ” 

Answer ;— 


TEXT (1272). 

What is meant by ‘ being qualified ’ (distinguished) is ‘ difference * 

—not the connection of qualifications. But the idea also 
that * this is different ’ is not cognised as associated 
WITH WORDS.-(1272) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Difference ' —i.e. Differentiation (Preclusion) from homogeneous and 
heterogeneous things ;—and this is not anything different from the thing 
differentiated ; it is the thing itself winch is spoken of in that form, through 
the exclusion of other tilings, when this exclusion is meant to be emphasised. 

The following might be urged—“ If there is always the apprehension 
of the Thing as distinguished from homogeneous and heterogeneous things, 
then the Apprehension becomes ‘ determinate' (Conceptual); because it 
appears in the Verbal form ‘ This is different \ Otherwise how could it 
apprehend the 1 difference if it appeared in any other form ? When a 
certain apprehension appears in one form, it cannot be said to apprehend 
another ; if it did so, it would lead to an absurdity.” 

The answer to this is—* But the idea also, etc. etc.' —(1272) 

Question :—“ How is it then that it is said to be ‘ different ’ ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1273). 

It is only after the thing has been apprehended as THE ‘ NEGATION 

OF ALL THINGS OTHER THAN ITSELF *,—THAT THERE APPEARS 

the Conceptual Cognition in the said form. 

—(1273) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Svdbh&v&t '—other than its own self.—When the Tiling has been appre¬ 
hended as the negation of —as differentiated from—all other things,—and 
when the (non-conceptual) perception in the apecifio form of the Blue lias 
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appeared,—then there follows the Conceptual Content associated with 
the words 4 it is different If this were not so, then it would be something 
of the nature of purely verbal expression, or the essence of the thing as 
associated with the verbal expression, through which the thing could be asso¬ 
ciated with the name 4 different ’ or 4 non-different and apprehended as such. 

From all this it follows that our Reason is not 4 inadmissible —(1273) 

In case the Reason adduced by the Opponent— 4 because it apprehends 
a qualified thing ’—is based on the idea that through 1 negation * (differentia¬ 
tion) itself the thing becomes qualified ,—even though it bo not qualified in 
the sense of being connected with a qualification in the shape of some other 
thing,—even so our Reason cannot become 4 Inconclusive \—This is what is 
shown in the following— 


TEXT (1274). 

Other people regard the Universal as not distinguished by 

QUALIFICATIONS,—WHICH UNIVERSAL THEY REGARD AS APPRE¬ 
HENDED BY NON-CONCEPTUAL PERCEPTION. WHAT 
HAS BEEN URGED IS APPLICABLE TO THAT 

ALSO.—(1274) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Universal has been held to be of two kinds—(1) distinguished by 
qualifications, and (2) not distinguished by qualifications. That which is 
not distinguished by qualifications has been held to be apprehended by 
Non-conceptual Perception. 

4 To that' —i.e. to the Universal.—Hence the charge of being appre¬ 
hended by Conceptual Perception would apply to these also.—(1274) 


Question :— 44 How so ? ” 
Ansuxr :— 


TEXT (1275). 

The Universal is recognised as ‘ distinguished * from the Parti¬ 
cular ; hence the Perception of it would have to be 

REGARDED (UNDER THE OPPONENT’S CONTENTION) AS 

Conceptual.—(1275) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is understood to be the Universal which is 4 qualified ’—i.e. dis¬ 
tinguished '—-from the Particular; if it were not so, then there would be no 
Universal at all, if it were not excluded—distinguished—from the Particular. 
—Such being the case, the Perception that apprehends this Universal, as 
distinguished from the Particular, becomes 4 Conceptual \ as it apprehends 
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something that is qualified. And yet, according to your view, this cognition 
is not conceptual; hence your Reason is itself Inconclusive.—(1275) 

The said Sumati himself, anticipating the objection that his own Reason 
becomes 4 Inconclusive ’ by the case of the Universal, lias answered it This 
answer is shown in the following— 


TEXT (1276). 

“ A THING IS CALLED ‘ UNIVERSAL * WHEN IT IS APPREHENDED WITHOUT 

DISTINCTION *, HENCE IT IS NOT RIGHT TO REGARD THE UNIVERSAL 
AS SOMETHING DISTINGUISHED FROM THE PARTICULAR.” 

—(1276) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no 1 Universal ’ apart from the Particulars, by virtue of wliich 
on being apprehended it would be amenable to Conceptual Perception ; in 
fact, it is only when the Particulars are apprehended without distinction 
that they are called 4 Universal'; that is to say, when they are not cognised, 
each in its own distinctive form, they are called 4 Universal ’. Consequently, 
how could the Universal bo 4 distinguished ’ from the Particulars, by virtue 
of which its apprehension would become 4 conceptual’.—(1276) 

Question : —How then can there be a clear division between the Universal 
and the Particular ? 

Answer (provided by Sumati ):— 


TEXT (1277). 

“ When these (Particulars) are cognised as similar or dissimilar, 

THEY INDICATE THE EXISTENCE IN THEMSELVES, OF THE 

charaoter of the * Universal ’ or the 
‘ Particular —(1277) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ These same Particulars, according as they are cognised as similar or 
dissimilar, become spoken of as 4 Universal ’ or 4 Particular respectively 
41 
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and in this way they bring about a division between the use of the two 
names, ‘ Universal ’ and 1 Particular ’.”—(127 /) 


The above criticism of SumatCa is answered in the following— 


TEXTS (1278-1279). 

Ip the SAID ‘ SIMILARITY ’ AND ‘ DISSIMILARITY ’ ARE HELD TO BE 
DIFFERENTIATED, THEN* THE FACT OF THE UNIVERSAL BEING DISTIN¬ 
GUISHED from the Particulars remains as before.—If, on 

THE OTHER HAND, THEY ARE NOT HELD TO BE DIFFERENTIA¬ 
TED, THEN, HOW CAN THE CLEARLY MARKED DIVISION 
BE POSSIBLE, WITHOUT CROSSING EACH OTHER ? 

There is no other way in which 

THEY COULD BE CONCEIVED.— 

(1278-1279) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Differentiated ’Not mixed up ; i.e. the Universal being one thing and 
the Particular being another thing. 

That the Universal is distinguished from the Particular is said only by 
way of illustration; in fact the Particular also is distinguished from the 
Universal; as both these having distinct characters are clearly distinguished 
from one another. 

« The fact, etc. ‘ Aaankirna ’ is unmixed. This has been declared by the 
same Sumati in the following words—“ The Particular is perceived only as 
infused with the character of such Universals as ‘ Being ’ and the like, not 
otherwise; hence it is only right that what is qualified should form the 
object of a qualified (determinate, conceptual) Perception; as for the 
Universal, on the other hand, it is capable of being perceived independently 
of all Particulars ; and hence there can be nothing incongruous in its forming 
the object of the non-conceptual Perception ".—This clearly marked distinc¬ 
tion would not be there. 

It might be argued that—" It is not held to be either distinguished or 
undis tingu ished.” 

The answer to that is—‘ How can, etc. etc. ’—As a matter of fact, among 
things so related that the presence or absence of one must imply the absence 
or presence of another,—the negation of one is inseparable from the affirma¬ 
tion of another; consequently, there can be no other alternative.—(1278- 
1279) 

Then again, to speak of the Particulars as apprehended * without dis¬ 
tinction’ involves a contradiction in terms.—This is what is shown in the 
following— .• 
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TEXTS (1280-1281). 

Of the Particular Things there is no other characteristic except 

THAT OF BEING * PARTICULAR ’ (OR ‘ DISTINCT ’) ; HOW THEN CAN 

THERE BE ANY APPREHENSION OF THEM WHICH DOES NOT 
ENVISAGE THE ‘ DISTINCT ’ FORM ? EVEN IF THEIR FORMS 
ARE ENVISAGED, THEY ARE APPREHENDED ONLY AS 
DISTINCT FROM OTHER PARTICULARS J SO THAT 
their Perception would be ‘ conceptual ’. 

—(1280-1283) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no ‘ Particular ’ apart from the various Tilings. If then, the 
Particular were not envisaged in the apprehension of the Universal, how 
could the various Things be apprehended ? That is to say, being non-different 
from the nature of what is not apprehended, the Particulars also would be 
not-appreliended. 

If it be held that the various Things are apprehended,—then, if these 
forms are envisaged,—and are apprehended,—the Particular also would be 
apprehended, being, as it is, non-different from what has been apprehended. 
So that, in regard to these various things, the Cognition that is held to be 
apprehensive of the Universal turns out to be conceptual. —(1280-1281) 

Further, it may bo that the Universal being non-different from the 
Particulars, it may not bo ‘ distinguished ’ from those; oven so, the Universal 
would certainly bo ‘ distinguished ’ from such featureless non-entities ns 
the ‘ Hare’s Horn ’; and it would thus become apprehensible by Conceptual 
Perception ; and yet it is not so ; hence your reason remains ‘ Inconclusive \ 

This is what is pointed out in the following— 


TEXTS (1282-1283). 


The Universal is cognised as * distinguished * (distinct) from the 
featureless thing ; hence for you, it should be cognisable by 
Conceptual Perception.—If it be urged that “ the Uni¬ 
versal CANNOT BE REGARDED AS distinguished FROM A 
NON-ENTITY ”,—THEN (WE ASK) IS IT OF THE SAME 
NATURE AS THE NON-ENTITY ? If NOT, THEN 
WHY IS IT NOT ADMITTED THAT IT IS ‘ DIS¬ 
TINGUISHED ’ from it ?—(1282-1283) 


COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged:—“ There can be no distinction made 
between the Universal and the Non-entity; nor can there be any similarity 
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between them. Because that is supposed to be a non-entity which is not 
anything ; and such a thing cannot be either ‘ distinguished ’ from, or similar 
to, the Universal. If it were, it would be an Entity. —Even if the Void—i.e. 
the Non-entity—were 4 distinguished * from the Universal, then also it 
would be an entity ; because a non-entity cannot have the character of ‘ being 
distinguished *; and without the character of ‘ being distinguished ’ a thing 
cannot be regarded as ' distinguished ’.—Nor can the Non-entity be 4 similar ’ 
to the Universal; as oven so it would have to be an entity. A non-entity cannot 
have a form similar to something else; and unless a thing has a form similar 
to anotlier’s, it cannot be regarded as * similar ’ to it; as otherwise it would 
lead to an absurdity.—Hence relatively to the Void (Non-entity), the Universal 
cannot be said to be either distinguished (distinct) or similar. Because when 
one thing is either distinct or similar in relation to another tiling, then this 
latter also has to be regarded as distinct from, or similar to, the former. If it 
were not so, then the others also could not be perceived as distinct from, or 
similar to, it.—Further, there is no such thing as 4 non-entity ’ apart from 
entity ; when an entity is not found to be another entity, it is called ‘ non¬ 
entity * in relation to it; how then could it be ‘ distinguished ’ ? ” 

All this has been argued by Sumati; as against all this, the Author 
proceeds to urge as follows :— 


TEXT (1284). 

AS A MATTER OP FACT, I>* THE CASE OF THE entity ALSO, BEING ‘DIS¬ 
TINGUISHED ’ consists in not being that same ; and as the 
universal is not the same as the non-entity, why 
CAN YOU NOT REGARD IT AS BRING * DIS¬ 
TINGUISHED ’ PROM THE NON-ENTITY ? 

-(1284) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of the entity also, when it is ‘ distinguished ’ from Non-entity, 
this 4 being distinguished ’ is not anything different; it is only the negation 
of sameness ; the meaning being that it is not the same as the other; and 
this can be equally so in the case of the Universal also, in relation to the Non¬ 
entity, like the Hare’s Horn. Because the Hare’s Horn is a non-entity in 
the sense that it is not capable of any action whatever ;—the Universal on 
the other hand is not regarded as so incapable;—90 that its being distinguished 
from the Non-entity is quite clear. That there should be the distinction of 
the Universal from the Non-entity, and yet the Non-entity does not become 
an entity,—that is nothing very important. 

As regards the Non-entity, the assertion (made by Sumoti) that it is nothing 
different from Entity and so forth,—it is clear that the writer has not pondered 
over the meaning of his own assertion: Because when it is said that 4 an 
Entity is not found to be another entity ’, the fact of its being 4 distinguished ’ 
from it becomes asserted; because it speaks of its preclusion from it.—All 
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that lias been urged, therefore, is only the effect of blindness. Hence we 
desist from further argumentation.—(1284) 

The upshot of his whole argument is stated by the Author in the 
following— 

TEXT (1285). 

From all this it follows that whatever Cognition appears in 

REGARD TO THE ‘ SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALITY ’ OF THINGS APPERTAINS 
TO WHAT IS BEYOND THE RANGE OF WORDS AND IS 

hence non-conceptual. — (1285) 

COMMENTARY. 

With the following Texts, the Author proceeds to present the view of 
Kumarila ; and thereby indicates the charge against his own Reason (Premiss) 
—put forward (under Text 1257 above), to the effect that ‘ when there is no 
basis for the existence of a thing in a certain form, that thing, in that form, 
cannot be admitted as real \—that it is partly ‘ inadmissible ’ as not present 
in a part of the Subject of the Reasoning :— 


TEXTS (1286-1288). 

“ At first there is only a pre-cognition, which is non-conceptual, 

LIKE THE COGNITION OF THE INFANT AND THE DUMB AND THE LIKE ; 
—IT IS BORN PURELY OF THE THING (COGNISED) ; AT THAT MOMENT, 
NEITHER THE UNIVERSAL NOR THE PARTICULAR CHARACTER IS 
APPREHENDED ; ALL THAT IS APPREHENDED IS ONLY A CERTAIN 
INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS THE SUBSTRATUM OF BOTH THOSE CHARACTERS. 

—( Shlokavdrtika — Sense-perception, 112-113). —Subsequently, the 
Thing becomes apprehended along with the properties of 
the * Class-character * and the rest ; and the Cognition also 

BY WHICH IT IS THUS APPREHENDED IS REGARDED AS ‘ SENSE- 
perception. — {Shlokavdrtika — Sense-perception, 120).”—(1286— 
1288). 

COMMENTARY. 

All sense-perceptions are made here the Subject (of the Argument); 
and the sense is that the Premiss (of the Buddhist)—that * the basis of 
conceptuality, in the shape of the apprehension of the thing qualified by 
qualifications, cannot bo there ’—is not admissible. Because, as a matter 
of fact, except in the initial Pre-cognition, in all other Sense-perceptions, ‘ the 
apprehension of the thing as qualified by qualifications ’ is present.—If the 
Buddliist puts forward his Premiss in reference to the Pre-cognition, then the 
argument is superfluous. 

Such is tho view of the Opponent {Kutndrila). 
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‘ Tike the cognition of the infant and the dumb *;—i.e. like the infant’s 
cognition, and like the dumb person’s cognition.— 1 And the rest ’ is meant to 
include the man in a swoon. The only point of similarity in all these cases 
is the absence of association with words \ 

1 Purely ’;—what is meant by this 1 purity * is freedom from the two 
Universals. 

This same idea is made clearer in the second text (1287)—‘ Neither the 
Universal nor the Particular, etc. etc. ’—The term ‘ Particular ’ stands for the 
intermediate Universal, 1 Cow ’ and the like; and ‘ Universal ’ for the Sumraum 
Genus, 1 Entity ’ and the like.—‘ The substratum of both these ’;—this indicates 
the pure thing. 

1 Subsequently, etc.’—This makes clear the partial ‘ inadmissibility ’ of 
the same Premiss. 1 Subsequently ’—i.e after the apprehension of the appre¬ 
hension of the pure thing,—that cognition, by which the thing is apprehended 
along with the qualifications of the class-character and the rest, is also 
regarded as 1 Sense-perception 

1 By the class-character, etc.' —This indicates the apprehension of the 
Thing as qualified by qualifications. 

This shows that the said cognition apprehends what has not been already 
apprehendedand also that the Premiss (of the Buddhist) is inadmissible.— 
(1286-1288) 


TEXT (1289). 

“ Again and again, as more and more Conceptual Contents come 

IN, THERE FOLLOW FUR THER APPREHENSIONS, IN CONNECTION 
WITH THE SAME ; AND ALL THIS IS REGARDED AS ‘ SENSE- 

perception ’."-{Shlokavdrtika—SzxsE- 
PERCEPTION, 125).—(1289) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Again and again ';—i.e. at the third and subsequent moments. 

‘ There follow further apprehensions ’,—i.e. such as apprehend what has 
not been already apprehended. 

‘ In connection with the same ’;—i.e. in accordance with the connection 
of the sense-organ concerned.—(1289) 


The following might be urged (against Kumarila) : —If, at the first 
operation of the Sense-organ concerned, the Thing does not appear as equipped 
with all its properties in the shape of the Universal and the rest,—then, it 
should not so appear even subsequently; as the circumstances are the 
6 ame in both cases. 

The answer to this is provided in the following— 



EXAMINATION OF THE DEFINITION OF “ SENSE-PERCEPTION ”. 647 


TEXT (1290). 

“ When a man returns from bright light into an inner room, 

THINGS DO NOT MANIFEST THEMSELVES TO wnf IMMEDIATELY 
UPON HIS ENTRANCE ; BUT THAT DOES NOT MEAN THAT LATER ON 
HE DOES NOT PERCEIVE THOSE THINGS BY HIS SENSE- 

ORGANS.”— {Shlokavdrtika— Sense-perception, 126). 

—(1290) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ U&tfU' —i.o. from bright light 

The construction is ‘ u$nat pravistamalrandm \ ‘ who have just come in 
from bright light \ 

‘ He does not perceive, etc. etc. ’—The particular intonation implies that 
things are actually apprehended by the sense-organs.—(1290) 

Having thus cited the Example, he applies the same idea to the case 
in question — 


TEXT (1291). 

“ Just as, in the first instances, he perceives a mere semblance 
OF the thing and subsequently he perceives them in their 
TRUE FORM,—SO ALSO WITH THE PROPERTIES OF * CLASS- 
character ’ AND the rest.”— (ShlokavarlUca — 
Sense-perception, 127).—(1291) 

COMMENTARY. 

In tho inner room, the Man apprehends the mere semblance of the 
tiling; later on he apprehends tho thing more specifically as ‘ blue ’ and 
so forth;—in the same manner in the case in question, having, at first 
apprehended tho thing in its more outline, one would subsequently come to 
havo the Perception of the thing equipped with the Class-character and 
other properties. So that there is no incongruity at all.—(1291) 


If such be the case,—and all the cognitions that appear after the initial 
Pre-cognition are valid,—then, in a case where the man has had the pre¬ 
cognition of the thing, and then closing his eyes, conceives of the thing as 
connected with the Class-character and other properties (as the Conceptual 
Content), then, inasmuch as this latter apprehends things not apprehended 
before, this also would have to be regarded as Sense-perception. 

The answer to this (from Kumdrila) is as follows :— 
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TEXT (1292). 

“ If after having pre-cognised the thing, the man closes his 

EYES AND THEN IMPOSES CONCEPTUAL CONTENTS,—THIS LATTER 

WOULD NOT BE * SENSE-PERCEPTION ’ ;—BECAUSE IT IS NOT IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THE CONNECTION (OF THE SENSE- 

ORGAXS ) "—( Shlokavdrtika — Sense-perception, 128). 

—(1292) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Having pre-cognised ' —i.e. having apprehended by Pre-cognition. 

4 Eyes ’—to be construed with ‘ closes ’. 

4 It is not in accordance , etc. etc. ’:—i.e. it has not been brought about 
by the contact of the sense-organ concerned.—This has been thus asserted 
by Kum&rila —“ Thus then the process of conceptual content being 
similar in the two cases, that cognition which follows upon the contact of 
the sense-organ has the character of sense-perception ;—this is well-known 
among people, even without any definition **. (Shlokavartika —Sense- 
perception, 254).—(1292) 

To all these arguments of Kwnarila , the answer is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1293-1294). 

What has been urged is not right. Ip the Cognition in question 

APPERTAINS TO THE SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALITY OF THE THING,— 

THEN, EVEN ON THE APPREHENSION OF THE UNIVERSAL AND 
OTHER PROPERTIES, IT SHOULD REMAIN FREE FROM VERBAL 

expression. Because it has been proved before 

THAT THE SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALITY OF THINGS 
CANNOT BE DENOTED BY WORDS ; HENCE THE 
COGNITION THAT RESTS UPON THAT 
MUST BE FREE FROM CONCEPTUAL 

Content (and association 
wtth words).—(1293-1294) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Even on the apprehension , etc. ’—The word 4 even ’ means 4 even 
granting that the Universal exists In reality, the Universal, etc. having 
been already rejected, how could there be any validity in the apprehension 
thereof ! Well, granting that they do exist, even so, on their apprehension, 
the Cognitions that appear subsequently to the initial Pre-cognition, having 
only the Specific Individuality of Things as their object, must be free from 
Conceptual Content; just as the Pre-cognition is. Because the Universal 
and other properties have been held to be not-different from the Specifio 
Individuality. 


EXAMINATION OF THE DEFINITION OF “ SENSE-PERCEPTION 649 


The argument may be formulated as follows :—That Cognition which 
apprehends the Specific Individuality must be free from Conceptual Content, 
—like the Pre-cognition;—the Cognition that is held to be the subsequent 
Perception does apprehend the Specific Individuality;—so this is a natural 
reason (proving its non-conceptual character). 

This argument is only in the naturo of a Reductio ad absurdum .—The 
Reason cannot be said to be Inconclusive. Because, that the Speeifio 
Individuality cannot be denoted by words has already been proved in the 
Chapter dealing with the 4 Exclusion of other Tilings ’ (as forming the denota¬ 
tion of words). 

Nor is the Reason Contradictory; as it is present in all cases whero the 
Probandum is known to exist.—(1293-1294) 

It might be urged that—“ The Reason is Inadmissible, as it pertains to 
the Universal only 

The answer to this is as follow’s :— 


TEXT (1295). 

If the Universal alone were apprehended, then the Qualification 
(Property) would be something absolutely distinot ; and 

THIS IS NOT WHAT IS ACCEPTABLE TO THE OTHER 
PARTY, AS ASSERTED (BY HIMSELF).—(1295) 

COMMENTARY. 

* The qualification would be something absolutely distinct '—from the 
Thing qualified. 

4 This is not acceptable to the other parly —i.e. this absolute distinction 
between the qualification and the qualified. 

“ How do you know that it is not acceptable ? ” 

Answer :— 4 As has been asserted ’—i.e. by himself.—(1295) 

Question :— 44 What is it that lias been asserted by him ? ” 

Answer :—[ Kum&rila says as below]— • ... 

TEXT (1296). 

“ If THE QUALIFICATION WERE ABSOLUTELY DISTINCT FROM THE 
QUALIFIED, THEN HOW COULD IT BRING ABOUT IN THE qualified 
A COGNITION IN KEEPING WITH ITSELF ? ”— [Shloka- 
vdrtika —Sense-perception, 142] .— (1296) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term 4 absolutely ’ has been added in view of the fact tliat some 
sort of indirect distinction is admitted; inasmuch as liis view is that the 
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Universal and other qualifications are different as well as non-different (from 
the qualified), but not absolutely different, or absolutely non-different. He 
has asserted as follows:—“ As their cognitions are distinct. Colour, etc. 
cannot be one and the same; what is held is that they are one as well as 
diverse, as conceived in the form of ‘ Being ’ (when they are one ) and in the 
form of ‘ Colour ’, etc. (when they are diverse) —( Shlokavdrtika , Sense- 
perception, 158). — He has again asserted that—“For us, the Universal 
and the rest are not other than the Individual"—( Shlokavartika , Sense- 
perception, 141). —‘ Paraivam \ 4 difference ’, here stands for * other than ’. 

‘In keeping with itself' —i.e. tinged with the form of the qualifying 
factors ; as the qualification is so called only because it brings about the 
apprehension of the qualified thing which is tinged by the qualifying factor; 
otherwise, it would not be a qualification at all; as it has been declared 
that— 1 The Qualification is so called because it colours the qualified thing 
with its own cognition (1296) 

The following might be urged:—“ As a matter of fact, the subsequent 
cognitions envisage both (the Universal as well as the Particular), inasmuch 
as what they apprehend is the Particular as characterised by the Universal; 
so that they cannot be said to apprehend the Specific Individuality only 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (1297). 

One and the same cognition cannot comprehend both the Specific 
Individuality and the Universal ; because, ip such a cognition 
were ' Conceptual there could be no comprehension 
of the former,—ON the other hand, ip it were other¬ 
wise, THERE COULD BE NO COMPREHENSION OF THE 
LATTER.—(1297) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is not right that one and the same Cognition should apprehend the 
Specific Individuality as well as the Universal.—Because, would that Cognition 
be Conceptual or Non-conceptual ! If it were Conceptual, —Determinate—then 
there could be no apprehension of the 4 former —i.e. the Specific 
Individuality.—If ‘ otherwise ’,—i.e. if it is Non-conceptual, —then there could 
be no apprehension of the 4 latter ’—i.e. of the Universal-—(1297) 

It has been proved that if the subsequent Cognitions apprehend the 
Specific Individuality, they must be 4 Non-conceptual ’.—The Author now 
proceeds to show that—even granting that the said cognitions are 4 Conceptual 
as they would be apprehending only what has been already apprehended 
(by the previous Non-conceptual Cognition), no validity could attach to those 
Cognitions :— 
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TEXT (1298). 

On ACCOUNT OF THERE BEING NO ABSOLUTE DISTINCTION (BETWEEN 

the Universal and the Specific Individuality),—if the 

Universal and other propertif.s have become already 

APPREHENDED BY THE INITIAL COGNITION,—THEN THE 
SUBSEQUENT COGNITION WOULD BE APPREHENDING 
ONLY WHAT HAS BEEN ALREADY APPREHENDED,— 

AND IT WOULD THUS BE LIKE 

Remembrance .—(1298) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Universal and the rest are not regarded as absolutely distinct from 
the Individual; as has been declared by Rumania (in Shlokavdrtika, Sense- 
perception, 141) that—“ The Universal and the rest are not anything other 
than the Individual Under the circumstances, as the Universal and the 
rest will have been already apprehended by the initial (non-conceptual) 
Pre-cognition, the subsequent definite (conceptual) cognition of the same 
Universal and the rest would be apprehending only what lias been already 
apprehended,—and thus being like Remembrance—it must liave to be 
regarded as invalid. ■ 

This argument may be formulated as follows:—Tho Cognition appre¬ 
hending what has been already apprehended cannot be valid,—e.g. Remem¬ 
brance the Conceptual Cognition following on the wake of Perception 
apprehends what has been already apprehendedhence there is perception 
of a character contrary to tho wider notion (of validity).—(1298) 

[Says the Opponent}—“ If the Reason adduced here is that “the 
Universal, etc. are already apprehended as differentiated from all imposition 
(Doubts and Misconceptions),—then it is one that is * not-admitted ’ ; if it 
means that they are apprehended somehow, then it is Inconclusive, in viow 
of the character of Inference ”. 

This is the argument that is set forth in the following— 

TEXTS (1299-1300). 

“ (At THE INITIAL STAGE), THERE IS ONLY A VAGUE IDEA OF SEVERAL 

UNITERSALS, AND THERE IS NO DEFINITE IDEA OF ANYTHING ; 

THE DEFINITE IDEA COMES ONLY LATER ; AS THIS APPREHENDS 
THE THING AS DIFFERENTLVTED FROM ALL IMPOSITIONS 

(Doubts and Misconceptions). Just as 
Inference apprehends the object as 
differentiated from impositions, so 
also does the (later) definite 
Cognition.”—(1299-1300) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ At the first stage, the Tiling is apprehended by Pre-cognition only in a 
vague, not in the well-defined form ; the well-defined cognition comes only 
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later, and this is valid, as it apprehends the Thing as differentiated from impo. 
sitions,—like Inference. For instance, after the subject, Sound, has been 
apprehended by Perception, there appears, through the fact of its being a 
product, the well-defined (inferential) idea that it is non-eternal; and this 
subsequent Inferential Cognition of the non-eternality of sound is valid ; 
in the same manner the subsequent Perceptional Cognition becomes well- 
defined when it apprehends the thing as differentiated from impositions. 
On this point of well-defined cognition apprehending things differentiated 
from imposition, you also do not hold a different opinion; as is clear from 
your assertion to the following effect—* Between well-defined cognition and 
imposed cognition subsists the relation of the annuller and the annulled ; and 
it is understood that the well-defined cognition becomes operative on the 
thing being differentiated from impositions —(1299-1300) 


The answer to the above is as follows:— 

TEXTS (1301-1303). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE VALIDITY OF INFERENTIAL COGNITION DOES 
• NOT REST UPON ITS APPREHENDING A THING DIFFERENTIATED FROM 
IMPOSITIONS ; IF THAT WERE SO, THEN REMEMBRANCE ALSO WOULD 
HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS valid. WHAT REALLY HAPPENS IS THAT 
AFTER THE SENSE-PERCEPTION (OF A CERTAIN THING) THERE APPEAR 
CERTAIN IMPOSITIONS (DOUBTS AND MISCONCEPTIONS), AND IT IS 
BY REASON OF SETTING ASIDE THESE IMPOSITIONS THAT INFERENTIAL 

Cognition has been regarded as valid.—This is not possible 
for you; because in the case of such cognitions as ‘The 

WHITE—COW—WALKING’—AFTER THE SENSE-PERCEPTION, NO 
IMPOSITION IS FOUND TO APPEAR, WHICH COULD BE NEGATIVED (BY 

THE SUBSEQUENT VALID COGNITION).—(1301-1303) 

COMMENTARY. 

The validity of Inference lies in its precluding the imposition that has crept 
in, and not merely in precluding an imposition; in the latter case validity 
would attach to Remembrance also. In the case of the (initial non-con- 
ceptual) Perception being followed by the conceptual perception of the 4 white— 
cow—walking there is no preclusion oi an imposition that has crept in, 
because no such imposition has actually come in. 

“ How do you know that it has not come in ! ” 

Answer:— 4 In the case of such cognitions, etc. etc.' ;—when a Concept 
does come in, it does not remain uncognised ; hence, being capable of being 
cognised, if the Imposition is not cognised, it follows that it has not come 
in at all.—(1301-1303) 

All this has been said after taking it for granted that the Universal and 
the rest do exist. Now the Author proceeds to show that in reality, the 
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"Universal and the rest do not exist at all, and hence the Perception appre¬ 
hending them cannot be conceptual: — 

TEXTS (1304-1305). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, UNIVERSAL AND THE REST DO NOT EXIST, EITHER 
AS NON-DIFFBRENT, OR AS DIFFERENT, FROM (INDIVIDUALS),—BY 
VIRTUE OF WHICH THE CONCEPTUAL COGNITION OF THOSE COULD 
HAVE THE CHARACTER OF ‘ PERCEPTION —(a) [THEY 
CANNOT BE THE SAME AS THE INDIVIDUALS] BECAUSE 
THERE IS NO COMPREHENSIVENESS. (6) [NOR CAN 
THEY BE DIFFERENT FROM THE INDIVIDUALS] 

BECAUSE THEY DO NOT APPEAR AS DIFFER¬ 
ENT from the Individual.—( c) 

[Nor can they be both differ¬ 
ent AND NON-DIFFERENT] 
because Difference and 
non-difference always 
remain mutually 

EXCLUSIVE.— 

(1304-1305) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Universal and the rest (if they existed) could be either (a) non- 
different from the Individuals,—or (6) different from them,—or (c) both, 
different and non-different. 

(1) The first alternative cannot be right; because there is no comprehen¬ 
siveness ; i.e. there is absence or negation of pervasion; that form is called 
‘ Universal ’ which pervades over several things ; there is no such 1 pervasion ’ 
among individuals, whereby thoy themselves could become the ‘ Universal ’; 
if there were such pervasion, the entire universe would come to be of the 
same form ; so that there could be no Universal at all; as the Universal 
must subsist in several things. • 

(2) Nor is the second alternative possible (i.o. the Universal, etc. cannot 
be different from the Individuals]; ‘ because they do not appear as different 
from the Individuals ’;—the term ‘ bhedal ’ stands for Individuals ;—and 
what does not appear cannot be perceived L This has been thus declared— 
4 Individuals do not pervade over one another ; there is no other pervasivo 
entity; how then can anything be different from Cognition ? ’ 

(3) Nor is the third alternative possible; ‘ because the two views oj difference 
and non-difference are mutually exclusive \—that is to say, when two things 
are mutually exclusive, tho negation of one must mean the affirmation of 
the other ; and difference and non-difference are so mutually exclusive, 
because the nature of one is such that it must procludc the nature of the 
other. Hence there can be no third alternative (in addition to difference 
and non-difference).—(1304-1305) 
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’ Says the Opponent:—“ If Sense-perception is ion-conceptual, how is 
activity carried on on its basis ?— 4 This is a means of bringing happiness % 
‘ this is a source of unhappiness \—one always makes up his mind definitely 
on these lines and then betakes himself to activity for the securing of the 
former and the avoiding of the latter.—Further (under your view) there can 
be no idea of Inference or Inferred; because at the time of Inference, the 
character in question, as also the subject wherein it is sought to be proved, 
must be such as have been previously cognised in a definite form ;—and they 
could not be regarded as definitely cognised by a Perception that is itself 
uncertain. Nor could it be regarded as cognised by Inference; as that would 
mean an infinite regress of Inferences. There is no third Means of Right 
Cognition (for the Buddhist, except Perception and Inference). So that 
under your view, there would be an end to all forms of activity.—From 
all this, and on the basis of the Reason that activities are actually carried on 
on the basis of Inference, etc., it becomes established that the idea of Percep¬ 
tion being non-conceptwii is ruled out by Inference ”. 

To one who would argue thus, the Author offers the following answer :— 


TEXT (1306).. 

As A MATTER OF FACT, EVEN THE lUOI-COnceptual PERCEPTION HAS THE 
POTENCY TO BRING ABOUT THE CONCEPTUAL CONTENT ; HENCE 
THROUGH THAT, IT BECOMES A FACTOR IN ALL ACTIVITY. 

‘ —{1306) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Through that ’.—That is, through the Conceptual Content, the Non-con¬ 
ceptual Perception also becomes the cause of definitive cognition and thereby 
becomes a factor in all activity. For instance, even though Sense-perception 
is 4 free from Conceptual Content yet, whenever it appears, it appears as 
q ualif ying, through the manifestation of its form in consciousness, the Thing 
perceived—like Fire, for instance—as differentiated from all other homo¬ 
geneous and heterogeneous things;—and as this perception apprehends 
one definite thing with a well-defined form,—and is also accompanied by 
the idea of the thing as differentiated from other homogeneous and hetero¬ 
geneous things,—it renders m a n i f est, in that same thing, certain positive 
and negative concepts—such as * this is Fire — 4 this is not a bunch of 
flowers ’; as these two concepts are only indirectly related to the Thing 
concerned, they ore not regarded as valid, even though thoy are in perfect 
accord with the real state of things ; and the reason for this lies in the fact that 
it involves the unification of what is seen and what is conceived, and as such 
cannot be regarded as the apprehension of what is not already apprehended, 
(and hence valid). 

It is for the reason stated above that the non-conoeptual Perception, 
being the cause of the said two concepts, becomes the cause of the indication 
of a third kind of negation also. For i n s t an ce, whenever a cognition appears 
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in regard to anything, it envisages it because it bears its semblance ; and as 
anything other than that thing is not perceived, it distinguishes the former 
tiling from all olse ; in connection with all things, there are these two poles— 
what is perceived, and what is other than the perceived ; consequently it is 
indicated that there is no third alternative. 

“ If that is so, then, if the Subject,—Sound, for instance—has been 
apprehended by Perception itself, the inferential concept of non-cterrality 
that appears in connection with it cannot be valid 

That does not affect our position. Even though the Perception be 
brought about, yet that aspect of the thing alone is said to be ‘ apprehended ’ 
(by. the Perception) in regard to which the resultant definite cognition is 
produced and which alone londs itself to activity; while that aspect in 
regard to which it is not able to produce a definite cognition, because of the 
operation of an imposition based on misconception,—even though such an 
aspect might bo apprehended as fit for lending itself to activity,—it is regarded 
to be as good as not-apprehended ; and it is in regard to this that, for the 
purpose of setting aside the said imposition, Inference becomes operative 
and hence valid ;—no such validity can belong to the Conception that follows 
in the wake of the Sense-perception ; as in the latter case, there is no setting 
aside of any imposition that has come in. 

Question :—“ What is the reason that, though the apprehension appears 
in regard to the form of the thing which is different from that of all other 
tilings, yet tho resultant Idea is not certain and definite ? ” 

Answer :—The reason lies in the fact that it is dependent upon other 
causes. Merely because a thing has been apprehended it does not follow that 
the Idea in regard to it is certain and definite ; because it depends upon other 
causes, in the shapo of repetition, the man’s interest, the vividness (of the 
original perception) and so forth. Just as, when one has the same person 
as his Father and Teacher, when he sees him coming, the definite idea 
in his mind is ‘ My Father is coming ’, not ‘ my Teacher is coming \—(1306) 

Bhdvivikta and others, who take exception to tho idea that ‘ the non- 
conceptual Perception leads to activity through bringing about the Conceptual 
Content ’, bring forward certain arguments ;—these are set forth in the 
following— 

TEXT (1307). 

“ The non-conceptual cannot bring about the Conceptual Content,— 

(a) BECAUSE THEIR OBJECTS ARE DIFFERENT,—AS IN THE CASE 
OF THE COGNITION OF COLOUR, ETC,,—AND ALSO BECAUSE. 
it is non-conceptual —like the Eye, etc.”— 

(1307) 

COMMENTARY. 

The cognition produced by the Senses (which is non-conceptual) cannot 
bring about tho conceptual cognition, which is mental,— (a) because their 
objects are different, as in the case of the cognitions of Colour, Touch, etc.;— 
and also ( b) because it is non-conceptual, —like the Eye and other organs. 


TATTVASASGRAHA : CHAPTER XVII. 


656 

■ In support of the Reason ‘ Because their objects are different \ the 
instance cited is ' as in the case of the cognitions of colour, etc.' ; and m support 
of the Reason * Because it is non-conceptual \ the instance cited is like Uxe 
eye, etc. ' —(1307) 

The following Text points out the defects in the above reasoning 

TEXT (1308). 

There is so incompatibility between the Conceptual Contest 
and the said Reasons ; nor is there difference is their 
objects; as the object apprjhesded by the 
one is the same as that apprehended 
BY THE OTHER.—(1308) 

COMMENTARY. 

Both the Reasons adduced (in the preceding Text) are ‘ Inconclusive ’; 
as no incompatibility has been indicated between the Reasons and the 
contrary of the conclusion sought to be proved by them. 

1 Anayoh ’—of the two Reasons. 

« Nor is there difference, etc. etc. ’that is to say, even though the 
Conceptual Content is objective (has an object), yet the assertion that ‘ their 
objects are different ’ is 4 inadmissible—(1308) 

In reality however the Conceptual Content is not objective, it is without an 
object; hence the Reason cited is all the more inadmissible. This is shown 
in the following— 

TEXT (1309). 

In reality, the Conceptual Costent proceeds without any 

OBJECTIVE BASIS J IT HAS SO OBJECT AT ALL, WHICH COULD 
DIFFER FROM ANYTHING ELSE.—(1309) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Text shows that the Corroborative Instance (cited by 
BMvivikta, in 1307 above) “ as in the case of the cognition of Colour, etc. ", 
is devoid of the Probandum (the character sought to bo proved):— 

TEXT (1310). 

Among the cognitions of Colour, Sound, etc., mutual causal 

RELATION IS ACTUALLY PRESENT J HENCE THE INSTANCE THAT 
HAS BEEN CITED IS ONE IN WHICH THE PROBANDUM 
IS SOT KNOWN TO EXIST.—(1310) 

COMMENTARY. 

—As among the Cognitions of Colour, Sound, etc., mental causal relation 
is actually present,—consisting in the fact of their following in the wake of 
one another.—(1310) 
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Again, the Text is going to show that the reason “ Because their objects 
are different” (cited by Bhdvivikla in Text 1307) is Inconclusive, by reason 
of its presence in a tiling where the Probandura is definitely known to 
bo absent:— 

TEXT (1311). 

Inasmuch as between the Cognition of Fire and the Cognition of 

Smoke, there is the relation of Cause and Effect,—the 
SAME COULD BE POSSIBLE IN THE CASE IN QUESTION 
ALSO ; HENOE THE REASON CITED IS FOUND 

to be Inconclusive also.—(1311) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Etasmin' stands for the Reason cited—" Because their objects are 
different ”. 

The Cognition of the Middle Term ‘ Smoko ’ is the cause of the cognition 
of the Major Term ‘ Fire ’,—even though the objects of the two cognitions 
aro different. The some may be the case here (with the non-conceptual and 
tho conceptual). So that the Reason adduced is Inconclusive.—(1311) 

Having thus proved the fact of Sense-perception being ‘ free from Concep¬ 
tual Content ’, the Author next proceeds to explain the use of the other 
qualification, ‘ not erroneous ’ (in the definition of Sense-perception pro¬ 
pounded by himself under Text 1214):— 

TEXT (1312). 

THE EPITHET ‘ NOT-ERRONEOUS * HAS BEEN ADDED FOR THE PURPOSE OF 

EXCLUDING SUCH ILLUSIONS AS THOSE OF THE ‘ * Keshcoidraka ' 
(Hair-tuft) AND THE LIKE ; AS THESE ARE NOT REGARDED 
AS ‘ VALID COGNITION * ON THE GROUND OF 
THEIR BEING * ERRONEOUS \—(1312) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term ‘ not-erroneous * should be understood as 4 not incongruont * 
—and not as 4 having for its basis a form as it really exists \—If this latter 
wore meant, then, as under the view of the Yogachdra (the extreme Idealist) 
there can be no real basis, the definition, thus interpreted, would not be 
applicable to Sense-perception as accepted by both theorists (the Realist 
Sautrdntika and the Idealist Yogachdra). —As regards ‘being non-incon- 
gruent ’, what it means is 4 tho presence of the capacity to envisage a thing 
which is capable of the intended fruitful activity ’,—not actually envisaging 
it; as obstacles are likely to appear in the actual envisaging. 


• * Keshoritfraka ‘ Hair-Tuft ’.—It is not clear what is meant by this. It is 
supposed to stand for tho idea one has on closing the eyes of tufta of hair floating 
in tho regions of the eye; which idea is * erroneous ’, as thoro is no real Hair-Tuft 
there. 


42 


TATTVASAV GBAHA : CHAPTER XVII. 


658 

Question “If that is so, then let there be only the qualification ‘not 
erroneous ’; what is the use of mentioning tlve ‘ freedom from conceptual 
content ’ ? ” 

Ansicer That cannot be right; as in that case the inferential concept 
also would have to be regarded as Sense-perception. —(1312) 


TEXTS (1313-1314). 

Some people have held that Illusion is purely mental. But that 

IS NOT SO ; AS IT IS FOUND TO APPEAR ONLY WHEN THE SENSE- 
ORGAN IS PRESENT (AND OPERATIVE) AND TO CEASE 
WHEN THIS LATTER (BECOMES DISORDERED, CEASES). 

If it were PURELY MENTAL, IT SHOULD CEASE 
LIKE THE ILLUSION REGARDING A SERPENT, 

EVEN WHEN THE DISORDER OF THE 

Sense-organ has not ceased ; 

AND YET IT CONTINUES TO BE 
PERCEIVED QUITE CLEARLY. 

-(1313-1314) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea of these ‘ some people ’ is tliat it is not necessary to add, to 
the definition of Sense-perception, the qualifying term ‘not erroneous’ 
(for the purpose of excluding Illusion which, being piuely mental, can never 
be ‘ Sense-perception’). 

Against this view the following might be urged :—Granting that Illusion 
is mental ; even so, it is not necessary to add the qualifying term ‘ not 
erroneous ’; because what the person propounding the definition under 
review wanted to do was not to provide a definition of only that ‘ Sense- 
perception’ which is brought about by the Sense-organs, but also of tliat 
Sense-perception which appears in the Mystic and which is purely mental; 
as in this latter Dream-cognition also is non-conceptual, as it appears quite 
distinctly ; and yet it is not ‘ non-erronoeus ’; hence for the exclusion of this, 
the addition of the qualifying term ‘ non-erroneous ’ is necessary. 

This is true; but there are Illusions possible through the Senses also 
[and they are not always menial j; hence the said view of ‘ some people ’ is 
not right. 

The author explains how Illusions may be sense-bom—' 1 But that is 
not so, etc. etc. \—The illusion appears only when the Sense-organ is there, 
and when the Sense-organ is in any way disordered, i.e. hurt—the Illusion 
ceases; which shows that like any other sense-bom cognition, this Illusion 
of the ‘ Hair-tuft ’ and the like also is Sense-bom. 

Further, if the Illusion belonged entirely to the Mind, then the mental 
aberration would be the sole cause of the Illusion, and hence the Illusion 
would cease on the cessation of the mental aberration, though the disorder 
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of the Sense-organ may still bo there.—-The illusion regarding the sorpent 
and such things is cited as an example. 

That the Illusion should not be very clear is another incongruous 
possibility cited. What is mixed up with Conceptual Content cannot bring 
about a very clear apprehension of the Thing; as the said Content operates 
only through the presentation of the Universal (which is always vague).— 
(1313-1314) 

The following texts sets forth the objection of the other party :— 

TEXTS (1315-1320). 

“ (a) AS REGARDS THE REASON THAT ‘ THE ILLUSION IS THERE ONLY 

when the Sense-organ is there —in its direct sense, it is 
Inadmissible ; and in its indirect sense, it is Inconclusive ; 
as it is present in Remembrance also.—(6) As regards the 
Reason ‘ Illusion is an aberration brought about by the dis¬ 
order OF THE SENSE-ORGAN ’,— THAT IS CLEARLY FOUND ALSO IN THE 
CASE OF EFFECTS PRODUCED INDIRECTLY,—FOR EXAMPLE, IN THE 
CASE OF THE Mule AND SUCH THINGS.— (c) As REGARDS THE IDEA 
THAT ‘ ALL MENTAL ILLUSIONS CEASE AFTER REFLECTION ’,—THIS 
also is not quite true (inconclusive), in view of such ideas as 
‘ Entity ’ and ‘ Universal \ If it be held that these notions 

DO CEASE ON THE SUBSEQUENT NOTION THAT ‘ THESE ARE NOT FOUND 

in the Specific Individuality of Things ’,—then the answer 
is that such cessation is possible also in the case of such 
ILLUSIONS AS THAT OF * TWO MOONS *.—If IT BE URGED THAT THE 
existence of these does not cease ’,—then, the same may be 

SAID IN REGARD TO THE NOTIONS OF THE UNIVERSAL, ETC. ALSO— 
AS REGARDS THE ILLUSIONS REGARDING GOD AND SUCH OTHER 

Beings, appearing in persons who are bent upon believing in 

THEM, THERE IS NO CESSATION AT ALL, EVEN ON LISTENING TO 

millions of Reasons ; in fact, these dull-witted persons 
DECLARE THAT THESE REASONS ARE NO REASONS AT ALL.”—(1315- 

1320) 

COMMENTARY. 

(a) If the fact of Illusion being there only when the Sonse-organ is there 
is cited as a Reason in the direct sense, then it is Inadmissible for one or 
the other of the two parties; for the other party, it is not proved that Illusion 
is produced directly from the Sense-organs ; as that is exactly what is still to 
bo proved. On the other hand, if it is meant in the indirect sense, that the 
Illusion being there only when the Sense-organ is there is cited as the Reason; 
—then it is Inconclusive ; becaxiso such indirect concomitance with the Sense- 
organ is present in Remembrance also (which is not regarded as Sense- 
born). 
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(6) As regards the Premiss that ‘ the Illusion is an aberration brought 
about by the disorder of the Sense-organ,’—that also is Inadmissible in the 
direct sense; and if taken in the indirect sense, this also is Inconclusive; 
as in the case of the Mule, which is bom of the Mare from the Ass,—all the 
embryonic stages intervene between the contact of the animals and the 
birth of the Mule—and it is only when the final product is subsequently 
found to resemble the Ass that the idea comes about that it is bom of the 
Ass ; but that does not necessarily lead to the conclusion that it is produced 
from the Ass directly. 

(c) The assertion that “ Mental Illusion ceases on reflection ’ is also 
Inconclusive,— in view of the ideas of Entity and Universal ’. That is, 
for you the Buddhist,—who, relying on Reasoning, hold that there is no such 
thing as the Universal,— the generic idea that there is in regard to things 
liko the Jar being 4 entities ’ or ‘ universal ’ does not cease at all.—If you 
think that—“ when one comes to reflect over them, the said ideas do dis¬ 
appear, through such notions as 4 these ideas do not appertain to the Specific 
Individuality ”,—then we say that this is no answer at all. In the case of 
the Illusions regarding ‘ Too Moons ’ and the like,—when one comes to 
ponder over them, they also cease through the notion that 4 these do not 
appertain to the Specific Individuality ’; and yet these do not become 
‘mental 

It might be urged that “ the existence of these does not cease 

The same may be said in regard to the notions of the Universal, etc. 
also; as the existence of these also does not cease.—(1315-1320) 

The following Texts supply the Author’s answer to the above 
arguments :— 


TEXTS (1321-1323). 

The idea of the Illusion being there when the Sense-organ is 

THERE CANNOT BE SAID TO BE * INADMISSIBLE IN ITS DIRECT SENSE. 

Because there is no intervention by any unmistaken (right) 

NOTION ; AS NO SUCH INTERVENING RIGHT NOTION IS EVER APPRE¬ 
HENDED.—Even when the man has his mind not turned to 

OTHER THINGS, HE HAS THE CONTINUOUS PERCEPTION OF ‘ TWO 
MOONS ’ ; WHICH SHOWS THAT THE PRODUCTION (OF THE ILLUSION, 
BY THE SENSE-ORGAN) IS NOT indirect. —AS REGARDS THE IDEAS OF 
‘Entity’, ‘Universal’ and so forth,—where there is the 

POSSIBILITY OF THEIR BEING RETRACTED,—CESSATION IS QUITE POS¬ 
SIBLE, IF THE PERSON SO W I SHES. So ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE 

Idea relating to God.—(1321-1323) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Cannot be Inadmissible ’,—i.e. it must be admissible.— -Why ?—Because 
there is no intervention by any unmistaken notion—of the One Moon ;— 
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because while it would be cognisable if it were there, no such notion is cognised 
at all. 

This same idea is made clear in the sentence— 4 Even when the man, etc. 
etc- ’•—‘ Continuous ' —is to be construed with 4 perception of the Two Moons 

For this same reason the Premiss, that 4 illusion is an aberration produced 
by the aberration of the Sense-organ \ also is not 4 Inconclusive \ As 
this also is not interrupted,—in view of which the caso of the Mule would 
render it false, inconclusive. 

As regards the notions of 4 Entity \ 4 Universal ’ and so forth,—when 
the person retracts them by his own wish, there is cessation of these also. 

But in the case of the Illusions like that of the 4 Hair-tuft \ there can 
be no retraction at will; hence our promiss is not Inconclusive. 

It might be argued that— 44 even in the case of Perception through the 
Senses, there can bo cessation at will, by closing ono’s eyos for instance ”. 

The Visual Perception does not cease immediately on the appearance of 
the wish ; in fact what is brought about by the man’s wish is only the closing 
of the eyes ; and it is only when the Eyos have ceased to function that the 
Visual Perception ceases. In the case of mental Illusion, on the other hand, 
it ceases directly after the wish of the man; hence tho two cases are not 
analogous. It has to be borne in mind that, when the Eyes are fixed upon a 
thing, even though the man may not wish to look at the thing, the thing 
is actually seen ; so that the wish has no direct influence upon tho Visual or 
other Perceptions.—(1321-1323) 


TEXT (1324). 


There are others who declare that—“ notions like ‘ the yellow 
CONCH-SHELL ’, EVEN THOUGH ILLUSORY, ARE VALID,—INASMUCH 
AS THEY ARE NOT INCONGRUENT WITH EFFECTIVE 
ACTION.”-(1324) 


COMMENTARY. 


There are some people belonging to our own party (Buddhists) who 
do not wish to have the qualification 4 not-erroneous ’ (in the definition of 
Sense-perception); because (they argue that) even the illusory idea of 
the 4 Yellow conch-shell ’ is Sense-perception. Because it cannot bo Inference, 
as it is not brought about by an Inferential Indicative. And that it is valid 
is clear from the fact that it is not incongruent with reality. It was for this 
reason that the Teacher Dihnaga did not introduce this qualification— 4 not 
erroneous ’—in his definition of Sense-perception. Error. Illusion, Ignorance, 
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Inference —those he has mentioned as having the * Semblance ’ of Perception, 
which shows that the definition intended by him was that * it is free from 
Conceptual Content and is not incongruent with the real state of tilings 
He has also included the ‘ taimiram' (among the Semblances of Perception), 
where ‘ timira (Darkness) stands for ignorance :—as found in such expressions 
as ‘ TimiraghnaOcha manddndm’; and that which proceeds from Timira — 
Ignorance—is ‘ Taimira i.e. inconjruenL —(1324) 


The answer to the above is provided in the following— 


TEXTS (1325-1326) 

This cannot be right. The effective action available is not 
in keeping with the form apprehended. Otherwise there 

WOULD BE INCONGRUITIES ; AS IN THE COGNITION WHERE 
THERE IS APPEARANCE OF THE Hair AND SUCH THINGS, 

THERE IS COMPATIBILITY, THOUGH ONLY WITH 
THE LIGHT (WHICH IS NOT APPREHENDED) 

AND OTHER DETAILS ; HENCE THE VALIDITY 
OF THIS WOULD BE IRRESISTIBLE 
(UNDER THE OPPONENT’S VIEW). 

-(1325-1326) 

COMMENTARY. 


The validity of a cognition is of two kinds—(1) when there is com¬ 
patibility with the appearance, and (2) when there is compatibility with the 
Apprehension .—In the case in question (of the idea of the ‘ yellow conch- 
shell ’), the * absence of incongruence ’—(Le. compatibility)—is not in accord¬ 
ance with tho appearance, as what appears—what is apparent—is the yellow 
conch-shell; and yet what is found (on touching) is not the yellow thing ;— 
nor is its compatibility in accordance with the apprehension, because it is 
the yellow thingilsett that is apprehended as capable of a particular fruitful 
activity; and yet no fruitful activity in that form is actually found.—Nor 
can there be validity even when there is compatibility with what is not 
apprehended at all; as that would lead to absurdity; as in the case of tho 
cognition of the Hair-tuft also, what is actually got at is only the light (whose 
reflections create the impression of the Hair-tuft).—(1325-1326) 

If you think that “ though the apprehended Colour is not obtained, yet 
the shape is certainly obtained ",—then our answer is as follow’s :— 
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TEXT (1327). 

There can be no shape apart from the Colour ; and with the apparent 
Colour, there is no compatibility (in the case 
in question).—(1327) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(1327) 

The Author now sums up his arguments :— 


TEXTS (1328-1329). 

If, without regard to the form of things, validity were presumed 

ON THE GROUND OF MERE COMPATIBILITY WITH FRUITFUL ACTION, 

—THEN HOW WOULD THIS NOT CONTRADICT SUCH ASSER¬ 
TIONS (OF YOURS) AS THAT ‘ THE DEFINITE COGNITION 
OF THE THING IS IN THE FORM OF THE THING ’ ?— 

AS REGARDS THE POSSIBILITY OF ‘ COMPATI¬ 
BILITY ’ (IN THE CASE OF THE NOTION OF 
THE * YELLOW CONCH-SHELL ’), THAT 
CAN ONLY BE THE RESULT OF THE 

Impression (of a previous 
cognition).— 1328- 
1329) 

COMMENTARY. 

Validity cannot be presumed merely on the basis of the compatibility 
of effective action, without regard to the form ; as in that case the cognition 
in the form of the thing itself might have to be regarded as invalid. 

‘ In the form of the thing i.e. in the form that appears in the cognition. 

* Such assertions as ’this is meant to show that the presumption in 
question would go against such assertions of the Teacher as—‘ As tho form of 
the thing figures in tho Cognition, in that form is the thing rightly cognised ’. 

As regards ‘ compatibility with effective action (in the case) in question, 
it should be understood to bo the result of tho Impression left by previous 
apprehensions. That is to say, tho idea of tho ‘ yollow conch-shell ’ is the 
effect of the Impression left by a previous apprehension of the ‘ white conch- 
shell \ And the ‘ compatibility with effective action ’ (that has been said 
to be present in the case) is due to this Impression.—(1328-1329) 

The Author now proceeds to show how the character of ‘ Senso-percep- 
tion ’ belongs to the Sensation of Pleasure, etc. :— 
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TEXT (1330). 

The Reasoning that is used in pro vino the nox-conceptual 

CHARACTER OF THE COGNITIONS PRODUCED BY THE MENTAL 

Sense-organ, also serves to prove the non-con- 
CEPTUAL CHARACTER OF THE SENSATIONS OF 

Pleasure, etc.—(1330) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The Reasoning, etc . ’—that is, the argument based upon the impossibility 
of Conventions and so forth. 

Even though this Reasoning has nowhere been urged specifically in 
regard to mental cognition, yet the Reasoning that has been urged in regard 
to Cognitions through other Sense-organs,—in the shape of the impossibility 
of Conventions,—is equally applicable to Mental Cognitions also. 

Or, the ‘ mental ’ cognition meant here may be the cognition of the 
Mystic, which is going to be referred to later on. The Mental Perception 
has not been defined here, as its character is well-known to Buddhists. 

What the Text means is that the fact of the Buddhist view- of 
the sensations in question being not an nu l l ed by any means of right 
cognition, has been fully explained by the Teacher; hence we do not seek to 
prove it here.—(1330) 

The following Text sets forth the Vaishcfika view (regarding the exact 
nature of the sensations of Pleasure, etc.):— 


TEXT (1331). 

“ They (Pleasure, etc.) are non-apprehensive of another thing ; 

HOW THEN CAN THEY CARRY THEIR OWN COGNISANCE WITH 

them ? In fact, they become cognisable only by 
the cognition which subsists in the same 
SUBSTRATUM AS THEMSELVES ”.— If THIS 
IS URGED—[THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN 
THE FOLLOWING Texts]. —(1331) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ It is not only that they are not self-cognised; they are not apprehensive 
of any external thing either; that is, they are of the nature of Cognition. 
In fact Pleasure, etc. become cognised only by that Cognition which subsists 
in the same substratum as themselves—i.e. the Soul ”. 

Such is the doctrine of the Vaishefihu. —(1331) 

The above view is answered in the following— 



EXAMINATION OF THE DEFINITION OF “ SENSE-PERCEPTION 665 


TEXTS (1332-1339). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, PLEASURE. ETC. ARE FELT IMMEDIATELY AFTER 
THE PERCEPTION OF THE EXTERNAL OBJECT ; WHY IS IT THAT THEY 
ARE ALWAYS FELT AT THAT SAME TIME ?—It IS REGARDED AS COG¬ 
NISED by Mental Perception; but this Perception is not 

THERE AT THE TIME ; AS COGNITIONS HAVE BEEN DESCRIBED AS 

appearing in succession (not at the same time). — If it be 

URGED THAT “ IT IS ONLY SIMULTANEOUS birth OF COGNITIONS THAT 
IS NOT ADMITTED, NOT THEIR SIMULTANEOUS existence ”,—THEN 
THE ANSWER IS THAT THERE CAN BE NO (CONTINUED) existence 
OF ANYTHING ; AS ALL THINGS HAVE BEEN PROVED TO BE MOMENTARY. 
—If it be urged THAT “ THERE IS an ILLUSION OF SIMULTANEITY, 
DUE TO THE QUICK SUCCESSION OF THE COGNITIONS ”,—THIS ALSO 
HAS BEEN REJECTED .ALREADY.—If THE PLEASURE, ETC., WERE 
AMENABLE ONLY TO REMEMBRANCE, THEN THE FEELING COULD NOT 
BE VIVID (AS IT IS).—If IT BE ASSUMED THAT THE SAID ILLUSION IS 
IN THE FORM OF * AGREEABLE ’ AND ‘ DISAGREEABLE ’,—THEN IT COMES 
TO THIS THAT THE EXISTENCE OF PLEASURE AND PAIN RESTS IN 
THEMSELVES (AND THEY ARE THUS SELF-COGNISED).—WHEN THE 

Mystics cognise, by Sense-perception, the Pleasure, etc. 

OF OTHER PERSONS,—THEN, ON ACCOUNT OF THE SIMILARITY OF EX¬ 
PERIENCE, THEY WOULD THEMSELVES BE UNHAPPY (AT THE UNHAPPI¬ 
NESS OF OTHER PEOPLE). FOR YOU, THE FEELING OF P.AIN CONSISTS, 
NOT IN THE EXISTENCE OF THE PAIN ITSELF, BUT IN THE COGNITION 
OF WHICH THAT PAIN IS THE OBJECT ; AND THAT IS ANOTHER ‘ CHAIN \ 

—The same applies to the Inference of another person’s Pain 
also, as Inference has been described (by others) as objective 
(with object), and not purely subjective (not touching objects). 
-(1332-1339) ' 

COMMENTARY. 

It is meant to show that the Proposition (of the Vaishifika) is contrary 
to perceived facts. 

When, as a matter of fact, Pleasure, etc., are apprehended at the same 
time as the Cognition of the external object upon which they rest,—then 
by which particular cognition subsisting in the same substratum as them¬ 
selves would they be apprehended ?—Certainly not by that Visual Cognition 
of the external object; as this rests upon the external object, while Pleasure, 
etc. are felt within and as such they are held to be cognisable by mental 
Cognition only. And yet at the time concerned there can be no mental 
Cognition ; because the theory held is that Cognitions appear in succession, 
one after the other. 

It might bo held that—“ it is only the birth of Cognitions that has been 
held to bo in succession, not their existence ”. 
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That cannot be right; as it has been established that all that la born 
has only a momentary existence. 

As regards the explanation that “ there is only an illusion of simultaneity, 
due to the quickness of the succession ”,—this has been already refuted. 

Then again, under the view suggested, the clear perception of Pleasure 
and Pain, in the form of joy and grief, would not be possible; because the 
view held is that Pleasure and Pain, envisaging Conceptual Contents, aro 
apprehended only by Mental Perception; and Mental Perception is Concep¬ 
tual ; and what Is conceptual cannot make the appearance of things quite 
clear. Under our view on the other hand, what is regarded as Sense-percep¬ 
tion is that which is brought about by the Cognition brought about by the 
Sense-organs, which is aided by the object coming into existence immediately 
after the object of tho said Sense-perception. 

Further, if Pleasure and Pain were actually apprehensible, their mani¬ 
festation would be as something separate, as in the case of the Blue and 
other things; and yet if they were separated from the cognition, they could 
not be felt as agreeable and disagreeable . 

It might be argued that—“ as there is no difference from the Cognition, 
the idea of agreeableness and disagrteableness must b© wrong ”. 

In that case it becomes established that the existence of Pleasure and 
Pain rests in their own cognition; because Pleasure and Pain have no other 
form apart from what is agreeable and disagreeable ; and if it is admitted 
that the Cognition has this form, then it also becomes admitted that Pleasure 
and Pain also are of the nature of Cognition itself. Any other form not 
being admitted, it cannot be admitted that they are mere illusions. 

‘ Agreeable ’ is that which Is favourable, and the opposite of this is ‘ dis¬ 
agreeable ’. 

The term 1 and tho rest ’ (after ‘ Pleasure ’) includes Indifference. 

If then the existence of Pleasure, etc., consists only in the appearance 
of their own ‘ Chain \—and it is not accepted that the same constitutes their 
apprehension also,—but it is held that their apprehension must consist in 
the appearance of the cognition regarding themselves,—then, in that case* 
when Mystics apprehend the Pleasure, etc., of other persons, they should be 
just os unhappy as the persons actually experiencing the Pain, etc., and it 
is not open to you to say that “ it cannot be so, as the}* belong to separate 
chains ” ; because you do not admit that their continuance consists in the 
fact of their appearance in the same ‘ chain ’; what you accept is only tho 
appearance of the Cognition of the Pain; and the cognition Is present in 
the ‘ chain ’ of other people also; so that the incongruity remains. 

If, as the cause of Pleasure, etc. you accept both,—then, inasmuch 
as the Pleasure, etc. would be present in their own ‘chains’, it becomes 
proved that they are self-cognised. In this way, ‘ presence in one’s own chain ’ 
serves to distinguish them from those ‘ present in other chains \ 

Question: —“If Pleasure, etc. are of the nature of their own cognition, 
then, how can the said incongruity of mystic perception be urged against 
those— Mimdnvsakas for instance,—who do not admit of any mystics ? ” 
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AnswerThe same applies, etc . etc '—Except Buddhists, thero are no 
philosophers for whom Inference is, in reality, devoid of objectivity; hence, 
for one who infers the Pain of other persons (just as the Mystic who perceives 
it), there would be the same experiencing of pain—[so that the said incon¬ 
gruity would be there all the same].—(1332—1339) 


TEXT (1340). 

[Says Shankarasmmin]—“ Pleasure, etc. are apprehended only as 
‘ Pleasure, etc.’ ; they are not apprehended as 1 cognition ’; 
consequently like the Jar, etc., they cannot 
be Cognition”— (1340) 

COMMENTARY. 

SliaAkarasvamin saysPleasure, ate. cannot be of the nature of 
Cognition, because they are never spoken of as ‘ Cognition ’ just like the 
Jar, etc.”.—(1340) 

The objection to this view is as follows :— 


TEXT (1341). 

If difference is to be accepted on the basis of Convention, then 
Cognition itself may not be stoken of as ‘ Cognition and 
on the basis of that, Cognition would become 
NON-COGNITION.— (1341) 

COMMENTARY. 

If difference of naturo were based upon Convention (i.e. the use of words. 
Which is purely a matter of Convention),—then, there may be some one who 
might set up the Convention that the Cognition should be spokon of as 
«non-cognition \ and in accordance with this Convention, Cognition would 
become Not-cognilion, for you !—(1341) 

TEXT (1342). 

If it be urged that— 4 ' Being clearly of the nature of Light, it 

COULD NEVER BE AS ALLEGED ’’—THEN, YOU ARE FACED WITH 
THIS CONTINGENCY—IS NOT ALL THIS THE SAME IN THE 

case of Pleasure and Pain also ?— (1342) 
COMMENTARY. 

If the view is that—“ Cognition, being of the nature of Light, can never 
be non-cognition",-then the answer is that all this is equally there in 
the case of Pleasure and Pain also. 

The Reason also is false, ‘ Inconclusive so this is nothing.—(1342) 
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TEXT (1343). 

AS REGARDS THE MYSTIC’S COGNITION, WE ARE GOING TO DESCRIBE IT, 
ON THE BASIS OF SPOTLESS REASONS, AS ARISING OUT OF THE 
CONTEMPLATION OF THINGS AND BEING FREE FROM 

Conceptual Content and Error. —(1343) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ If e are going to describe', —■under the chapter on The Omniscient ' 
Being. —(1343) 

The Author next proceeds to set aside the diversity of opinion regarding 
the ‘ Fruit ’ (ultimate effect) of ‘ Sense-perception ’ as a means of Cognition :— 


* TEXT (1344). 

The cognition of the object is held to be the ‘ fruit * of the Means 
- of Cognition,—when the ‘Means of Cognition’ consists 

IN THE ‘ SAMENESS OF FORM ’ (BETWEEN THE COGNITION 

AND THE Cognised) •—or Apprehension of itself 
is the Fruit, and the Means, in this 
case, consists in ‘capabi¬ 
lity ’.—(1344) 

COMMENTARY. 

(a) When the external object is what is cognised, —then the cognition 
of that object is the Fruit, and Sameness of form the Means, of the Cognition ; 
as even in the case of the self-cognition, the Cognition ia of the same form 
as what is cognised.—(6) When what is cognised is of the nature of Cognition, 
then the ‘apprehension of itself’ is the fruit, and capability the Means, of 
the Cognition. The said capability belongs to the Cognition only which 
carries with it the cognisability of its own function; by virtue of which 
capability, it is Cognition alone—and not the Jar and such things,—that 
apprehends itself;—hence it is by the instrumentality of this capability 
that Cognition is found to be self-manifested; hence Capability is said to be 
the ‘ Means ’, the Instrument, of the Cognition of the Cognition itself. This 
has been thus declared—‘The Cognitions of Cognitions themselves, being 
neither the one nor the other, are capable of such self-apprehension; hence 
their capability is the Instrument (Means) and they themselves are the 
cognised, and their own apprehension is the fruit \_(1344) 


In the following the Author sets forth the objection urged by Rumania— 
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TEXT (1345). 

Just as, when the cutting weapon strikes at the khadira-TRRE, 

THE RESULTANT Cut DOES NOT APPEAR IN THE Palasha-TRT.E, - 

IN THE SAME WAY NOWHERE IN THE WORLD IS THE 
(cutting) Axe found to be the same as 
the Cut itself ” [Shlokavtirtika — 

Sense-perception, 75).— 

(1345) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Bauddha has addressed the following argument to the person who 
asserted that the Means of Cognition was different from its Fruit Tf there is 
difference between the Means of Cognition and its Fruit, then the objective of 
these two—the Means of Cognition and the Fruit of Cognition—also must be 
different; and yet this cannot be right; when, for instance, the cutting 
weapon, the Axe, is struck at the Khadira- tree, the Cut does not appear in 
the Paldsha-trco; hence it must be admitted that the objective of both is 
the same and hence there is no difference botween them. 

It is in answer to this that Kumdrila says —“ If one who desires the 
objective to be the samo should declare the Means of Cognition to be the 
same as its Fruit, then he would be setting aside tho well-known distinction 
between Cause and Effect; just as, when the cutting weapon strikes at 
the Khadira- tree, the Cut does not appear in the Paldsha-tree, so also no¬ 
where in the world is the Axe found to be tho same as the Cut itself " ( Shloka - 
vdrtika —Sense-perception, 74-75). 

The word ‘ ChhSdana ’, ‘ Cutting weapon \ stands for that by which some¬ 
thing is cut. —(1345) 

The following Text supplies the answer to this argument of Kumdrila'a :— 

TEXT (1346). 

The distinction of ‘ Cause and Effect ’ does not rest upon the 

SUBSTRATUM OF THAT DISTINCTION ; COGNITION BEING FORMLESS, 

THE SAID DISTINCTION CANNOT BE POSSIBLE.—(1346) 

COMMENTARY. 

The apprehension of Blue is not the apprehension of Yellow ,—this dis¬ 
tinction in the cognition of things is based upon the sameness of form, nothing 
else ; so that the distinction of Cause and Effect is made through the relation 
of what is distinguished and what distinguishes, not through the relation 
of the Produced and Producer; because the rolation of the Acting Agent, 
the Instrument and the rest is not real; because all things being momentary; 
they cannot have any action. When the Cognition is produced in tho form 
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of the Object, it appears to be characterising the object and hence active. 
Herein lies the action of the Cognition in presenting the object,—not in 
mere invariable concomitance. For instance, the sprout does not cease to 
bo invariably concomitant with the seed. Thus the Cognition itself cannot 
bo the Means of Cognition.—It is for this reason that the nature of the Means 
of Cognition is stated through the distinction that it is tho Cognition with a 
form ,—not the formless Cognition—which is the Means of Cognition. Tliis 
distinction too should be understood to be made through the Conception 
that follows in the wake of the Cognition.—(1346) 

The following Text shows that the Buddhist view is not nullified by 
common experience:— 


TEXT (1347). 

Thus then, the (commonly known) distinction (between the 
Cognition as Means and Cognition as Fruit) is purely 

IMAGINARY,—AS IN THE CASE OF THE BOW. THE 
DISTINCTION CANNOT BE HELD TO BE BASED 

upon THE relation OF the Producer 
and Produced. —(1347) 

COMMENTARY. 

In connection with the Bow, there are such notions as—(a) 4 The Bow 
pierces’, (6) ‘He pierces with the Bow', (c) ‘the arrow proceeding from 
the Bow, pierceswhere the same Bow is spoken of as (a) ‘Agent’, 
(6) ‘ Instrument, and (c) ‘ Ablative ’;—and this distinction is only imaginary 
(not real) ;* and yet it is not incongruous; so it is in the case in question 
also.—(1347) 


TEXT (1348). 

When the compact fibre of the wood is rent asunder by the 
Cut of the Axe, the Axe is (popularly) called the ‘ Cut ’ 

ONLY WHEN IT ENTERS INTO THE FIBRE ; AND IT IS IN 
THIS WAY THAT THERE IS sameness (BETWE EN¬ 
TILE Axe and the Cut).—(1348) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the cutting of the Trees with the Axe comes to be examined, 
it is found that the cut consists in the entering of the Axe into the wood- 
fibre ; and this entrance is a property belonging to the Axe itself; so that in 
this sense there is sameness between the Axe and the Cut; and there is no 
incongruity in this.—(1348) 

The same idea is further elucidated :— 
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TEXT (1349). 

When once the distinction has been made,—it may be assumed 
to be otherwise also •—it is only the form of the 
distinction that is spoken of in the form 
of the Producer and Produced.— { 1349) 

COMMENTARY. 


Kumdrila has in his Shlokavurtika (Sense-perception, 78), in the words 
“ The Cognition can be the Means as bringing about the apprehension, etc. 
ete.”—based the distinction between the Means and Fruit on the relation of 
Producer and Produced. And in this there is nothing incompatible with our 
view. As our Teacher has declared as follows:—‘The attributing of the 
name Pratyakqa to the Eye and other causes is not incompatible —All 
that we say is as follows :—It Is essential that in the beginning the relation of 
Cause and Effect can be based only upon the distinction previously made ; 
until the difference in the Cognitions has been distinctly recognised, nothing 
can proceed on the basis of the difference in objectives ; and for the recogni¬ 
tion of the difference among Cognitions there can be no basis other than the 
sameness of form; and from this it follows by implication that the sameness 
of form is the most efficient instrument; and it is on the basis of this sameness 
of form that the Cognition proceeds to prompt people to activity ; and the 
fact of the prompter being tho Moans of Right Cognition can bo determined 
only by one who is seeking to engage in the activity concerned ; and not 
merely as a whim. It has been thus declared—‘ Every wise person seeks to 
determine what Is the proper moans of cognition and what is not so, only for 
the purpose of some fruitful activity ’. It is for this reasofi that that factor 
alone in the Cognition 1ms to be brought out by which it serves to prompt 
mon to activity. But in drawing tho distinction between the Means of 
Cognition and its fruit on the basis of tho relation of Producer and Produced, 
there is no recognition of that sameness of form which is the only prompting 
factor ; consequently tho said distinction between the Means of Cognition and 
its fruit on the said basis would bo absolutely useless. This is tho reason 
why the Teacher had recourse to a figurative (indirect) interpretation, as 
he felt that the determining of the character of the Means of Cognition on 
the said basis cannot take any part in the prompting to activity. 

Thus when the distinction has once beon made, it may subsequently be 
explained on the basis of tho relation of Producer and Produced ;—and there 
would be nothing objectionable in that—(only the initial distinction has to 
be made first, and hence it cannot bo due to tliat relation).—(1349) 

The following Texts sets forth the character of the ‘ Fruit ’ as proposed 
by Kum&rila :— 
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TEXTS (1350-1351). 

“ The ‘ Fruit ’ consisting nr the apprehension of the object, the 
CHARACTER OF THE ‘ MEANS OF COGNITION ’ MUST BELONG TO WHAT 
GOES IMMEDIATELY BEFORE IT. HENCE IF THE COGNITION BE HELD 
to be the 1 Means then the ‘ Fruit ’ must be something 
else.—It cannot be right to attribute the character OF THE 
‘ Fruit ’ to the self-recognition (by the cognition), as this is 
GOING TO BE REFUTED LATER ON. NOB CAN IT BE RIGHT TO ASSERT 
that the ‘ Means ’ consists in the form of the object (cog¬ 
nised) ; AS in that case there would be a diversity of objec¬ 
tives ” [Shlokavdrtika —Sense-perception, 78-79].—(1350-1351) 

COMMENTARY. 

* What goes, etc, etc,' —i.e. the Eye and the other sense-organs. 

‘ The Fruit must be something else ';—in the form of rejecting or acquiring 
or ignoring the thing cognised :—this also has been declared by Rumania 
himself. 

As regards ‘ self-recognition * (by the Cognition), that has been refuted ; 
hence that cannot be regarded as the ‘ Fruit * of Right Cognition. 

If the form of the object be beld to be the Means of Cognition, then the 
objectives of the Means and the Fruit would be different-; for instance, the 
form of the object would be something external {objective), while the self-recogni¬ 
tion of the Cognition would have the form of the Cognition itself (which is 
purely subjective). —(1350-1351) 

The abpve argument is answered in the following— 


TEXT (1352). 

* Self-recognition * cannot be denied ; as that would involve the 
incongruity of there being no Cognition at all.—Nor 

CAN THE OBJECTIVES BE DIFFERENT ; AS ‘ SELF-RECOGNITION ’ 

ASLO IS HELD TO BE THE COGNITION OF THE 

OBJECT.—(1352) 

COMMENTARY. 

• In accordance with the mAx i m —* He who has no apprehension of Sense- 
perception can have no perception of anything *—there would be incongruity 
of there being no perception of anything, if the cognition of the cognition 
itself were denied ; hence this ‘ self-recognition * cannot bo denied. 

Nor can it be right to hold that the two cognitions have two different 
objectives ; because * self-recognition * also is held to be the cognition of the 
object, because it is the effect of that, not because it consists entirely of that; 
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as it hns been explained that the self-recognition has the same form. Hence 
there is no incongruity at all.—(1352) 

Shankarasv&min urges the following argument:— 

TEXT (1353). 

"As A MATTER OF FACT, THE MEANS OF COGNITION MOST BRING ABOUT 
AN 1 EFFECT OTHER THAN ITSELF,—BECAUSE IT IS AN ACTIVE 
AGENT,—LIKE THE HATCHET ” ;—IF THIS IS URGED 

[THEN THE ANSWER IS AS follows] :—(1353) 
COMMENTARY. 

“The Means of Cognition must be one that brings about an offoct 
different from itself,—because it is an active agent,—like the Hatchet, 

etc.”—(1353) 

The answer to the above is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1353-1355). 

The argument is futile ; as a different ‘ Fruit ’ has been admitted ; 

AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH REASONS ALREADY EXPLAINED (UNDER 

Text 1348), there is no ‘different’ Fruit at all—As 

REGARDS THE MEANS OF COGNITION BEING AN ‘ ACTIVE 

Agent ’,—that is not admissible by us, if what 
is meant by It is that it is productive; if what 
is MEANT IS that it is the Regulator , then 
THERE CAN BE NO OBJECTION TO IT; 

AND IN THAT CASE THE REASON 

becomes ‘ Inconclusive ’, as 
it indicates no incon¬ 
gruity.—(1353-1355) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Futile ’,—because it seeks to prove what is already proved; inasmuch 
us.different ‘fruit’ or ‘effect’ has been already admitted in the form of 
‘ characterisation ’ (specification).—The particle ' hi ’ connotes reason (for 
what is said). 

The corroborative instance cited—‘ like the Hatchet ’,—is one that is 
‘ devoid of the Probandum ’; because it has been already shown that the 
Hatchet is the same as the Cut (vide Text, 1348). 

Tho premiss—‘ because it is an active agent ’—is ‘ inadmissible ’ if what is 
meant is that it is productive of its effect; if it is meant that it is the Regulator, 
—then that is accepted by us. 

43 
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But even if it is meant that it is the Regulator, the Reason is Inconclusive, 
as there is no incongruity (indicated). 

If ‘ activity’ in general be what is meant, then also the Reason is Incon¬ 
clusive, as there is no incongruity indicated.—(1353-1355) 

Objection :—“ If the Cognition were of the form of the Object, then 
the sameness of the object might constitute the character of the ‘ Means of 
Cognition *; as a matter of fact, however, the Cognition that is brought about 
is only of a form similar to that of the Object, and of the same character 
hence it cannot be as suggested ; just as the Colour and Taste of a thing 
belong to a category quite different". 

This is what is anticipated and answered in the following— 


TEXTS (1356-1357). 

If it be ARGUED THAT—“ the cognition c a knot have the same 

FORM AS THE OBJECT APPREHENDED,—BECAUSE IT BELONGS TO A 
DIFFERENT CATEGORY—LIKE THE COGNITION OF COLOUR, 

Taste, etc.”,—[then the answer is as follows]— 

In due accordance with our doctrine we have 

CLEARLY EXPLAINED THIS AND ALSO OTHER 
THINGS IN COURSE OF OUR REJECTION OF 
THE IDEA OF A real OBJECT BEING 
APPREHENDED.—(1356-1357) 

COMMENTARY. 

We who are followers of the doctrine of Idealism readily accept what 
has been urged; it does not affect our position at all. In fact, the objection 
that you have urged against the object apprehended has been only indistinctly 
(vaguely) stated; while this is exactly that we have stated quite clearly, 
while examining—i.e. rejecting—the idea —conviction—that there is some- 
tiling real that is apprehended.—(1356-1357) 

Question “ What is that clear statement in proof of your doctrine ? ’ 
Answer :— 

TEXT (1358). 

If thebe WERE absolute sameness of form, then Cognition would 
become Non-cognition ; as for partial sameness of form, that 
would make every Cognition apprehensive 
of everything.—(1358) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Absolute someness of form ’ would consist in the fact of the Cognition 
being ‘excluded’ from exactly those homogeneous things from which the 
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cognised object is ‘ excluded —while ‘ partial sameness ' would consist in 
* exclusion * from only a few of those.—(1358) 

Question :—“ If that is so, then, why has the validity of the Cognition 
been said to consist in its being of the same form as the Object ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (1359-1361). 

But under the doctrine of the Reality of the External World, 
the possibility OF the sameness of form has to be accepted ; that 
IS WHY IT HAS BEEN MENTIONED.—UNDER THE DOCTRINE, HOWEVER, 

of Cognition being a mere Reflected Image,—even if the Cog¬ 
nition differs FROM the cognised OBJECT, the sameness of form 
belongs to the Reflection ; and the cognition can be only 
figurative.—Lastly, for one who does not admit the Cogni¬ 
tion TO BE THE RECEPTACLE OF THE SEMBLANCE OF THE OBJECT, 
—THERE IS NOT EVEN THE SAID METHOD POSSIBLE FOR THE COG¬ 
NISING OF THE EXTERNAL OBJECT.—(1359-1361) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ It has, etc.'. —‘ It ’ stands for ‘ the possibility of the sameness of form \ 
or the ‘ form ’ itself. 

4 Nirbhdsi', ‘ Reflected Image ' 4 Nirbhdsa ’, 4 Reflection \ is sameness 
of form with the object ; and that which has this sameness of form, is the 
4 Reflected Image ’. 

4 From the cognised object', —i.o. from the external object. 

4 Belongs to the Reflection \—i.e. to the Reflection in tlie form of the 
Cognition. 

4 Sameness of form —with the object. 

4 Figurative —Indirect, Secondary. 

4 Cognition ' —i.o. of the object. 

4 Receptacle ’ —substratum. 

As regards the divergence of opinion regarding the object of Cognition, the 
Universal as a real entity has been already rejected; honce for Perception 
which has been regarded as having an entity for its object, there can be no 
other object oxcept the Specific Individuality, and this having been already 
pointed out as being got at by implication, no special effort has been made 
for setting aside the said divergence of opinion. 


Some people have argued as follows (against the Buddhist’s definition 
of Senso-perception):— 44 The definition suggested is not a proper one ; 
the definition put forward is that of the Means of Cognition, with the view 
that other people may, through that definition, come to understand what the 
Means of Cognition is, and then regulate their action accordingly ; and it is not 
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put forward only for satisfying a whim. And (in so far as the proposed 
definition is concerned) the knowledge that Sense-perception is ‘ free from 
Conceptual Content ’ and all that cannot, in ordinary life, either prompt a 
man to activity, or make him desist from it.” 

This is not right. The nature of things cannot be made or determined 
according to one’s wish; by virtue of which one could frame a definition 
accordingly ; what has to be done, however, is to take the thing as it stands, 
and to put forward a definition embodying that particular aspect of the 
thing which one wishes to bring out. For example, one points out 4 rough¬ 
ness ’ as a characteristic of the Earth. If it were not thus, then the definition 
put forward might be open to the charge of being an 4 impossible ' one. 

As regards Sense-perception, there is nothing else to indicate its character, 
except 4 freedom from Conceptual Content ’ and ‘ freedom from error 
For instance, it must be 4 free from error ’, because it is a valid means of 
Cognition; and it must be 4 free from Conceptual Content \ because it directly 
apprehends the Specific Individuality of t hin gs; and it has been proved 
that the Specific Individuality is something in regard to which no Convention 
can be made, and hence its cognition must be free from association with words. 

_It is for this reason that all intelligent persons regard this definition as 

entirely in accordance with reason. 

Nor is it true that this definition cannot bring about either activity, or 
desisting from activity, on the part of intelligent persons. For instance, 
in connection with such cognitions as—(a) the Idea of the Jar, the action of 
Throwing up, the Universal, the Number and so forth, (6) the idea of Recogni¬ 
tion, and (c) the idea of the ‘yellow conch-shellsome persons have been 
led to regard all these as 4 Sense-perception ’, in accordance with the definition 
provided by other parties,—and then they find that all these are either Con¬ 
ceptual or Erroneous, and then,—in accordance with the definition provided 
by us,—they conclude that these cannot be ‘ Sense-perception ’; thereupon 
they desist from (give up) the notion that Number and the rest are real 
entities ; —and they also conclude that what is an entity is only that Specific 
Individuality—of the 4 Blue ' for i ns ta n ce,—which is inexpressible by words, 
and hence they betake themselves to activity towards that.—How oven the 
rum-conceptual Cognition can lead to activity has been already explained 
before. 

Says the Opponent:—“ If this is so, then let there be a single item in the 
definition— 4 free from Conceptual Content ’, and 4 free from error ’ need not 
be added. Because that fact alone which is already known prior to the 
intended activity, should be put forward as a definition for the benefit 
of persons desirous of undertaking activity in accordance with that definition ; 
and no unknown thing; as the latter is as good as non-existent. And as 
a matter of fact, any certainty regarding ‘ freedom from error ’ cannot be 
there until it has been found to be compatible with the fruitful activity 
undertaken ; in fact people with limited powers of perception are not able to 
ascertain the truthful character of a cognition, except through the perception 
of its practical effect; because for such persons the capacity of things can 
only be inferred from its effects; it has been shown above that 4 truthful- 
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ness ’—i.e. conformity with the real state of things—of the Cognition consists 
only in its capacity to make people actually get at the thing cognised. So 
that if this conformity were learnt only subsequently, it would serve no useful 
purpose ; as after that, there is no further activity.” 

Answer: —There is no force in this objection. It has been already 
explained that it is necessary to add the qualification ‘ free from error 
in order to save the definition from the dcfoct of being 1 too wide * by reason 
of the possibility, under the definition, of notions like those of the ‘ Hair- 
tuft ’, otc. being regarded as valid cognition. —As regards the argumont that 
before the activity has actually taken piace, people with limited powers of 
vision have no means of ascertaining the truth of the cognition,—this also 
is Inconclusive. Where is there any such hard and fast rule that people with 
limited vision cannot ascertain the capacity of anything ? If that were so, 
then, they would bo unable to be certain of anything ; which would mean 
that they are unconscious beings; because even animals and infants, through 
repeated experience, come to have their impressions aroused, are able to 
feel certain that ‘this thing brings ploasure \ ‘that other brings pain’, 
and are found to act accordingly,—even before their present activity,—and 
then avoid the precipice and take to the mother’s breasts. Also in the case 
of people who are constantly thinking of something that has never existed 
before, and have their mind disturbed by excessive desire, grief, fear and so 
forth,—even without remembering any points of similarity, etc.—it is found 
that the mere repetition of the vivid idea has the capacity to bring about 
tho cognition. In a case where there is no repetition, there alone,—not 
everywhere—is the potency to bo only inferred from its practical effects. 

This same explanation applies to the certainty attaching to the perception 
of Inferential Indicatives, like Smoke ; as here also, the effect, in the shape 
of Smoke, is, by its very nature, something entirely different (from the 
Fire), and the certainty regarding its difference is due to repeated observation, 
whereby the idoa of the Inferential Indicative also becomes possible, and 
consequently there is no rejection of Inference. 

Says the Opponent:—“ The repetition would be there only after the 
first activity lias taken place ; it has to bo explained how that first activity 
comes about 

Answer : —That activity proceeds from the doubtful cognition. 

Question :—“ How can the Perception which gives rise to Doubt have 
any validity ? ” 

Answer :—How can there bo validitj' in the Perception that brings about 
certainty ? 

“ It is due to the fact that this Perception brings about a definite Cognition 
and the man seeking for it takes up his activity.” 

Tliis same may be said also with regard to Perception leading to Doubt. 

Even though in this case, the cognition is contrary to the form of what 
is sought after, yet it is not in that form that the Perception leads to activity, 
because what is so cognised is not what is wanted ; nor does it lead to desisting 
from activity; because it is only when there is cognition of the thing as 
desired that there can bo any activity on the part of tho man. Otherwise, 
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from Perception leading to Doubt, no one could act or desist from acting. 
But this does not so happen; on the contrary, it so happens that that 
activity is all the more powerful which proceeds on the part of persons who 
■do not apprehend any evil consequences from the activity in question. So 
far as this aspect is concerned, there is no difference between the Perception 
leading to Doubt and that leading to Certainty. It is only where the 
Perception brings about a cognition entirely contrary to the thing cognised. 
—or where it brings about no cognition at all,—that there is no activity on 
the part of the man seeking for something; and hence it is only this Per¬ 
ception that is invalid,—not any other.—{1359-1361) 


End of the Chapter on Sense-perception. 



CHAPTER XVIII. 

Inference. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author proceeds to state the definition of Inference : — 

TEXTS (1362-1363). 

Inference is held to be of two kinds, as divided into—(1) For 
one's own benefit, and (2) for the benefit of others. (1) Inference 

‘ FOR ONE’S OWN BENEFIT ’ CONSISTS IN THE COGNITION OF THE 
INFERRED OBJECT DERIVED FROM THE THREE-FEATURED 

Probans ; and (2) Inference ‘ for the benefit 
of OTHERS ’ consists in the statement of the 

THREE-FEATURED PROBANS. THAT PrOBANS 
WHICH HAS ONLY one OR tlVO FEATURES 
(OUT OF THE NECESSARY THREE) IS 
REGARDED AS A‘SEMBLANCE 
OF THE PROBANS.’.— 

(1362-1363) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inferenco is of two kinds—as dividod into ‘ for one’s own benefit ’ and 
‘ for the benefit of others ’.—The former should be understood to be that 
Cognition of the inferred object which is derived from ‘ the three-fcatured 
Probans', —the Indicative that fulfils the three conditions of (1) ‘being 
present in the Subject (2) ‘ being present in that wherein the Probandum 
is known to be present and (3) 4 being entirely absent where the Probandum 
is known to be absent —The Inference 4 for the sake of others ’ should 
be understood to consist in the verbal expression of the said three-featured 
Probans. 

Question : —“ Why has not the definition of the Wrong Inference been 
provided ? ” 

Answer 4 That Probans which, etc. etc.' — 4 Sound is eternal, (a) because 
it is a product, and (6) because it is corporeal, and (c) because it is non- 
cognisable ’,—in this Inference only one of the 4 three features ’ is present 
in each ; e.g. in (o) the character of being a Product fulfils the single condition, 
of being present in the subject (Sound) [while it does not fulfil the condition 
of being present where the Probandum is known to be present, as the Probandum, 
Etemalily, is known to bo present in A kasha, Soul, etc., which are not 
Products ; nor does it fulfil the condition of being absent where the Probandum 
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t5 absent, as the Probandum, Etemality, is absent in the Jar, where the 
character of being a Product is not absent] ;—(b) the character of being 
corporeal, fulfils only the second condition, of being present where the 
Probandum is known to be present and does not fulfil the first condition of 
being present in the Subject (Sound), because Sound is not corporeal-, nor 
does it fulfil the third condition of being absent where the Probandum is absent , 
as it is not absent in the Jar (which is corporeal) where the Probandum 
(Etemality) is known to be absentand (c) the character of being non- 
cognisable fulfils only the third condition, of being absent where the Proban¬ 
dum (Etemality) is known to be absent (e.g. in the Soul, etc. which are 
cognisable ) [and it does not fulfil the other two conditions, as it is not present 
in the Subject, Sound, which is cognisable; nor is it present where the 
Probandum is known to be present, e.g. the Soul, otc. which are cognisable]. 
—Those fulfilling only two of the three conditions are the Probans in the 
following argument—‘ Sound is non-eternal,—(a) because it is visible, (6) 
because it is audible, and (c) because it is incorporeal ’;—where respectively 
only the following conditions are not fulfilled—(a) ‘ Because it is visible ’ 
does not fulfil only the condition of being present in the subject; (6) ‘ Because 
it is audible ’ does not fulfil the only condition of being present where the 
Probandum is known to be present; and (c) ‘ Because it is incorporeal ’ does 
not fulfil the only condition of being absent where the Probandum is known 
to be absent.—This has been thus expressed.—‘ Sound is eternal, because 
it is a product, because it is corporeal and because it is non-cognisable;— 
and Sound is non-eternal, because it is incorporeal, because it is audible 
and because it is visible ’.—(1362-1363) 

In the following Text, the Author sets forth the objection urged by 
PtUrasvamin :— 


TEXT (1364). 

“ The character of the Valid Probans is found in what is ‘ im¬ 
possible OTHERWISE ’,—AND NOT WHEN THIS CONDITION IS NOT 
FULFILLED, EVEN WHEN THE ‘ THREE FEATURES ’ ARE 

present. Hence the ‘ Three-featured * 

Probans are impotent (infruc- 
tuous).”—(1364) 

COMMENTARY. 

P&trasvamin argues as follows :—“ The Probans is valid only when it 
is found to be ‘ otherwise impossible ’; and not when it has the ‘ three 
features ’. Because it is found that even when the Probans has the said 
three features, it is not valid, when it does not fulfil the condition that 
it is ‘ otherwise impossible ’; e.g. in the case where the Probans is cited in 
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the form ‘ Because he is the Son of so and so ’ [therefore he must be dark] 
Consequently the ‘ three-featured ’ Probans are infructuous, inefficient 

In the term ‘ otherwise impossible', the term ‘otherwise’ stands for 
‘ without the Probandum ’ ; that is to say, the valid Probans is that wliich 
exists in the Probandum only.—(1364) 

In the following Texts, Pdtrasvamin justifies the view that the true 
Probans is that which has the one characteristic of being ‘ otherwise impos¬ 
sible by showing in detail that there is positive as well as negative con¬ 
comitance (between the definition and the tiling defined): 


TEXT (1365). 

" That which is * otherwise impossible ’ is held to be the Probans, 

WHILE THIS IS ONLY ‘ ONE-FEATURED ’ ; IT MAY OR MAY 
NOT BE REGARDED AS ‘FOUR-FEATURED’.”—(1365) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ One-fealured ’—That which has only one characteristic, that of being 
* otherwise impossible ’; that alone—none other,—is regarded as ‘ Probans 
by ordinary men as well as by investigators. Through Presumption this 
same character implies the three features of ‘ Being present in the Subject ’ 
and so forth ; and hence it may bo regarded as ‘ four-featured ’ or it may 
not be so regarded, because in several cases, the Probans is found to be 
valid even when it has only one or two or three features. 

Inasmuch as ‘being otherwise impossible’ is its one characteristic 
feature,—it is called 4 one-featured ’.—Along with ‘ being otherwise impos¬ 
sible ’, if it is found to exist in like things and not to exist in unlike things, 
then, it becomes ‘ two-featured ’; and when along with ‘ being otherwise 
impossible ’, it is also existent in like things and also to bo absent where the 
Probandum is known to be absent, then it is ‘ three-featured ’; and it is 
not called * three-featured ’ on account of the presence of the three features 
of ‘ presence in the Subject ’ and the rest (mentioned in the Buddhist’s defini¬ 
tion); because a Probans of this latter kind cannot bring about a valid 
cognition.—(1365) 

“ Or, the Probans is spoken of as ‘ one-featured ’ in view of the one 
character of ‘ being otherwise impossible ’, because this is its principal charac¬ 
teristic ; and it is not spoken of in terms of the other features of ‘presence 
in the Subject ’ and the rest, because these latter are secondary, or because 
they do not serve any useful purpose.’’—This is what is shown in tie 
following— 
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TEXT (1366). 

“ Just as among people, the man who has three sons is spoken of 

AS * HAVING ONE SON ’, ON ACCOUNT OF THE ONE SON BEING A 
GOOD SON,—SO IT SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD IN THE 
PRESENT INSTANCE ALSO.”—(1366) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the other party:—On account of the relation of Invariable Con¬ 
comitance, the character of the Probans should be rightly attributed to the 
* three-featured * Reason only. 

The answer to this (from Pdtrasv&min) is as follows :— 

TEXT (1367). 

“ AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE RELATION OF INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE 
IS NOT PRESENT IN THE * THREE-FEATURED ’ REASONS ; IT IS 
REALLY FOUND ONLY IN THOSE REASONS WHICH HAVE 
THE ONE CHARACTERISTIC FEATURE OF ‘ BEING 
OTHERWISE IMPOSSIBLE ’.”—(1367) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ anyath&sambhava, etc. ’ is to be expounded as ‘ those 
Reasons in whom there is the single character of being otherwise impossible \ 
—(1367) 

The same idea is re-affirmed in the following— 

TEXTS (1368-1369). 

“That alone is the true Probans which has the character of 
‘ BEING OTHERWISE IMPOSSIBLE ’ ; AS FOR CORROBORATIVE 
INSTANCES, THEY MAY BE THERE, OR THEY MAY NOT ; AS 
THEY ARE NOT THE MEANS. If THE CHARACTER OF 
‘ BEING OTHERWISE IMPOSSIBLE ’ IS not THERE, WHAT 
IS THE USE OF THE ‘ THREE FEATURES ’ ? AND 
IF THE CHARACTER OF * BEING OTHER¬ 
WISE IMPOSSIBLE ’ W THERE, WHAT 
IS THE USE OF THE * THREE 

FEATURES ’ ? ”-(1368-1369) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Corroborative Instances \—in the form similarity and dissimilarity. 

' They are not the Means '—of proving the Probandum. 
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It would be better to read the second line of 1369 before the first line.— 
(1368-1369). 

The following Text proceeds to show that there can bo no Invariable 
Concomitance in the ‘ three-featured ’ Probans :— 


TEXT (1370). 

“The reasoning in the form—‘he must be dark, because he is 

THE SON OF SO AND SO,—LIKE OTHER SONS OF HIS WHO ARE 

FOUND TO BE DARK ’,-CONTAINS THE ‘ THREE FEATURED ’ 

PROBANS, AND YET IT CANNOT LEAD TO ANY VALID 
DEFINITE CONCLUSION.”— (1370) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the following Texts, it is shown, by a number of examples, that it is 
only the ‘ one-featured ’ Probans that has the requisite capacity (of leading 
to a valid conclusion):— 


TEXT (1371). 

“ An example of the One-featured Probans without corroborative 

INSTANCES, WE HAVE IN THE REASONING-‘ POSITIVE AND 

Negative entities are essentially existent — 

BECAUSE THEY ARE CAPABLE OF BEING APPRE¬ 
HENDED SOMEHOW —(1371) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Reasoning is in the form ‘ Positive and Negative entities are some¬ 
how existent, because they are apprehensible somehow ’.—In this case there 
aro no external corroborative Instances, either of similarity or dissimilarity, 
either in the form of a statement or in the form of actual things ; because all 
things have been included under the Subject (Minor Term) ‘ Positive and 
Negative entities ’ ; and there is nothing apart from these. As regards the 
character of ‘ being present in the Minor Term ’, this is ‘ otherwise impossible \ 
and is nothing apart from this latter ; hence the Probans hore is ‘ ono- 
featured ’. 

‘ Somehow \—under some such term as ‘ Cognisable ’ or its synonyms. 

‘ Are essentially existent *,— 4 somehow ’ has to be construed with this 
a l so .—Hence the full Reasoning is—‘ Because they are somehow apprehensible, 
therefore they are somehow existent*.—(1371) 

In the following Texts, examples of the 4 two-featured ’ Probans aro 
cited :— 
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TEXTS (1372-1379). 

“(1)‘The Shasha-ldnchhana (Hare-marked) is not Non-Moon. — 

BECAUSE IT IS SPOKEN OF AS THE MoOH ' ;—HERE WE HAVE A 
‘ TWO-FEATURED ’ PROBANS.—(2) ANOTHER IS THUS STATED :—‘ I 
THINK THAT THIS PAIN OF MINE HAS BEEN CAUSED BY THE FALLING 
INSECT,—BECAUSE ITS APPEARANCE WAS FELT ON THE TOUCH OF 
THE FALLING INSECT’.—(3) 4 In BRINGING ABOUT THE EFFECT IN 
THE SHAPE OF THE PERCEPTION OF COLOUR, THE EYE IS ENDOWED 
WITH A UNIQUE POTENCY,—BECAUSE IT IS USED FOR THAT PURPOSE,— 
OR, BECAUSE COLOUR IS FOUND TO BE ACTUALLY PERCEIVED BY ITS 

means \—(4) ‘ The Soul, the Jar and other things are some¬ 
how ESSENTIALLY non-(%i$teYlt ,—BECAUSE THEY ARE SOMEHOW INAP¬ 
PREHENSIBLE IN ANY WAY, LIKE THE HORNS OF THE HaRE \-(5) 

‘ Even the Hare’s Horn and such things are somehow existent, 
—BECAUSE THEY ARE SOMEHOW APPREHENSIBLE,—JUST LIKE THE 

Soul, the Jar and such things ’.—(6) ‘ It is understood that 

YOUR FATHER IS IN THIS HOUSE,—BECAUSE YOUR FATHER’S VOICE 
IS HEARD IN THE HOUSE ’.—(7) In THE CASE OF WORDS, LAMPS 
AND SUCH THINGS,—IT IS FOUND THAT THEY ARE ACTUALLY INDICA¬ 
TIVE (OF THINGS) THROUGH THE CHARACTER OF ‘ BEING OTHERWISE 
IMPOSSIBLE EVEN THOUGH THEY DO NOT RESIDE IN THE SUBJECT 

(Minor Term).—Hence for us, it is the 1 one-featured ’ 
Probans that should be regarded as the Indicative (Probans), 

—ON THE GROUND OF ITS BEING THE MOST IMPORTANT ; WHAT IS THE 
USE OF ASSUMING SUCH CHARACTERS AS 4 RESIDING IN THE SUBJECT ’ 
AND SO FORTH ? ”—(1372-1379) 

COMMENTARY. 

The proposition may be stated either in the form * The Hare-marked is 
not Non-Moon \ or ' The Hare-marked is the Moon ’; and the Probans is 
‘ because it is spoken of by tho well-known popular name Moon or 
' because it is spoken of as the Moon ’;—the Corroborative Instance per 
dissimilarity being supplied by the clod oj earth and such things. 

(2) Another Probans is next mentioned, which is ‘ two-featured ’:— 
' This P»«n of mine has been caused by the falling insect,—because its appear¬ 
ance was felt on the touch of the falling insect *;—i.e. the ‘ udaya appear¬ 
ance, of which was ‘ pralilabdha ’, felt, on the 1 sparsha \ touch, of the falling 
insect. The feminine affix ‘ fcJp ’ is not added at the end of the compound, 
because it is intended to be a common factor. 

(3) (Another example]—‘ The Eye has the potency of the most effective 
instrument in bringing about the apprehension of the Colour existing at the 
present time,—because, while it is not damaged, it is that which is used as 
the Instrument, by a man who desires to see Colour and acts intelligently ’ 

or—‘ because it is actually found to bring about the cognition of Colour ’; 
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the Ear, etc. being the Corroborative Instance per dissimilarity.—‘ Tasya ’— 
of the Colour. 

In all these three Reasons, there being no Corroborative Instances per 
Similarity, they have only two features. 

(4) [Another example]— 1 The Soul, the Jar and other things are some¬ 
how essentially non-existent,—because they are somehow not-apprehended,— 
like the Haro’s Horn —In this case, there is no Corroborative Instance 
per dissimilarity; as ‘ the Jar and other things ’ include the entire group 
of Positive Entities and they have been mentioned in the Proposition as 
essentially non-existent; and the negative entity has been put forward as 
the Instance; and apart from the ‘ Positive ’ and the ‘ Negative there is 
no third category,—wherein it could be pointed out that the exclusion of 
the Probandum implies the exclusion of the Probans. 

(5) [Another example]—‘Things like the Hare’s Horn are somehow 
essentially existent, as they are somehow apprehensible ’;—the absence of 
the Instance per dissimilarity hero also may bo explained as above. 

(6) [Another example]—‘ This house is xinderstood as having your father 
within,—because your Father’s voice is heard ’.—Here also there is no 
Instance per Similarity ; hence the Probans is only ‘ two-featured 

(7) In the case of Words, Lamps and such things, it is found that, even 
though they do not subsist in the Subject (Minor Term), yet they indicate 
(make known) things, in the same way as the Inferential Probans in the shape 
of Smoke, etc. Words and Lamps are not properties subsisting in the Jar 
and such things indicated by them ; and yet the Thing is actually apprehended 
through them ; hence in this case the two conditions are present—that 
of ‘ absence where the Probandum is known to be absent and ‘ being 
otherwise impossible ’; hence the Probans here is a ‘ two-featured ’ one.— 
(1372-1379) 

The following Text supplies the answer to the above arguments of 
Palrasvdmin :— 


TEXT (1380). 

Is THE PROPOSED DEFINITION MEANT TO BE GENERAL ? OR, IN REFER¬ 
ENCE to a particular Subject on which knowledge is sought ? 

, Or in reference to the Instance ?—(1380) 

COMMENTARY. 

The proposed definition of the Probans is that (it is 4 otherwise 
impossible ’, which means that) it should not exist apart from the Probandum ; 
—(1) now is this meant to be general (applicable to all Probans) ? Or is it 
meant to be applicable to any particular object ? and in the latter case, (2) is it 
meant to be in reference to a particular object in which the existence or 
otherwise of the Probandum is sought to be known ? Or (3) in reference 
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to that object which forms the Corroborative Instance.—These are the 
alternatives possible.—(1380) 

The following Text points out objections against the first alternative :— 


TEXT (1381). 

If it were understood to be general, then, what would be indicated 

WOULD BE THE EXISTENCE OF THE PROBANS IN THE OBJECT 
WHERE THE PROBANDUM IS PRESENT ; AND IT WOULD 
NOT ACCOMPLISH WHAT IS SOUGHT TO BE 
ACCOMPLISHED.—(1381) 

COMMENTARY. 

The mere fact of its not existing apart from the Probandum ,—without 
the other fact of its existing wherever the Probandum is known to exist,— 
does not make ‘ visibility ’—[which does not exist apart from the Probandum, 
Non-etemality ; but is not present in all cases where Non-eternality is present], 
—doos not prove the Non-etemality of Sound. —Hence the first alternative 
cannot bo right. 

4 It would not accomplish, etc. etc.' —that is, it could not establish the 
desired conclusion regarding the presence of the Probandum in the object. 
—(1381) 

Question :—“ Why so ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (1382-1383). 

For instance, 4 Visibility ’ is known to be inseparable (not existing 
APART) FROM ‘ DESTRUCTION IN A GENERAL WAY ; AND YET IT 
(Visibility) cannot prove it (destruction) in Sound.— 

If, then, it be said that its presence in the Object 
IS MEANT,—THEN, IN THAT CASE, UNDER YOUR 
VIEW ALSO, THE PROBANS BECOMES 4 THREE- 

FEATURED ’ AS BEFORE.—(1382-1383) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Tat ’—Visibility. 

4 Tasya ’ —of Destruction. 

4 Cannot prove it '—cannot indicate its presence. 
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It might be said that—“ in order to guard against the said objection, 
recourse may be had to the qualification that the Probans should be actually 
present in the object —In that case, under your view also, the Probans 
comes to have the same ‘ three-featured ’ character that it had under ours.— 
(1382-1383) 


Question :—“ How so ? ” 
Answer :— 


TEXT (1384). 

‘ Being otherwise impossible ’ includes Positive and Negative 
Concomitance ; and by its presence in the object its presence 
in the Minor Term becomes admitted.—(1384) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Positive Concomitance' —is presence wherever the Probandum is known 
to be present. 

4 Negative Concomitance *—is absence where the Probandum is known to 
be absent. 

1 Saihshraya ’—is admission, i.e. acceptance. —(1384) 

The following Text shows that there is no incompatibility with the 
opinion of our Great Teacher :— 


TEXT (1385). 

A SIMILAR ABBREVIATED DEFINITION HAS BEEN INDICATED BY OUR 

Teacher also : who says that ‘ the Probans exists in 
the Cognisable object and is pervaded by a part 
of it ’.—(1385) 

COMMENTARY. 

« Orahyadharmah i.e. existing in the cognisable object,—i.e. the object 
in which the Probandum is sought to be proved; i.e. in the Minor Term. 
(1385) 

The following Texts point out the objections against the second alterna¬ 
tive noted above (under Text 1380):— 
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TEXTS (1386-1388). 

If the proposed definition of the Probans is meant to be one 

THAT IS FOUND IN THE MINOR TERM ONLY,—THEN THAT SAME 

Means of Cognition which has made the Probans known would 

MAKE KNOWN THE PROBANDUM ALSO. If THE PROBANDUM DOES 

NOT BECOME KNOWN, THEN THE PROBANS ALSO CANNOT BECOME 

known. Thus the Probans would be useless, the Probandum 

HAVING BECOME KNOWN BY OTHER MEANS.—THERE WOULD BE THE 

INCONGRUITY OF ‘MUTUAL INTERDEPENDENCE’ ALSO, IF THE DE¬ 
FINITE COGNITION OF THE PROBANDUM FOLLOWED FROM THE 

Probans ; and between these two, the cognition of one would 

BE DEPENDENT UPON THE COGNITION OF THE OTHER.— (1386-1388) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Probans may be defined as being inseparable from the Probandum 
in the Minor Term only, —as asserted in the following words—The character 
of the Probans is hold by others to exist in the Instance and to be not seen 
apart from the Probandum ; in my opinion however, it is that which does 
not exist in the Minor Term apart from the Probandum ; the followers of 
Shabara derive this knowledge from Presumption, and the followers of 
Bhik9u, from Inference; for us. Inference is something totally different, 
like Narasimha (having a dual character) ”. 

[In this passage]—‘ Dharmini' —In the Minor term ;—i.e. that in which 
the existence of the Probandum is sought to be proved ;—‘ Amund '—i.e. 
what is sought to be proved. That which is incapable of existing in the Minor 
Term apart from the Probandum; —this is meant to be the definition (of 
Probans). 

If such be the definition of the Probans, then that same Means of 
Cognition by which the Probans would be known as inseparable from the 
Probandum, as existent in the object where the Probandum is sought to be 
proved,—that same Means of Cognition would have made known the 
Probandum also (as present in the Minor Term);— so that the Probans 
would bo entirely useless. 

If the Probandum is not known, then the Probans also is not known ; 
because the Probans has been defined as what is present in the Minor Term 
inseparably from the Probandum; and this inseparability from the Probandum 
cannot be known if the Probandum is not known ; so that the Probandum 
would remain * unknown because the cognition of inseparability depends 
upon the Cognition of both. 

It might be urged that—“ The Probans may be known by other means 
of cognition ”;—then what is the use of the Probans, the Probandum having 
become known already ? 

Further, if the definite cognition of the Probandum were dependent 
upon the Probans, then there would be the incongruity of mutual inter¬ 
dependence. 
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Question :—“ How ? ” 

Answer :—‘ If the definite Cognition, etc. etc .';—the cognition of the 
Probandum would be dopendent upon the cognition of the Probans,—as 
therein alone lies the use of the Probans,—and the cognition of the Probans, 
which is cliaractcrised by inseparability from the Probandum, would be 
dependent upon tho cognition of the Probandum ; thus there would be clear 
mutual inter-dependence —(1386-1388) 

Tho following takes note of the tliird alternative set forth above 

(under Text 1380):— 

TEXT (1389). 

Even if the Probans were known as existent in the Corroborative 

Instance, that would not bring about the cognition of the 
Probandum in the Minor Term. Because its 
invariable concomitance will not have 
been definitely cognised all 
over.—(1389) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ In the Corroborative Instance \—i.e. in the object tliat serves as the 
Corroborative Instance,—which object is different from tliat in which the 
Probandum is sought to be proved. 

‘ If it were known ’,—i.e. if the Probans were known. 

What is meant is os follows :—If the inseparability (concomitance) of 
tho Probaus is hold to be in tho object which forms the Corroborative 
Instance,—and which is something different from the Minor Term, in which 
the Probandum is sought to be proved,—and not ‘ all over ’—everywhere— 
along with the Minor Term,—then how could such a Probans bring about the 
cognition of the Probandum in the Minor Term 1 

Why it could not bring it about is explained—‘ Because its invariable 
concomitance, etc. etc. \—(1389) 

With the following Text, the author procoeds to point out defects in the 
examples cited (by Palrasmmin, in Texts 1371 to 1378):— 

TEXT (1390). 

As regards the Probans that has been put forward (under 1371), 

IN THE FORM ‘ BECAUSE IT IS APPREHENDED SOMEHOW — 

THE OBJECT OF THIS IS NOT OPEN TO UNCERTAINTY ; 

HENCE IT IS USELESS.—(1390) 

COMMENTARY. 

As regards the Probans that has been put forward, in the form—‘ Because 
it is somohow apprehended —this is absolutely futile ; as its object is not 
open to doubt; that is, it asserts what is already known ; and what is already 
44 
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known, cannot bo the objective of the Probans ; it is only a doubtful matter 
that is dealt with by tho Probans; because ‘ a Reason is stated only in 
reference to what is doubtful \—What too is known only in an isolated form 
cannot be the substratum of tho Probans; as the Probandum would be 
already known (under the definition propounded by Pulrasmmin). —(1300) 

It might be urged that—“ hore also what forms the object of the 
Probans is what is open to doubt ”,—The answer to that is as follows :— 

TEXT (1391). 

That the Positive Entity is essentially existent is known to 

ALL PERSONS ; THEN HOW IS IT SAID THAT IT IS KNOWN 

* somehow ’ ?—(1391) 

COMMENTARY. 

When all persons somehow know it for certain that the Positive Entity 
ia existent, why do you state your Proposition in the form ‘The Positivo 
Entity is somehow existent * !— 

' Taddtmatvam '—being essentially existent. 

The mention of the ‘ Positivo Entity ’ is only by way of illustration ; 
the Negative Entity is also meant. 

‘ Somehow' —i.e. in the form of ‘ being cognisable \—it is known for 
certain that all this is existent ; hence the Probans is absolutely futile.— 
(1391) 

It might be argued that—“ the said fact is not admitted by the Sahkhya 
and others ; hence it is sought to be proved ”. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1392-1393). 

Even under the doctrine that “ all things are one ”,—on 

ACCOUNT OF THE DIVERSITY IN THE NATURE OF THE MODIFICATIONS, 

WHAT IS MANIFESTED IS ALWAYS IN SOME DEFINITELY CLEAR 

form. Even those who regard all things as ‘ feature¬ 
less ’ (DEVOID OF CHARACTER), ALWAYS HAVE 
RECOURSE TO SUCH QUALIFYING TERMS AS 

‘ TRULY * AND THE LIKE.—(1392-1393) 

COMMENTARY. 

' The doctrine of all tilings being one ’ is the one that is held by the 
S&nkhyas ; for those who take their stand upon this doctrine, what is mani¬ 
fested—apprehended—is always in some definite form. 

Question :—“ How so ? ” 

Answer :—‘ On account of, etc. etc. ’;—‘ nature of the Modifications \— 
i.e. in the form of Modifications. 
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The term 1 adi ’ is meant to include the ‘ unmixed (Pure) Primordial 
Matter, consisting of Pleasure. Pain, etc. * and ‘ the Spirits as distinguished 
from one another, and from Primordial Matter \ 

'Even those'— i.e. the Mddhyamikas. Idealists.—These also, in asserting 
the ‘featurelessness' of all things, always add the qualifying term ‘truly’, 
and they do not assort them to be absolutely so ; because they do admit of 
their being produced at least in the Ideation. 

‘ Truly ’-—i.e. strictly logically. 

The term ‘ Gdi ’ includes such qualifying terms as 4 in reality ’ and tho 

like. 

In fact it must be admitted by all men that the fact that a thing is 
somehow existent is quite certainly recognised.—( 1392 - 1393 ) 

TEXT (1394). 

Otherwise, it cannot be admitted that ‘it is somehow appre¬ 
hended ’.—If it is Usage that is sought to be proved, — 
THEN SOMETHING WELL KNOWN SHOULD FORM THE 
Corroborative Instance.—(1394) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Otherwise i.e. if what has been just said is not admitted, then—the 
Probans—in the form ‘because it is somehow apprehended’—cannot bo 
admitted. 

Previous to this the defect pointed out in the statement of the other 
party was that it was futile ; it is now pointed out that it is inadmissible. 

If it is Usage that is meant to be proved,—then the Corroborative Instance 
could bo found in the case where the use had been made ; and in this case, 
the Probans would become 4 three-featured \ Otherwise, if there were no 
Corroborative Instance, the Usage also could not bo known.—(1394) 

Tho following Text points out tho defect in the second Reasoning put 
fort* 1 (by Pdtrasvdmin, in Text 1372, where the 4 two-featured ’ Probans is 
exemplified):— 

TEXT (1395). 

As REGARDS ‘ BEING SPOKEN OF AS THE MOON THIS IS PRESENT ALSO 
IN THINGS WHERE THE PROBANDUM IS KNOWN TO BE PRESENT •— 

OR IT IS ALSO SOMETIMES PRESENT IN THE Man (WHO 
IS SPOKEN OF AS THE MOON), OR IN Camphor, 

Silver and such other things (which are 
ALSO CALLED ‘ MOON ’).—(1395) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Manavake ’—i.e. in Man.—(1395) 


Objection :—“ If a three-featured Probans is possible, for the proving 
of the ‘ Moon ’, then how is it that your Teacher has asserted that, when a 
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man declares that the Moon is not the Moon,— for the proving of its being the 
Moon against such a person, there can bo no Inference,—as he has assorted 
in the following passage—‘ In the case where thero can be no Inference on 
account of the thing in question being unique, it is excluded by its contrary 
which is well known in its verbal form; when, for example, it is said that 
the Hare-holder is the Moon because it is an entity; in a case like this there 
is no Minor Term * ? ” 

In anticipation of this objection, the following answer has been 
provided:— 

TEXT (1396). 

There would be ‘ uniqueness ’ only if the Probans were meant 

TO PROVE ‘ MOON-NESS ’ ; AS, IN THE ABSENCE OF ANY WELL- 
KNOWN FACT REGARDING IT, IT WOULD BE BASED 
ENTIRELY UPON THE NATURE OF THE THING 

ITSELF.—(1396) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Jt would be based entirely, etc.' ; —i.e. it is in regard to the Probans in 
the shape of the existence or non-existence of tilings, that 1 Uniqueness ’ lias 
been asserted,—not in regard to a Probans in the form of a well-known fact; 
because in the case of the latter, as it is dependent upon the wish of the 
speaker, the necessary concomitance would always be there. The Inference, 
without a Corroborative Instance, has been spoken of only in the case where 
the other party holds a different opinion and denies all experience, and 
consequently cannot be convinced of tho thing being the Moon on the basis 
of any well-known fact,—nor is there any Inferential Indicative (Probans) 
based upon the capacity of tilings by which the Moon-ness could be proved 
in reference to tho Hare-holder, —because tlio name ‘ Moon ’ is based upon 
the mere wliim of the speaker and is not an inherent property of the thing 
concerned. That this is so is clear from the following statement—‘ One who 
does not wish to attribute Moon-ness to the Hare-holder, —what sort of well- 
known cognition could he want ? It is for this reason that the Inference 
addressed to him lias to be without a Corroborative Instance, and hence 
unique, 'too specific.’ 

In place of 4 chandratvasddhane \ 4 To prove Moon-ness \ some texts 
road * achandras&dhanl ’, ‘to prove that it is not-Moon ’; and with this 
reading, the explanation would be as follows :—Whore the other party has 
asserted that 4 Tho Hare-holder is not the Moon, becauso it exists ’,—when the 
Probans, 4 because it exists ’, lias been cited by that party for proving the 
4 Non-moon-character —then, the person who proceeds to answer him by 
proving tho 4 Moon-cliaracter ’, lias a reason why ho cannot put forward an 
Inference of 4 uniqueness *; and it is this reason that the Teacher has indicated 
by asserting that 4 where, on account of uniqueness, there is no Inference, 
etc. etc. ’, which refers to the absence of an Inferential Indicative in the 
shape of the character of tho thing concerned, as apart from any well-known 
fact (which could be cited).—(1396) 
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The following Text points out the defect in the third argument (put 
forward by Putrasvamin, in Text 1373, regarding the * falling insect ’) 


TEXT (1397). 

There is no distinction perceived between ‘being brought 

ABOUT BY THE PALLING INSECT ’ AND ‘ HAVING ITS APPEARANCE 
FELT ON THE TOUCH OF THE FALLING INSECT \—(1397) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ There is no distinction 'perceived —betweon the Probans (Premiss) 
and the Proposition (Conclusion); that is, the Probans is a part of the 
Proposition itself. In the case hi question, what is meant to bo proved is 
the fact of the Pain being duo to a particular insect,—and the same fact is 
asserted, in different words, in the Probans (Premiss). Hence there is no 
difference between the Premiss and the Conclusion.—(1397) 

The following might bo urged “ If the opithet jailing is not introduced, 
and the Probans (Premiss) is stated in the general form ‘ because its appearance 
is folt ’,—then the Premiss cannot be a part of the Conclusion.” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1398). 

‘ Falling ’ must be made a qualification in the Pkobans ; other¬ 
wise ‘ Inconclusiveness * (Falsity) would be 

INEVITABLE.—(1398) 

COMMENTARY. 

The qualification must be there ; otherwise the Premiss would bo falsified 
by reference to the Pain caused by other insects.—(1308) 

TEXT (1399). 

IF WHAT IS MEANT TO BE PROVED (ASSERTED IN THE CONCLUSION) IS THAT 
BETWEEN THE TWO (THE PAIN AND THE INSECT) THERE IS THE 
RELATION OF CAUSE AND EFFECT,—WHICH HAS BEEN FOR¬ 
GOTTEN,—THEN THE PROBANS WOULD BE ‘ THREE- 
FEATURED AS THERE WOULD BE A CORROBORA¬ 
TIVE Instance provided by previous 
EXPERIENCE.—(1399) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be urged that “ what is meant to be proved is the relation of 
Cause and Effect—for the benefit of one who has forgotten it,—then, in 
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that case, the Probans would become ‘ tluee-featured \ os the Corroborative 
Instance would be provided by such well-known cases as that of Smoke and 
Fire.— (1399) 

The following Text supplies the answer to the argument stated (by 
Pdtrasvdmin, in Text 1374) regarding “ the Eyes having the peculiar potency 
for bringing about the effect in the shape of Colour-percoption 


TEXT (1400). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE VERY existence OF THE EYE,—WHICH IS THE 

SUBJECT—IS STILL UNCERTAIN J AND THE PROVING OF THIS 
(EXISTENCE) CANNOT BE RIGHT,—AS IT WOULD BE 
OPEN TO THE DEFECTS OF ‘ INADMISSIBILITY ’ 

AND THE REST— (1400) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thero is a stop after 1 na ' (in the second line). 

‘ Inadmissibility and the rest ’.—The term 4 and the rest ’ includes 
4 falsity ’ and ‘ contradiction 

What is meant is that if Existence is to be proved, then the Probans 
put forward is open to all the three defects of the Probans. For instance, 
if the character cited as the Probans is something positive, then it is ‘ inad¬ 
missible ';—if it is both (positive and negative), then it is ‘ Inconclusive *; 
—if it is negative, then it is 4 contradictory ’.—This has been thus declared— 
4 The positive property is not admitted; both positive and negative would 
be Inconclusive; and the negative one would be contradictory ; how then can 
Existence bo proved ? ’ 

If wliat is sought to be proved is the potency in the Eye, the Subject, to 
bring about visual perception, —even so, inasmuch os ‘ potency ’, 4 existence ’, 
etc. are synonymous, the proving of Potency would involve the proving of 
Existence. —On the negative aspect also, inasmuch as the Potency, being 
beyond the reach of the senses, would not be well-known, the Probans would 
become fallacious, as having no w ell-known substratum. 

Similarly, the Probans, in the form 4 because of the perception of Colour ’, 
would be something not present in the Subject, and hence it should bo 
understood to be Inadmissible. —(1400) 


Question :—“How then can you also prove tho existence of the Eyes 
and the other sense-organs ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (1401). 

But sometimes, even though Colour and other things are there, 

Visual Perception does not take place ; hence it is 
understood that that (Perception) alone cannot 

BE A REASON (FOR THE EXISTENCE OF THE 

Eye).—(1401) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Sometimes ’,—when, for instance, the Eyes are closed. 

We never seek to prove the existence of the Eye—directly as 4 this is 
the Eye ’; what happens (according to us) is that it is found that the Percep¬ 
tion appears only when certain tilings, in the form of Colour, etc. ore there, 
—and it is so found that it is prosent when these tilings are there, and it is 
absent when they are absent;—and what we seek to prove is that the 
Perception could not have those things alono as its cause,—that it must 
have some other cause; so that the Subject (of our Inference) is the said 
Perception, which cannot be said to be 4 unknown ’.—What this other cause 
is comes to be spoken of as the 4 Eye \ 

The basis of our conclusion is the practical notion of diversity.—(1401) 

Tho following might be urged :— 44 It may be that, in the manner shown, 
the Perception may bo the Subject ; even so, the Probans remains only 4 two- 
foatured * 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1402). 

The Sprout is actually found to exist as having its birth in¬ 
separably CONNECTED WITH ITS CAUSE J AND THIS IS ALWAYS 
available as the Corroborative Instance; the 
Instance per dissimilarity is too clear 
(to be stated).—(1402) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Inseparably connected with its Cause '—invariably concomitant with its 
Cause—is the birth —appearance, coming into existence—of the Sprout. 
Things like the Sprout, having their birth dependent upon thoir Cause and 
hence coming into existence only occasionally, are possible as the Corroborative 
Instance (in the proving of the Visual Perception as being due to the Eye);— 
the argument being formulated thus :—Those things that appear on the 
presonce of something else, only occasionally, cannot be regarded as produced 
from that alone, they must be regarded as dependent upon other causes,— 
for instance, even when the soil and other tilings are there, the Sprout 
is found to appear or not to appear according as the seed is there or not there ; 
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—even when Colour, etc. aro there, the Visual Perception appears only at 
certain times, according as the Eyes arc closed or not closed; lienee in the 
case of the denial of the Eye, the argument would point out that the said 
denial would l>o contrary to a wider proposition; while in the case of the 
asserting of the existence of the Eye, it would contain a natural reason.— 
(1402) 

The Text now takes up the argument put forward (by Patrasvdmin) 
under Text 1375, to the offect that “ the Soul and the Jar are somehow non¬ 
existent, etc. etc 

TEXT (1403). 

In proving that the Jar and other things are “ somehow non¬ 
existent the Probans is found as, in a previous case, 
to be ‘ futile’ and also ‘inadmissible’.—(1403) 

COMMENTARY. 

Hero also, there would bo proving what is already admitted; as the fact 
of the Jar, etc. being ‘ somehow non-existent ’ is already admitted. 

In case it is not admitted, then tho Probans also, in the form ‘ because 
it is not apprehended cannot be admitted; so that the Probans becomes 
‘ Inadmissible 

In this way, the defect in the Probans may be pointed out,—just as it 
was in connection with the argument seeking to prove that the things in 
question are existent. —(1403) 

It has been argued that—“ there being nothing where the Probandum is 
known to be absent, there can bo no Corroborative Instance per dissimilarity 
—Tho answer to that is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1404-1405). 

Here also, there is a clear Corroborative Instance per dissimilarity ; 

THAT SAME form of the things becomes the thing where the 
Probandum is known to be absent. —In the proving of the 
CHARACTER OF ‘ BEING SOMEHOW EXISTENT ’ IN REGARD 
TO NON-ENTITIES,—THERE WOULD BE ‘ PROVING OF 
WHAT IS ALREADY ADMITTED ’ J ALSO * INAD¬ 
MISSIBILITY ’, AND THE CONCOMITANCE 
OF THE CONTRARY CHARACTER IN 
THAT WAY.—(1404-1405) 

COMMENTARY. 

That form in which the Jar, etc. are apprehended,—if thoir existence in 
that form is accepted by them, then, in that case, that same character would 
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also serve as the Instance per dissimilarity ; because in that character, the 
Probans—‘ being unapprehended ’—will have ceased to exist. 

Similarly in the case of the argument regarding things being 4 somehow 
existent \ the defect of 4 futility ’ would be present. 

4 Nirdtmasu ’—i.e. in non-entities. 

4 Concomitance of the contrary character ’ ;—i.e. the 4 contrary character 
—in the shape of the cessation of the Probandum —would be pervaded by 
(concomitant with) the absence of the Probans. 

4 In that way ' —i.e. by the possibility of the Instanco per dissimilarity .— 
(1404-1405) 


The following Texts point out the defects in the argument propounded 
(by PdlrasvGmin), in Text 1377, regarding “ Your father being present in the 
house, etc. etc.” :— 


TEXTS (1406-1407). 

When the presence op the Father in the house is sought to be 
PROVED BY THE HEARING OF THE FATHER’S VOICE,—THE 
PROBANS IN THIS CASK IS CLEARLY * THREE-FEATURED ’. ‘ AS, 
SURELY, AT SOME TIME PREVIOUSLY THE CONCOMIT¬ 
ANCE of the Voice has been perceived ; if it 

HAS NEVER BEEN SO PERCEIVED, THEN THE 
4 INADMISSIBILITY ’ OF THE PROBANS 
WOULD BE IRRESISTIBLE.— 

(1406-1407) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Tasya ’ :—the voice as belonging to the Father must certainly have 
been heard before. Tf it had not, then the Probans would be inadmissible .— 
(1406-1407) 


The said three-featured character of the Probans is shown in the 
following:— 
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TEXTS (1408-14)5). 

Is THAT HOUSE WHEREIN THE FATHER HAD BEEN FOUND BEFORE,—AND 
ALSO IN THAT WHEREIN HE HAD NOT BEEN FOUND BEFORE,—THERE IS 
THE CONCOMITANCE, POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE, CLEARLY PERCEIVED. 
—AS REGARDS THE WORD, IT DOES NOT MAKE KNOWN ANY EXTERNAL 
OBJECT AT ALL ; BECAUSE IN THIS CASE, THE CHARACTER OF ‘ BEING 
OTHERWISE IMPOSSIBLE * IS NOT PRESENT ; THE WORD CAN ONLY 
BE THE INDICATOR OF THE ‘ SPEAKER’S WISH ’ (TO SPEAK OF A CER¬ 
TAIN thing). If this (Speaker’s wish) were meant to be what 

IS EXPRESSED BY THE WORD, THEN ITS DIFFERENCE IS QUITE CLEAR. 

Because -when the ‘ Speaker’s wish ’ is not there, the word 

CANNOT BE USED.— As REGARDS THE LAMP, IT DOES NOT MAKE 
THE Blue AND OTHER THINGS KNOWN BY BECOMING THE INDICATIVE 
(INFERENTIAL) ; ALL THAT IT DOES IS TO MAKE THINGS CAPABLE OF 
BEING COGNISED ; AND IT IS ONLY IN THIS SENSE THAT IT IS CALLED 
A ‘ MEANS OF COGNITION ’. ONLY IN CASE THE WORD WERE AN 

Inferential Indicative, would it be necessary to consider 
if IT FULFILS the conditions of being present in the Subject 
(Minor Term) and so forth. Otherwise, why cannot the 

SAME BE URGED IN CONNECTION WITH THE EYE AND OTHER ORGANS (AS 

Means of Cognition) ?—Even through the character of ‘ bring 

OTHERWISE IMPOSSIBLE Visibility CANNOT PROVE ANYTHING, 
UNLESS IT IS PRESENT IN THE SUBJECT (MlNOR TERM).—THUS ‘ ONE- 
FEATURED ’ PROBANS ARE ALL IMPOTENT.—In THOSE THAT HAVE 
BEEN CITED AS ‘ ONE-FEATURED ’ PROBANS, THE PRESENCE OF two 
FEATURES BECOMES CLEARLY INDICATED ; AND IN THOSE THAT HAVE 
BEEN CITED AS ‘ TWO-FEATURED ’, THE PRESENCE OF three FEATURES 
BECOMES CLEARLY INDICATED ; BECAUSE EVERY PROBANS MUST 
RESIDE IN THF. Subject (WHICH THEREFORE IS AN ADDITIONAL CONDI¬ 
TION THAT MUST BE FULFILLED).—If IT BE ARGUED THAT “ THIS 

FEATURE IS implied by the character OF being otherwise im¬ 
possible ”,—THAT CANNOT BE SO ; BECAUSE IN THE CASE OF SOUND. 
THOUGH Visibility MAY BB OTHERWISE DESIRED, IT IS NOT PRESENT 

IN SOUND (WHICH IS THE SUBJECT).—(1408-1415) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of Words, the character oj being otherwise impossible cannot 
be admissible,—in reference to external things ; because it cannot serve as an 
Inferential Indicative of these latter,—being, as it is, dependent entirely 
upon the Speaker’s wish.—If the said character is asserted in the case of 
words, in reference to the object that figures in the cognition (brought about 
by tho words),—then, there are all the three features present, as in the case 
of Smoke (indicating the Fire). Because, if the Speaker’s wish is not there, 
words cannot bo used, the use must be regarded as the effect of that wish; 
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and as such it is indicative of the thing spoken of, just as the Smoke is of 
Fire ; and this is accepted by xis; but not as being expressive of the tiling. 

As regards the Lamp , it is not admitted to be even the Indicator like 
Smoke; all that is admitted is that it has come to be popularly regarded as the 
Indicator (making tilings known) by reason of its making the Jar, etc. 
(objects cognised) capable of bringing about the cognition ; but the words 
are not inferential Indicatives; hence any discussion as to the Indicative 
subsisting in the Subject cannot arise in this case. If it did arise in this case, 
then why could not the same discussion arise in the case of tho Eye and the 
rest (which are the means of Sense-perception, not Inferential Indicatives) ? 

‘ Otherwise, etc. etc' ;—this sums up tho subject-matter under considera¬ 
tion. The sense is that, even though Visibility is invariably concomitant 
with non-ctemalky, it does not prove this non-etemalily in Sound. 

Thus then, inasmuch as in all cases, the condition of subsisting in the 
Subject must be present,—by admitting this as a necessary condition, those 
Probans that liave been cited ns 4 one-featured \ must, necossarily, become 
4 two-featured \—and those cited as 4 two-featured ’ must become 4 throo- 
featured Thus, on account of the necessity of subsistence in the Subject, 
it is the one-featured Probans that are really impotent. 

It cannot be right to argue that— 44 such characters as subsisting in the 
Subject are all implied by that of 4 being otherwise impossible ’, and hence 
they cannot form so many different independent characteristics of the 
Probans ”—because the other party has liimself asserted that there is the 
character of 4 being otherwise impossible ’, even when subsistence in the Subject 
is not there, in the following passage—“Through tho character of being 
otherwise impossible the Lamp and other tilings are actually indicative of 
things, even though they do not reside in the subject (Text 1378, above) 

In the case of Visibility ,—even though ‘ non-eternality ’ is 4 otherwise 
impossible —visibility does not subsist in the Subjoct. So that in every 
way what has been asserted is entirely doubtful.—(1408-1415) 

It has been argued above,—under Text 1370—that “ in the case of the 
Reasoning 4 He is dark because ho is the son of so and so ’, even though the 
Probans lias all the three features, yet it is not conducive to certainty of 
cognition 

The answer to that is as follows :— 

TEXT (1416). 

In the case of such Probans as ‘ because he is the Son of so and 
so the oontrary being open to doubt, the three condi¬ 
tions ARE NOT PRESENT ; BECAUSE WHAT IS CITED 
IS NOT INCOMPATIBLE WITH THE CONTRARY. 

-(1416) 

COMMENTARY. 

It may be possible that the child may be the son of the rnan and yet 
be not dark ;—there being no incompatibility in this, the absence of the Probans 
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where the Probandum is known to be absent is open to doubt [and this is one 
of the three features]; so that tho Probans is not ‘ three featured ’; hence 
the example cited (by P&lrasvumin) is not relevant.—(1416) 

Tho following might be urged—“ Certainly there is incompatibility ; 
even when there is no difference in the cause, if there wore difference in the 
effect,—then the effect would be causeless 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1417-1418). 

Even when the child is born of a certain person, there is always 
a likelihood of diversity in its features, by reason of the 
peculiarities of such causes as the ‘ Destiny ’ (of the 
child) and food (of the Parents) and so forth.— 
Further, (a) what is cited as the Probans does 

NOT CONSTITUTE THE nature (OF THE PROBANDUM); 

(6) NOR IS THAT ITS Effect ; (c) NOR IS IT OF 
THE NATURE OF ‘ THE NON-PERCEPTION 
OF THE PERCEPTIBLE ’ J—AND APART 
FROM THESE (THREE) THERE IS 
NOTHING THAT CAN MAKE 
THE PROBANS ‘ INFAL¬ 
LIBLE ’ (True).— 

(1417-1418) 

COMMENTARY. 

Through such causes as the peculiarity of past good deeds (Destiny) and 
eating of hot food ’ and other diverse circumstances, diversity in the features 
of the child—such as fairness and the like—are possible; wherefore then 
can there be any incompatibility where a diversity in tho causes is well 
known ? 

Then again, the Premiss— 4 Because ho is the son of so and so ’—is not 
a ‘ natural ’ Reason,— as 4 being a product ’ is (in tho proving of non• 
etemalily); in the latter case, 4 being a product * can have no other character 
save that of non-etemalily; while in the case in question it is not that there 
Is no other cliaracter for 4 being his son ’; because the appellation of 4 his 
son ’ is applied,—not on the ground of tho son being dark, but—on the basis 
of the aggregate of five ingredients (of wluch the body of the child consists). 
—Nor is the Probans one based on ‘ effect ’; as there is no causal relation 
known to subsist (between Being his son and Darkness).— Nor (lastly), is it 
of the nature of tho 4 non-perception of the perceptible as what is cited is 
in the positive form ; also because there being no incongruity between the 
two, the Probans cannot prove the negation of complexions other than the 
Dark. 
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Apart from these three there can be no Inferential Indicative,—because 
of the absence of ‘ Invariable Concomitance ’ (in all other cases); without 
Invariable Concomitance, there can be no proper ‘ indicative ’ character ; 
for, if there were, it would lead to absurdities. 

Thus then, what has been cited is neither a * Probans ’, nor is it 4 three- 
featured How then could there be ‘ Infallibility ’ in it ?. 

4 Non-perception of the perceptible' —is the non-apprehension of some¬ 
thing which fulfils all the conditions of apprehensibility.—(1417-1418) 

In tho following Texts, the author sets forth certain objections against 
the 4 infallibility ’ put forward as constituting the character of the true 
Inferential Indicative :— 


TEXTS (1419-1421). 

“ The said ‘ Infallibility ’ is seen in other cases also : For 

INSTANCE, (1) THE BLOOMING OF THE LILY AND THE RISE IN THE SEA 

have the Rise of the Moon for their * indicative ’. 

(2) From the presence of sdn-light, the presence of 
SHADE ON THE OTHER SIDE IS INFERRED.—(3) WHEN 
THE HALF-BURNT WOOD-PIECE IS SEEN IN THE 
DARK FROM A DISTANCE, IT BRINGS UP THE 
IDEA OF SMOKE.—(4) FROM THE RISE 
of the Krttiku (ASTBRISM) IS 
INFERRED THE PROXIMITY OF 
the Rohinl (ASTERISM).”— 

(1419-1421) 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) From the Rise of the Moon—follows the inference of tho Blooming of 
the Lily and tho Rise in the Sen 

The term 1 Sdi' is meant to include such cases ns tho Blooming of tho 
Lotus inferred from the Rise of the Sun. 

(2) From the presence of sun-light, there follows the inference of the 
shadow on the other side. 

(3) When from a distance one secs in the darkness a half burnt piece of 
wood, he infers the presence of smoke. 

(4) From the rise of the asterism Krtlikd, one infers tho proximity of 
tho asterism Rohinl ; since it is well known that the nsterisms rise in the same 
order in which they ore enumerated in the list beginning with Ashvini. 

All those are not included among the tliroe kinds of Probans (mentioned 
in Texts 1417-1418). Why then should it be asserted that there can be no 
4 Infallibility' in any Probans other than those of tho said three kinds ?— 
(1419-1421) 

The answer to the above is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (1422-1423). 

The Blooming and the best, when produced, are produced at 

THE SAME TIME AS, AND FROM THE SAME PARTICULAR CAUSES AS, THE 

said (Moon-rise, etc.). So that here wf. do have the 

INFERENCE OF THE CAUSE FROM THE EFFECT. IF THERE 
WERE NO SUCH STRICT RELATIONSHIP, THEN EVERY¬ 
THING COULD BE INFERRED FROM EVERYTHING. 

-(1422-1423) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the said Blooming and the rest —Blooming of the Lily. Rise of the 
Sea and the Blooming of tho Lotus and the Shadow and Smoke—are pro¬ 
duced,—in what way ?— at the same time as tho said Moon-rise, Sun-light and 
the Half-burnt W r ood-piecewhich are known to be the effects of tho samo 
Causes;—that is to say, that which is the cause of the Moon-rise, etc., which 
appear at the same time as the Blooming of the Lily and other phenomena, 
becomes also the auxiliary cause in the bringing about of the Blooming of 
the Lily, etc.;—tho said Moon-rise, etc., while loading to the inference of 
their own causes, lead to the inference also of the effects appearing at the 
same time, in the form of the Blooming of the Lily, etc. ; and they do not do 
this directly. In this way, the Probans in the case in question is ono based 
upon the character of tho ‘ Effect 

That this is so has to be admitted ; because if tho Probans were to lead 
to the inference of things without some such relationship, then they might 
lead to the inference of anything and everything; because the absence of 
relationship would be equally present in all tilings. Hence in the cases in 
question also, some sort of relationship has to be pointed out; and this rela¬ 
tionship can only be one of Cause and Effect as just explained.—(1422-1423) 

Question :—“ What sort of relationship is there between the Proximity 
of the Rohini-astcrism and the Rise of the Kriltikd-asterism ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (1424-1425). 

A PECULIAR ATMOSPHERIC CURRENT IS THE CAUSE OF THE Rise of the 

Krttikd-asterism ; that same, in continuation, also becomes 

the cause of the Proximity of the Rohini-Asterism. Hence 
its cognition is held to be due to the cognition of 

that; AND THERE IS NO OTHER COGNITION OF IT 
WHICH IS INDEPENDENT.—(1424-1425) 

COMMENTARY. 


‘ Prabhabjana '—is Air-current. 

Here also there is Inference from a particular Probans which is dopondent 
upon tho same auxiliary circumstances. This has been thus declared— 
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‘ Being dependent upon one and the same sot of auxiliary circumstances is 
what leads to the inference of a particular cause of a particular tiling,—as is 
found in the case of Smoke which is a product of half-burnt fuel —(1424- 
1425) 

Objection : —“ In the case where the Reflection leads to the Inference of 
the object reflocted,—the Probans cannot bo included under any of the three 
lands of Probans,—because the Reflected Imago is a non-entity (and has no 
real existence); hence the definition provided by you is too narrow 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1426). 

The Inference of the Reflected object proceeds on the basis 
of the Inferential Indicative in the shape of the 
Reflection ; this is only right ; and the Indi¬ 
cative FROM WHICH IT PROCEEDS IS NOT 
DIFFERENT FROM THAT WHICH RESTS 
ON THE NATURE OF THE 

* Effect *.—(1426) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the following Text the author sets forth the objection from the 
Opponent’s standpoint:— 

TEXT (1427). 

“ The Reflection cannot be an entity, because two things cannot 

EXIST TOGETHER AT THE SAME PLACE ; THEN HOW CAN IT BE 
REGARDED AS AN Effect, WHICH MUST BE SOMETHING 
REAL ”,—IF THIS IS URGED [THEN THE ANSWER 
IS AS IN THE FOLLOWING Text].—(1421) 

COMMENTARY. 

For the idea that the Reflection cannot be an entity, the Reason is— 
two things cannot exist together; the Reflection is perceived as occupying the 
same place as the reflecting surface of the Mirror, and it is not possible for 
the forms of two things to be seen at the same place ; as there would always 
be an obstacle ; hence it cannot bo possible for any two things to exist at the 
same place. Hence the idea must bo regarded as illusory. 

Or [there may be another explanation of the Text]— Two thitiga cannot 
exist together at the same place ;—which two things ?—The surface of the 
reflecting mirror and the Reflection of the Moon; the surface of the Mirror 
occupies one point in space, and the Reflection of the Moon occupies a different 
point in space, inside the Mirror; like the water at the bottom of the well. 
When a thing is produced in one place, how can it bo perceived in another 
place ? Hence it follows that there is no such Entity as the Reflection ; and 
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the perception i» due to the force of the attendant eiionnataMes :-untlunk. 
able indeed are the diverse forces of things '.—(1427) 

The above objection is answered as follows 


TEXTS (1428-1429). 

Even though the character of the ‘ Entity ’ does not belong 
to the Reflection as a corporeal object, yet how 
can THE Cognition envisaging the Relection bf. 
regarded as Objectless ? And it is this latter 
(Cognition), that is regarded here as the 
‘ Effect ’ and the ‘ Inferential Indicative ’; 

AND THOUGH ITSELF WITHOUT A MATERIAL 

basis, the Cognition appears 

UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF THE 

Reflected object which 

IS THEREFORE REGARD¬ 
ED as its Cause. 

-(1428-1429) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is only the Cognition of the form of the Reflection tliat is rogarded as 
the effect, and hence the Inferential Indicative, and not any external object 
in tho shape of the ' Reflection ’.—(1428-1429) 


Objection :—“ It lias been assorted under Text 1363 that—‘ Inference for 
the sake of others consists in tho statement of tho three-featured Probans 
Why has this been so asserted, when other people have described the Inference 
for the sake of others as consisting of the statement of the ‘ Proposition \ 
* Final Conclusion ’ and ‘ Re-affirmation * also ? ” 

This is what is anticipated and answered in tho following— 

TEXT (1430). 

The Inference for the sake of others has been described by others 

AS ‘ THE STATEMENT OF THE PROPOSITION AND THE REST — 

But, not being an integral part of proof (‘ prov¬ 
ing ’), the Proposition is of no use.—(1430) 

COMMENTARY. 

The author rejects the said viow of other peoplo, in the words—‘ But, 
not, etc. etc. 1 Sddhana \ ' Proof \ (here) stands for the proving ; i.e. tho 
cognition of tho object to be cognised ;—the Proposition is not an ‘ integral 
part' —i.o. the cause—of the proving ; this is what is meant by the compound 
‘ as&dhan&rigabhutam'. 
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Not being an integral pari of the proving, the Proposition is of no use, 
and lienee need not be stated. 

‘ Of no use ' may be explained as not a cause; in which case, the phrase 
would form part of the conclusion set forth here (which would be that the 
Proposition is not a cause of the proving).—(1430) 

Question: —“ How is the Proposition not an integral part of the 
Proving ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (1431-1433). 

For want of relationship, the Proposition cannot be rightly 

REGARDED AS PROVING THE THING directly ; NOR CAN IT BE RIGHTLY 
REGARDED AS DOING IT indirectly, BECAUSE IT DOES NOT INDICATE 
WHAT IS POSSIBLE.—If IT BE REGARDED AS PART OF THE proving, 
ON ACCOUNT OF ITS PRESENTING THE OBJECTIVE OF THE PROBANS 
AND THE PrOBANDUM,—LIKE THE STATEMENT OF THE CORROBORA¬ 
TIVE Instance,—then it would be like words conveying an 

ORDER, AND IN VIEW OF THIS THE REASON GIVEN WOULD BE FALLIBLE. 
And AS MERELY THE OBJECTIVE WILL BE INDICATED, THE SAID STATE¬ 
MENT of the Proposition would be useless also.—(1431-1433) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 It does not indicate what is probable —because it only states what is 
meant to bo proved. 

What is meant is as follows :—As words have no connection with things 
the statement of the Proposition cannot serve any directly useful purpose ;— 
nor indirectly, like the statement of the Probans, because it does not indicate 
what is possible ;—as declared in the following passage—‘ They made the 
assertion of the Minor Term, for the purpose of intimating their intention,— 
which shows where the doubt lay ; honco it does not serve any directly useful 
purpose in the actual proving ; and as it states only what is meant to be 
proved, it cannot help indirectly either ’. 

Some people hold the following opinion—“ The Proposition lias to be 
stated,—in the samo way as the Corroborative Instanco is stated,—because, 
even though it does not form a part of the Inference, yet it presents the 
objective of the Probans and the Probandum; as declared in the words— 
‘ Since the two forms that remain aro shown in the Corroborative Instance ’; 
tliat is, the statement of the Corroborative Instance, even though it does not 
form a separate factor of the Inference, is yet stated for tho purpose of show¬ 
ing the two features Of the Probans—other than tho feature of subsisting 
in the Minor Term ”. 

The answer to these people is provided in the words ‘ Like the Corroborative 
Instance, etc. etc. '.—‘ Words conveying an order \—such as ‘ Do this,—Provo 
the Sound to be non-eternal ’.—The terra ‘ adi ’ includes words conveying 
a request and so forth. [Under the opinion put forward] it would be necessary 

45 
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to put forth such expressions also; on the ground that in the absence of these 
also, it is not possible to propound an Inference all on a sudden. 

• Useless ';—because the Probandum would become cognised even without 
it. For instance, if the inference is stated simply as ‘ whatever is produced 
is non-otemal,—and Sound is produced', the cognition comes about that 
‘ Sound is non-eternal oven without the statement of the Proposition. 
(1431-1433) 

Question “ How then can there be any distinction made regarding the 
■ Sapafya' (‘ Tliat in which the Probandum is known to be present ’) and so 
forth ? ” 

[This is tho question stated in the following]— 

TEXT (1434). 

“ How THEN CAN THERE BE ANY DISTINCTION MADE REGARDING THE 

‘ Sapakfa ' (‘ That wherein the Probandum is known to 

EXIST ’) AND SO FORTH, WHEN THE SUBJECT (MINOR TERM) 

IS NOT ACTUALLY STATED ? THE ‘ THREE-FEATURES ’ 

ALSO CANNOT BE THERE J AS THAT TOO IS DEPEN¬ 
DENT UPON THAT ”—IF THIS IS URGED [THEN 
THE ANSWER IS AS GIVEN IN THE 
FOLLOWING Text]. 


“ That is to say, ‘ Sapak^a' is the name given to that object which is 
similar to the Minor Term, in tho sense that what is sought to be proved 
(the Probandum) is present in it; and that where there is no such similarity 
is called the ‘ asapakfa ’ (or ‘ Vipakfa ’). If the Proposition were not stated, 
then the 4 three features ’ (of the Probans), which is dependent upon that,— 
i.e. upon that which is the substratum of the ‘ Sapakfa ’.—would not be 
there, and the entire fabric (of Inference) would become shattered to pieces.”— 
(1434) 

The answer to the above is as follow’s :— 

TEXT (1435). 

In the mere statement of the Proof (Inferential), there is no 

DISTINCTION MADE RECARDING THE ‘ Sapafya ’ AND THE REST. 

It IS ONLY IN A SCIENTIFIC TREATISE, THAT THEY ARE 
DISTINGUISHED AND DIVIDED FOR THE PUR¬ 
POSE OF (EXPLAINING) THE USAGE. 

-(1435) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, even a barbarian who knows nothing of the distinction of 
‘ Sapakfa ' etc., when it is stated to him that ‘ where there is smoke, there is 
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Fire,—and there is smoke at this place he grasps the positive and negative 
concomitance between Smoke and Fire, and lienee comes to recognise that 
‘ Fire is there ’» without knowing anything about the ‘ Sapakfa ' and other 
details.—Hence it follows that at the time of the actual proving, there need 
bo no distinction as regards the ‘ Sapalqa ' and the rest. 

Question :—“ Where then is this distinction made ? ” 

Answer — In a Scientific Treatise.— (1435) 

Or, oven at the time of the statoment of the proof, if the said distinction 
were made,—there would be nothing in it that would be incompatible with our 
view. This is what is explained in tho following— 

TEXT (1436). 

Even when it is based upon the subject-matter in question, it 

IS NOT INCOMPATIBLE ; THE DISPUTANT DOES NOT STATE THE 
PROOF EVEN FOR THE OTHER PARTY, ALL OF A 

SUDDEN.—(1436) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though the statement of the Proposition is not made at the time that 
one actually propounds the Premiss, yet if the said distinction is made in 
regard to tho matter under dispute,—i.e. the Subject—there is nothing incon¬ 
gruous in it.—Nor can it be urged that “ at the time of the propounding of 
the Premiss (Reason, Probans), there is no matter under dispute"; —because, 
even for the other parly, —i.e. for one who makes the statement of the Proposi¬ 
tion,—the disputant does not put forward his Premiss, all of a sudden, — 
without reference to some subject under consideration.—(1436) 

The question arises still— 44 The object whose particular character one 
wishes to ascertain may be the subjoct under consideration ; even so how can 
tho said distinction be made in reference to that subject under consideration ? ” 

The answer is provided in tho following— 

TEXT (1437). 

The character of residing in the Minor Term ( Subject ) follows its pre¬ 
sence in the Subject whose character is meant to be 

ASCERTAINED ; AND THE ‘ Sapaksa ’ IS THAT WHICH IS 
SIMILAR TO THAT SUBJECT ; AND THE 4 Vipaksa ' 

IS THAT WHERE THE SAID CHARAC¬ 
TER IS ABSENT.—(1437) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(1437) 

The 4 Upanaya ’, 4 Reaffirmation ’ (as one of the five Members of the 
Syllogism) has been defined as 4 that which, on the strength of the Corrobora- 
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tive Instance, reasserts the Subject os being so, or as being not so '-(NySya- 
sGlra 1. 1. 38).—‘ This Re-affirmation is not the means of proving the conclu¬ 
sion, as it only serves to make clear the sense of the Probans adduced, being, 
as it is, like a second affirmation of the Probans ’—such is the authoritative 
statement of Dihndga in regard to this Re-affirmation.—But Bhdvivikta 
and others have argued as follows, in order to show that (without this Reaffirm¬ 
ation) the function of the Probans itself would remain unfulfilled“ The fact 
of the Probans subsisting in the thing where the Probandum is known to be 
present is not made clear by the statement of the Probans, which comes just- 
after the statement of the Proposition ; because the former only mentions the 
Reason—* Sound is non-eternal, because it is a product ’;—and whether this 
character of ‘ being a product ’ subsists, or does not subsist, in Sound, this is 
learnt only from the Reaffirmation .—Or the Reaffirmation may be regarded as 
serving the purpose of providing Re-presentment; when the Probans is stated 
at first, it points out the presence of the Probans—e.g. ‘ being a product ’—in a 
general, unqualified, form;—then the Corroborative Instance is cited, where 
it is shown that the said Probans is invariably concomitant with the 
Probandum ;—so that when, after those, the Reaffirmation is stated, it brings 
about the Represenlment of the Probans with the qualification that it is 
invariably concomitant with the Probandum ,—‘ So is Sound a product Thus 

inasmuch as it indicates a particular feature, it is not a mere repetition 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1438-1439). 

If there is no statement of the Proposition, there can be no state¬ 
ment of the Reason (Probans) ; and consequently, there need 
be no statement of the Reaffirmation, for the purpose of 
intimating the existence (of the Probans in the Minor 
Term, Subject).—Mere presence (of the Probans 
in the Subject) having been stated at first, 
and then, if its invariable concomitance 
(with the Probandum) is subsequently 
pointed out,—by this all that 
is intended becomes accom¬ 
plished ; so that the Repre- 
sentmenl would be en¬ 
tirely useless.— 

(1438-1439) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ For the purpose of intimating the existence ’—of the Probans, in the 
Subject, Minor Term. 

What is meant is as follows:—The necessity of the statement of the 
Proposition having been negatived in the manner shown above,—if the 
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statement of the Reason is to come after that, then it cannot come in at all; 
and as a consequence of this, there should be no statement of the Re-affirma¬ 
tion, as this has to be preceded bj' the statement of the Reason.—If the 
Reaffirmation is made for tho purpose of showing that the Probans resides in 
the Subject, then some other purpose will have to be asserted as following 
from the Statement of the Reason. 

It might be urged that—“ The purpose served by it is the intimating of 
tho fact of its being the Reason.” 

That however cannot bo accepted; because what would be the use of 
this intimation of that fact, when the proving of the Probandum is actually 
accomplished in another way—as explained previously ? Consequently, 
barring the intimation of the fact of the Probans subsisting in the Subject, 
no other purpose can be pointed out, for the Statement of the Reason. Thus 
then this fact of the Probans subsisting in the Subject having been already 
indicated by the Statement of the Reason,—if the Reaffirmation is again 
made for that same purpose, it is clearly proved that it is a needless repetition ; 
how too could the Probans be * inadmissible ’. without such Reaffirmation ? 

As for the Representment, that also is useless ; because the mere fact of 
the Probans subsisting in the Subject having been previously asserted by the 
Statement of the Reason,—and the invariable concomitance of the Probans 
with the Probandum also having been already asserted,—what is wanted 
would be already accomplished ; so that the affirmation of the same thing 
over again would clearly bear the imprint of a needless repetition. Where 
then would there be ‘ inadmissibility * of our Reason in this case also ?— 
(1438-1439) 

4 Nigamana ’, 4 Final Conclusion ’ (the fifth member of the five-membered 
syllogism) has been defined as 4 the Re-statement of the Proposition on the 
basis of the Statement of the Probans ’ ( Nyayasutra 1.1. 39). What is meant 
is that when it is re-asserted that 44 Therefore Sound is non-eternal \—the 
word 4 therefore ’ implies tho potency of the Probans as shown in the Corro¬ 
borative Instance, and then on the basis thereof, there is reassertion of what 
had been stated in the Proposition ;—this re-assertion is called tho 4 Final 
Conclusion 4 Nigamana \—the exact connotation of tho term 4 nigamana ' 
being that whereby the Proposition, the Premiss ( statement of the Probans), the 
Corroborative Instance and the Re-affirmation are connected, strung together, 
as serving the same purpose ( Nydya-bhdfya). 

As a matter of fact however, when (as shown before) the statement of 
the Proposition itself is not there, how can there be any statement of the 
Final Conclusion, which is only a reiteration of the Proposition ? Hence 
the Final Conclusion cannot form port of tho Reasoning to prove the con¬ 
clusion.—On this subject, the Revered Dihnfiga has made the declaration 
that 4 Inasmuch as the Final Conclusion is a mere repetition, it cannot be the 
means of proving anything ’.—Against this, Uddyotakara and others, tinder 
the above Sutra, havo argued thus :— 44 There is no repetition here, because 
the Proposition states the Probandum as to be proved, while the Final Conclu¬ 
sion states it as proved; and without the Final Conclusion thore can be no 
proving ; because until that is stated, the suspicion regarding the truth of 








710 


TATTVASAXGRAHA : CHAPTER XVm. 


the other Factors of the Reasoning does not entirely cease as to whether or 
not Sound is really non-eternal (for instance); hence for the removal of 
this suspicion, the Final Conclusion has to be stated separately 
The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (1440). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE PROVING IS ACCOMPLISHED BY THE FORCE 
OF THE STATEMENT OF THE THREE-FEATURED PROBANS ; CON¬ 
SEQUENTLY, THERE CAN BE NO SUSPICION REGARDING THE 
CONTRARY CONCLUSION J HENCE THE STATE¬ 
MENT of the Final Conclusion 
IS USELESS—(1440) 

COMMENTARY. 

When it has been definitely ascertained that in Sound there is present 
the character of ‘ being a product ’, which has been shown to be invariably 
concomitant with ‘ non-eternality —how can there.be any suspicion of its 
contrary, ‘ Etornality ’ ? When the fact of a certain substance being sur¬ 
rounded by flaming fire has been duly ascertained, no sane man can over 
suspect the presence of coolness in that substance. (Even if there were any 
such suspicion] it could not be set aside merely by the statement of the 
Final Conclusion, without any reasons.—(1440) 

Aviddhakarna has argued ns follows :—“ A single idea cannot be expressed 
by diverse isolated assertions; hence for bringing about the connection 
between these assertions it is necessary to state the Final Conclusion 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1441). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, IT IS ONLY BY CONNECTED ASSERTIONS THAT AN 
IDEA IS EXPRESSED ; HENCE FOR THE PURPOSE OF BRINGING 
ABOUT THIS CONNECTION, IT IS NOT NECESSARY TO 
STATE THE FlNAL CONCLUSION SEPARATELY. 

-(1441) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the fact of the Probans being connected with the Probandum by 
the relation of sameness or by that of Cause and Effect has been established,— 
then the statement of its presence in the Subject and its invariable concomit¬ 
ance (with the Probandum) as connected together, bring about, by implication, 
the single Idea, in the shape of tho desired Conclusion. Even though the 
statements are isolated, yet they are connected, and as such together lead to 
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the desired end. Consequently it is not necessary to state the Final Conclu¬ 
sion for the purpose of bringing about the said connection.—(1441) 


TEXT (1442). 

Some people hold that Inference is of two kinds as follows— 
(A) That based upon perceived particulars and (B) that based 
upon generalised relationship. — (1442) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Some people *— Kumdrila and others. 

They describe Inference as of two kinds—(1) that based upon perceived 
particulars, and (2) that based upon generalised relationship.—(1442) 

Question :—Which is the Inference based upon the Perceived Particulars ? 
Answer : —(Given by Kumdrila]: — 

TEXTS (1443-1445). 

(A) “ That based upon the relationship of perceived Particulars is as 
follows It so happens that, in the case of two particular 

THINGS,—SUCH AS THE Fire PRODUCED BY BURNING DRIED COW- 
DUNG, AND THE Smoke PROCEEDING FROM THAT FlRE,—THE OBSERVER 
HAS THE COGNITION OF THE THINGS,—AND THEN SUBSEQUENTLY, 
ON GOING TO ANOTHER PLACE, THE OBSERVER HAPPENS AGAIN AND 
AGAIN TO RECOGNISE IN OTHER PLACES THE PRESENCE OF THE SAME 

Fire through the indication of the same Smoke seen before ; 

AND DUE VALIDITY ATTACHES TO SUCH COGNITION (BY REASON OF 
ITS BEING BASED UPON THE PREVIOUS PERCEPTIONAL COGNITION), 
AND IT BECOMES RECOGNISED AS A MEANS OF COGNITION DISTINCT 

from Perception ; because it brings about the cognition of 
a thing (Fire) the existence of which had been in doubt. It is 
this that has been described BY Vindhyavdsin as Inference 
based upon the perceived relationship of Particulars ”.—f Shtoka- 
vdrtika —Inference, 141-143).—(1443-1445) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows First of all. the man has noticed through 
Sense-perception in a certain place a particular Firo and a particular Smoke,— 
at a later time, he goes to another place and again and again sees the same 
particular Smoke, and then infers the same particular Fire this is Inference 
based upon the perception (of the relationship) of Particulars ; it is so called 
because it has for its objective the previously-perceived Particular. This 



712 


TATTVASAUGRAHA : CHAPTER XVHT. 


cannot bo regarded as invalid on the ground of apprehending what has been 
already apprehended; because there is an additional factor present here, in 
the shape of the removal of tho doubt as to whether or not the Fire is still 
there.—This is the sum total of what Rumania means. 

We now proceed to explain the words in detail— 

‘ That based upon this relationship of perceived Particulars ’.— Question — 
‘ What relationship ’ ?—Tho answer is as follows :— Shabarasvdmin has 
stated the definition of Inference as follows :—‘ When the perception of one 
factor of a well-recognised relationship leads to the cognition of the other 
factor of that relationship,—which latter is not in contact with the man's 
sense-organs—this second cognition is what is called Inference (Inferential 
Cognition). This Inferential Cognition is of two kinds: (1) that based 
upon directly perceived relationship, and (2) that based upon a generalised 
relationship. As an example of the former, we have the inferential cognition 
of Fire following from the cognition of Smoke [which is based upon the relation 
of invariable concomitance between a particular Smoke and a particular 
Fire perceived in tho kitchen); and as an example of the second kind of 
Inference, we have the case where, finding that the Sun changes its position, 
we infer that it moves,—on the ground of our experience tliat in the case of 
Devadatta it is only by moving that he changes his position (which 
experience has led to the generalised relationship between moving and change 
of position in general).’ ( Shabara-Bh&fya , on 1 . 1 . 5, Translation, page 15). 

In connection with this, Kumdrila, with a view to explaining the nature 
of the Inference based upon the perceived relationship of Particulars has used 
the words— 4 Pratyak$adrsta$ambandham, etc . ’. ( Text 1443.)—This is to be 
construed as 4 The Inference based upon the relationship of perceived Particulars 
—they explain as follows ’ ;—The words 4 they explain * having gone before 
in the preceding text (in the Shlokavdrtika). 

In connection with the two particular things —Fire and Smoke—the ob¬ 
server has formed tho idea of the new factor in the shape of dry cowdung, —the 
idoa being that 4 these two tilings Fire and Smoke are the effect of the burning 
of dry cowdung ’;—and then he has also formed the idea of the particular 
spot in the shape of the Hill,—the idea being that 4 these two things. Fire 
and Smoke, exist on tho Hill ’.—Tho compound 4 gomayindhana' means 
4 that of which dry cowdung is the fuel \ and tho compound 4 taddesha ' 
means 4 that of which that is tho place ’ ;—and these two compounds qualify 
the 4 vishi^a' the 4 two particular things ’ (Fire and Smoke);—the 4 ddi ' 
stands for other particular fuels in the shape of the woods of the various 
trees, Sarja, Sarala, SallaJn and the rest,—and also other Fires;—there 
arises the cognition, in regard to these;—the Locative being construed by 
4 splitting up ’ the words;—such perceptional cognition becomes apprehended 
by the observer;—that same observer, through the indicative in the shape 
of the same Smoke as seen in another place and at another time, cognises 
the same Fire ; and this happens again and again ;—this cognition thus 
becomes one that is distinct from the previous Perceptional Cognition.—Or 
the construction may be 4 ho cognises Fire on tho basis of the previous cogni¬ 
tion ’.—The compound 4 Sandihyamdna, etc.' is to be interpreted as 4 the cogni- 
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tion of that thing whose presence was in doubt—as to whether it is there or 
not »,—This Inference based upon the relationship of perceived Particulars, as 
described above, has been spoken of by VindhyavQsin as ' Vishlsatodrtfa \ 
• Inference in relation to Particulars —(1443-1445) 

The other kind of Inference, the Sumunyatodrm, that based upon 
yeneralised Relationship, is next described— 


TEXT (1446). 

“ Though the Inference based upon generalised Relationship 
could BE exemplified on the basis of another Fire AND 
another Smoke,— yet the Inference cited is that 
of the ‘ Sun moving as Tins is based 
absolutely upon generalised Rela¬ 
tionship ” [Shloka-vd. —In¬ 
ference, 145].—(1446) 

COMMENTARY. 

The author of the Bhdsya (Shabara) has cited the Inference of the 
moving of the Sun from its change of position as an example of Inference 
based upon generalised Relationship. In regard to this, the following objection 
might be raised—* In reference to another Fire and another Smoke (other 
than those actually perceived), there can be Inference on the basis of common 
character; and this Inference of Fire and Smoke would be based upon 
generalised Relationship ; while these Smoke and Fire were present m his 
mind already, why did he give this up and cite the case of the Sun moving 
as an example of Inference based upon generalised Relationship ? ’ 

Anticipating this, Kumdrila offers the explanation—' Though the Inference, 
etc. etc. \ That is to say, when the Inference based upon Generalised 
Relationship could be cited, on the basis of other Smoke and Fire as corrobora¬ 
tive Instances,—the author of the BM$ya has cited the case of the Sun. 
in consideration of the fact that the moving of the Sun is imperceptible at all 
times, and hence for cognising it, the only means available is the Inference 
based upon generalised Relationship, and not that based upon Perceived 
Particulars; hence he wished to cite a case like that of the Sun which was 
purely and unalloyedly one of Inference based on Generalised Relationship; 
and he did not cite the case of Smoke and Fire, as in this case the Inference- 
need not always be one based upon Generalised Relationship.—(1446) 

The objection to the above-mentioned classification of Inference is as 
follows :— 
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TEXTS (1447-1448). 

Inasmuch as it has been proved that ‘ perpetual flux ’ is all- 
embracing, THERE CAN BE NO INFERENCE OF WHAT HAS GONE 
BEFORE,—BY ITSELF.—If IT BE ARGUED THAT “ THE SAME¬ 
NESS IS ASSUMED ON THE BASIS OF THE SAMENESS OF 

the Chain "—then (the answer is that) 

NO SUCH SAMENESS CAN HAVE ANY REAL 
EXISTENCE ; AND WHAT IS MERELY 
ASSUMED CANNOT BE AN ENTITY.— 

(1447-1448) 

COMMENTARY. 4 

‘ AU-embracing \ —i.e. embracing all such things as Fire, Smoke and the 

rest. 

It might bo argued that—“Even though the individual tilings are 
momentary, there would be sameness (unity) of the chain or series." 

The answer to that is—‘ No such sameness, etc.' —That is, this sameness 
would be something assumed, not real; so that in reality, there would be no 
continuity of existence for anything; under the circumstances, it cannot 
be right to say ' by the observer remaining at that place \ or 4 by that same 
means’ and so forth.—What too is merely assumed cannot be an entity or 
thing ; hence there would be no sense in the words 4 because it is a cognition 
oj a thing whose existence was doubled ’ (as used in Text 1445, by Kumar Ha ).— 
(1447-144S) 

The following might be urged—“ When the Inference was described as 
based upon Perceived Particulars, it was on the basis of the assumed, not real, 
sameness.” 

The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (1449). 

A cognition devoid of objects is not admitted by you ; and if the 
Inference had an assumed object, it would 
clearly BE devoid of an object .— (1449) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged “ Though the Individual is fleeting 
(momentary), yet the Universal is something not fleeting ; and on this basis, 
the sameness or unity would be real, and the Inference would not be devoid 
of an object ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (1450-1455). 

If what is meant is that—“ EVEN on the destruction of the 
Individual, the Universal persists ”,—then, that cannot be ; 
because even if the Universal existed, that also would 
certainly be covered by the 1 Perpetual Flux —Further, 

ON WHAT GROUNDS HAVE YOU ASSERTED THE RESTRICTION THAT 
“ THESE SAME TWO PARTICULARS WHOSE RELATIONSHIP HAS BEEN 
COGNISED BY SENSE-PERCEPTION, ETC. ETC.” (TEXT 1443) ?— THEN 
AGAIN, HAVING ONCE COGNISED A THING BY MEANS OF INFERENCE, 

IF THE SAME THING IS COGNISED AGAIN BY MEANS* OF INFERENCE,- 

WHY IS NOT THIS LATTER REGARDED AS VALID ? WHAT IS THE 
PECULIARITY IN THE PREVIOUS ONE (WHEREBY IT IS REGARDED AS 
VALID, AND NOT THE LATER ONE) ?—If IT BE URGED THAT—“ THE 
LATER ONE IS NOT REGARDED AS Valid BECAUSE LIKE REMEMBRANCE, 
IT APPREHENDS WHAT HAS BEEN ALREADY APPREHENDED ”,—THEN 
WHY IS NOT THE PREVIOUS INFERENCE ALSO REGARDED AS THE 
SAME ?—If IT BE ARGUED THAT—“ IN THE FORMER INFERENCE 
THERE IS THIS ADDITIONAL PECULIARITY THAT IT SETS ASIDE THE 
DOUBT THAT HAS SET IN DURING THE INTERVAL,”—WHY IS NOT THE 
SAME IN THE LATTER ALSO ? HENCE IT IS THIS LATTER ITSELF THAT 
SETS ASIDE THE DOUBT AS TO SOMETHING BEING present Or not 

present : and hence the Generalised Perception is really what 
IS INDEPENDENT.—(1450-1455) 

COMMENTARY. 


* Akrti' —The Universal. 

* Even if' —i.e. granting that such a thing as the Universal exists. 

The other party regards the Individual and the Universal as identical ; 
how then can tho Universal continue to exist when the Individual is 
destroyed ? If it did. then, having different fates, they would have to be 
regarded as distinct from one another. 

‘ // U exists' —This also is only by way of being granted ; as in reality, 
the Universal having been once for all rejected, how could it exist ?—‘ If it 
exists ’—i.e. even if it existed it would be in ‘ perpetual flux ’; as the 
‘ perpetual flux ’ has been proved to be all-embracing. 

Further, when a thing has been once cognised by moans of an Inference, 
and later on. the same thing (Fire) is cognised by another Inference drawn 
from the same Inferential Indicative Probans), (Smoke),—why has not this 
latter Inference also been cited as one based upon Perceived Particulars,— 
when the qualification of having been 1 cognised by Perception ’ is considered 
desirable ? 
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It might bo argued tliat—“ It has not boon so regarded as it apprehends 
what has been already apprehended 

That cannot be right; as the same applies also to what is based on 
Perceived Particulars. 

“ In the case of that based upon Perceived Particulars, there is this 
additional peculiarity that it lias set at rest the doubt that has appeared 
during the interval.” 

That cannot be right; as this same peculiarity is also present in what is 
based upon the Inferred Particulars. 

Thus from all this it follows that when all things are in a ‘ perpetual 
flux the only Inference possible is that based upon generalised Relationship, 
not any based upon Perceived Particulars. —(1450-1455) 


TEXT (1456). 

Some short-sighted people have asserted that “ Inference is 

NOT A MEANS OF RlGHT COGNITION ”, THOUGH, DY THESE VERY 
WORDS, THEY OFFER UP THEIR OWN ‘ DESIRE TO SPEAK ’ (INTEN¬ 
TION, Idea in the mind, as something to be inferred 
from those words).—(1456) 

COMMENTARY. 


* Some people ’—the followers of Brhaspali and others. 

4 Through these same words ’,—i.e. by the words 4 Inference is not a 
moans of Right Cognition ’. 

This shows that the assertion of these people involves self-contradiction. 
For instance, when a man makes a statement to another person, it is on 
the basis of the miderstanding that 4 the idea present in one’s mind is under¬ 
stood from the words lie uses, which are indicative of that idea ’; so that 
when tlio people denying Inference make the statement,—by this statement 
itself—they admit the fact of Inference being a Means of Right Cognition ;— 
and yet this same he denies by the statement that 4 Inference is not a Means 
of Right Cognition ’ ;—and this is self-contradiction. 

This objection is going to be further explained later on.—(1456) 


The OhdrvSJcas urge the following arguments (against Inference, as a 
Means of Right Cognition):— 
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TEXTS (1457-1450). 

“ Inference for one's own sake cannot be right, — because it is brought 

ABOUT BY THE THREE-FEATURED INDICATIVE, WHICH IS SUBVERSIVE 
OF WHAT IS DESIRABLE,—LIKE WRONG COGNITION.—NOR CAN THE 
PRESENCE OF THE ‘ THREE FEATURES ’ IN THE INDICATIVE BE 
REGARDED AS THE MEANS OF INFERENCE J AS THEY ARE PRESENT 
ALSO WHERE THERE IS NO INFERENCE,— JUST LIKE THE ‘ TWO FEA¬ 
TURES \—Further, the contradiction of Inference is possible 
in every Reasoning ; so also there is possibility in every case 
of the inferring of mutually contradictory conclusions ; 

AND THERE IS POSSIBILITY OF FINDING A REASON WHICH IS CON¬ 
COMITANT (NOT-SEPARABLE) WITH THE CONTRARY OF THE DESIRED 
CONCLUSION (DEDUCED FROM AN INFERENCE).”—(1457-1459) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inference for one's own sake cannot be right,—because it is brought 
about by the tliree-featured Indicative,—like the Wrong Cognition. [Here 
is a W'rong Cognition based upon a three-featured Indicative]—‘The eye 
and other organs are for the pxirposo of other persons, because they are 
composite things ; like the Couch, the Seat and such tilings ’; this is a wrong 
cognition, boing subversive of a desirable idea, but brought about by a 
three-featured Indicative; and like tliis the Inference in question also is 
brought about by a three-featured Indicative, and hence it must be wrong. 

Nor can the presence of the Three Features in the Indicative be the means 
of Inference ; because, like the Two Features, they are present also where 
there is no Inference. 

Further, in every reasoning, contradiction of Inference would be possible ; 
for example, it would always bo possible to put forward the Inference that 
‘The intended 1‘robandum cannot reside in the Subject (Minor Term), 
because it is a part of the aggregate of all these several factors, like the form 
of the Minor Term itself * and this would put an end to all Inferences. 

Then again, in all cases, when an Inference has been put forward, there 
is always a possibility of several undesirable contingencies being put forward ; 
for instanco, when the Inference has been put forward that ‘ Sound is non- 
etemal, because it is a product, like the Jar some one might set up the 
argument to the contrary, that ‘ just as the reason asserted proves the non- 
etemality of Sound, so does it also prove the fact of its not being the quality 
of Akasha \ and so forth. 

Lastly, in every case, it is possible to find a Reason that is concomitant 
with the contrary of the desired Conclusion ; for instance, the inference having 
been put forward, that ‘ Sound is non-eternal, because it is a product, like 
the Jar \ some one may put forward the following reasoning which is con¬ 
comitant with (and proves) the contrary of this conclusion—‘ Sound is 
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eternal , because it is poreoptible by the Ear, like the universal Sound ’. 
Several such examples may be found in the Tattvatikti. —(1457-1459) 

Bhartrhari argues (against Inference) ns follow's :— 


TEXTS (1460-1462). 

“ Condition, Place and Time being different in regard to 

DIFFERENT POTENCIES, THE COGNITION OF THINGS BY MEANS OF 

Inference is not attainable.—Even in the case of a thing 

WHOSE POTENCY IS WELL-KNOWN, THAT POTENCY BECOMES 

RESTRICTED IN REGARD TO PARTICULAR EFFECTIVE ACTIONS, BY 

BECOMING RELATED TO PARTICULAR THINGS.—EVEN WHEN A CERTAIN 

CONCLUSION HAS BEEN DEDUCED WITH GREAT CARE, FROM AN 

Inference,— rr may be proved to be otherwise by other more 

INTELLIGENT AND CLEVER PERSONS WELL-VERSED IN THE ART OF 

REASONING "—(Vtikyapadhya, p. 16].—(1460-1462) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho potency of things varies with their Condition, Time and Place ; 
hence no definite conclusion can bo got at regarding them by means of 
Inference ; for instance, it is not possible to l>e convinced that ‘ Devadatta 
is unable to bear the burden, because he is Devadatta, like Devadatta in the 
state of cliildhood ’; here there is a possibility of the man’s potency 
having changed, hence the reasoning becomes ‘ indecisive ’.—Similarly, 
difference in the place makes a difference in the taste, strength and ripening 
of tho Amalaki, the Kharjura and other fruits ; hence it cannot be argued 
that— 4 all Amalaki fruits are astringent, like the Amalaki I am tasting now'.’ 
—Similarly difference of lime leads to variations in the coolness and other 
properties of tho water of the well, and hence it cannot be right to arguo that 
• all wator is cool and so on. 

‘ A vasthudishukulundm ’;—the Genitive ending goes with 4 bhSddl’: 
and tho Genitive in 4 Bhdvdndm ’ goes with 4 prasiddhi 

Then again, the Fire’s capacity to bum, which is manifested in the case of 
grass, is set aside as against the mass of clouds; and there can be no such 
reasoning as—‘The mass of Clouds is burnt by Fire, because it is earthy (?), 
like the grass ’. 

Further, wlien one man has proved a certain fact, another man, more 
clever, proves quite the contrary of it; this cannot be desirable.—(1460- 
1462) 


Another writer argues as follows :— 
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TEXTS (1463-1467). 

“ Inference for the benefit of another cannot be a means of right cogni¬ 
tion, BECAUSE IT IS ONLY A REITERATION SO FAR AS THE SPEAKER 
HIMSELF IS CONCERNED ; AS THE MAN PUTTING FORWARD THE 

Inference does not himself derive his knowledge of the 

THING FROM THAT INFERENCE.—FOR THE OTHER PERSON, TO WHOM 

the Inference is addressed, the cognition so derived comes 
to be for his own sake; because what difference is there 

BETWEEN THE COGNITION DERIVED THROUGH THE Ear AND THAT 
OBTAINED THROUGH THE EYES ?— So FAR AS THE OTHER PERSON IS 
CONCERNED, THE STATEMENT (OF THE INFERENCE) CANNOT BE 

regarded as Inference for the sake of another; because it falls 

WITHIN THE CHAIN OF COGNITIONS PRODUCED BY THE Ear, AND 
BECAUSE IT IS A MEANS OF COGNITION,—LIKE THE SENSE-ORGAN.— 
NOR IS THERE ANY DIRECT INDICATION OF THE OBJECT INFERRED ; 
HENCE, LIKE THE IDEA OF THE RELATION OF INVARIABLE CONCOMIT¬ 
ANCE, IT CANNOT BE A MEANS OF RIGHT COGNITION.—If IT BE 

explained that—“ it is called for the sake of another , BECAUSE 

IT LEADS TO THE ACTIVITY OF THE OTHER PERSON ”,—THAT ALSO 

cannot BE right ; because (in this way), the Inference for one's 
own benefit also might be regarded as ‘ for the sake of another * 
[AS THAT ALSO MIGHT LEAD TO THE ACTIVITY OF OTHER PERSONS].”- 

(1463-1467) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inference for the sake of others cannot lx> a means of right cognition, 
because it is only a reiteration, so far as the speaker himself is concerned. 

As regards the other person to whom the Inference is addressed,—for 
him, the cognition so derived turns out to be for his own benefit ; what difference 
is there between the cognition of a thing derived- through the Ear and that 
derived through the Eyes ? Just as, when one’s Visual Organ is operative, the 
resultant cognition is not spoken of as being ‘ for the benefit of others — 
so also it cannot be spoken of as such if the cognition is derived through 
the operation of the Auditory Organ.—The term ‘ darshana ' stands for the 
Visual Organ, —the term being derived as ‘ drshyati anlna ’, ‘ that whereby 
a tiling is seen —‘ Samvit' —stands for cognition. 

Similarly, so far as the other person is concerned, to whom the Inference 
is addressed, the statement of the Inference cannot be said to be for the 
sake of others ;—because it falls within the chain of cognitions produced by 
the Ear,—or because it is a means of cognition,—like the Sense-organ.—The 
compound ‘ Shrotfsantanddi' contains the sfatement of two reasons; and 
‘ yatha indj-iyasya ' cites the corroborative Instance. 

There is another argument also :—So far as the other person is con¬ 
cerned, the statement of the Inference in question cannot be said to be 
‘ for the sake of another —because it does not directly indicate the object 
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inferred,—like the cognition of the relation of Invariable concomitance.— 
' Tasmul ’—i.e. because it does not directly indicate the object inferred. 
What is meant is that because it is not directly indicative of tho inferred 
object, therefore the statement cannot be regarded as a means of Bight 
Cognition,—it being like the Cognition of tho relation of Invariable Concomit¬ 
ance,—i.e. tho ‘ Invariable Concomitance' between the Probans and the 
Probandum ; and the cognition oi an Indicative which is so related to the 
Probandum (is not by itself tire Means of Bight Cognition). 

If it be explained that “ it is said to be/or the benefit of another, —because 
it leads to the activity of the other porson even so it cannot be right; 
because in that sense the Inference for one's own benefit may also be jor the 
benefit oj others; because ‘ another ’ is a relative term ; just like the term 
1 other side ’.—(1463-1467) 

The above arguments are answered in the following—■ 

TEXT (1468). 

When the Inference is spoken of as ‘ brought about by the Three- 

featured Indicative what is meant to be indicated is that 
it is compatible (with the real state of things) ; 
and this same ( compatibility ) is what charac- 
terises THE Valid Cognition ; why 
. THEN IS IT DENIED ?—(1468) 

COMMENTARY. 

First of all, the author points out the ' contradictory ’ character of the 
Probans in the first argument propounded in Text 1457—viz.: * Because it is 
brought about by the three-featured Indicative ”.—‘ What is meant is that 
U is compatible, etc. etc.' ;—that is, what is meant to bo indicated is that 
it is compatible; the sense being that, because the cognition that proceeds from 
the Three-featured Indicative is indirectly appurtenant to the tiling concern¬ 
ed, it is not incompatible, just like Senso-perception, as has been asserted in 
the following statement—‘ Inasmuch as the Probans and the Probandum 
are indirectly appurtenant to the Tiling, and are entirely free from any 
wrong notions regarding it, there can be nothing deceitful about it.’ 

* This same'; — i.e. compatibility; as lias been thus declared—* The cogni¬ 
tion that is not incompatible is right (or valid) ’. In tho case of Sense-per¬ 
ception also,—even for one who admits its validity—there is nothing that 
can be pointed out as determining its validity,— except this absence of incom¬ 
patibility ; and this same condition is present in the case of the cognition 
proceeding from the three-featured Indicative ; why then is the validity of the 
cognition brought about by tho Three-foatured Indicative sought to be denied, 
on the ground of its being brought about by the Three-featured Indicative ? 

What is indicated by this is tho incongruity between the Probandum 
and the Probans (as put forward by the Opponent (in 1457). For instance, 
where there is the character of being brought about by the three-featured Indica- 
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tine, there is absence of incompatibility ;—and where tlioro is absence of incom¬ 
patibility, there is validity ; and validity and invalidity are mutually exclusive, 
—the incompatibility consisting in the fact that where the one is present 
the other cannot be present and whore the ono is absent, the other is present; 
so that by implication the Probans put forward by the Opponent is ‘ Con¬ 
tradictory ’.—(1468) 

The following Texts proceed to show that the Corroborative Instance 
(cited by the Opponent in 1457, that of 4 Wrong Cognition ’) is ‘ devoid of the 
Probandum *:— 

TEXTS (1469-1471). 

When the ‘ Wrong Cognition as ‘ subversive of what is desirable ’, 

IS SPOKEN OF AS BEING * SIMILAR THE * SIMILARITY ’ MEANT MUST 
BE ONLY THAT OF THE VIEW OF THE FlRST PARTY,—AND NOT real 
SIMILARITY ; BECAUSE AS REGARDS THE REAL STATE OF THINGS, 

the Cognition in question has been definitely' found to be 
not incompatible ; in fact, it is in view of this fact that it is a 
valid argument against what is ‘ DESIRED ’ BY the disputant.— 
Thus the Reason adduced is found to be ‘ Contradictory ’;— 
and the Corroborative Instance also is found to be devoid 
of the Probandum.—In the same way, in the second argument, 
the Probans is ‘Inadmissible’.—(1469-1471) 

COMMENTARY. 

Am proving the contrary of what is desired by the disputant, the cogni¬ 
tion in question must be valid ; otherwise, if it were meant that all cognitions 
are invalid and at all times,—in regard to another Probandum,—then, such 
invalidity might affect Sense-perception also. In fact, it has been spoken of 
as * wrong Cognition only in reference to the view of the First Party.— 
The term 'purvapak?a' hero stands for the ‘ pakqaview —of the ' purva’, 
tho First Party. Ono who holds the view that the Eyo and the rest apper¬ 
tain only to an object which is essentially incapable of any additional features 
imposed upon it,—it is only in reference to tho view of such a party that 
tho Cognition could be spoken of as ‘wrong’; because (under that view) 
tho Eye, etc. have been proved to be tho Cause of many fleeting cognitions. 

4 Contradictory '; bocause the character of 4 being brought about by tho 
Three -featured Indicative ’ is never present in any invalid Cognition ;— 
and when tho cognition so brought about is valid, then the said character 
is present in that samo Cognition which is 4 subversive of what is desired ’ 
(by the Disputant). 

Says the Opponent:— 41 When an argument to tho contrary is urged 
against the Materialist, then the Corroborative Instance cannot be ono tluit 
is admitted (by both parties). The opponent does not admit the validity of 
tho Cognition of what is subversive of what is desired ; and what is not admit¬ 
ted by either of the two partios cannot servo as a Corroborative Instance. 

46 
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In fact, the law is that what is equally admitted by both parties—that alone 
can be cited against the argument of either party.” 

The answer to this is as followsThough the other party has not 
actually admitted the validity of the cognition, in so many words,—yet, the 
absence of incompatibility has to be accepted, as that cannot be denied ; 
and those who accept that, have tacitly accepted the validity also, in so fur 
as the real state of tilings is concerned ; consequently, the ‘contradiction’ 
that we have urged is in regard to the real state of things, not in regard to the 
theory of the other party. 

. Or, the Opponent’s Reason may bo regarded as ‘ contradictory ’ on the 
ground of boing indicative of a contradictory Reason. For instance, the 
‘contradictory ’ Reason would bo in the form—‘What is not incompatible 
is valid,—e.g. Sense-perception,—the cognition brought about by tho three- 
featured Indicative is compatible ; [hence it must be valid] ’;—tliis 
would be Reason based on the nature of tho tiling itself. Tho Reason hero 
put forward cannot be ‘ Inadmissible for, if it were not admitted, then the 
Subject would become featureless and there could be no Reason at all (indica¬ 
tive of validity). Nor can it bo ‘ Inconclusive ’ (Doubtful),—as that would 
make Sonse-percoption also invalid. 

‘ Aswlhyald ;—i.o. the Instance would bo dovoid of the l’robandiun. 

‘ In the second argument' ; —i.e. in tho argument “ nor am tho presence 
of three features, etc. etc. ’ (urgod under Text 1458). 

‘ The Probans is inadmissible ';—because it is not present anywhere 
whore tho (valid) Inference is absent. , 

‘ In tho same way ’—i.e. by the reasoning based upon tho presence of 
Three-features, etc. otc.—(1469-1471) 


Tho following Text provides tho answor to the argument urged (under 
1459):— 


TEXTS (1472-1474). 


Exponents of the True Reasoning have all declared that that 
Reason alone is capable of proving the conclusion whose 

RELATIONSHIP (WITH THE PROBANDUM) IS KNOWN WITH CERTAINTY, 
—SUCH RELATIONSHIP BEING EITHER IN THE NATURE OF sameness 

of essence or of being an effect ;—and against such a Probans, 

THERE CAN BE NO SUCH DEFECT AS THAT OF ‘ BEING CONTRARY TO 

Inference * and so forth. Because no such Inference could 
be possible except through essential sameness or being the cause. 
Mutually contradictory properties cannot belong to the 
same thing. Consequently there can be no possibility of any 
Probans which might be concomitant with the contrary of 
the desired conclusion.—(1472-1474) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘Against such a Probans'— i.e. in a Probans that is related through 
essential sameness and through being an effect. 
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* Except through essential sameness, or being the cause ' ;—i.e. except 
through being the same, or being the Cause, —there can be no Probans 
(Inferential Indicative); if there were, it would be featureless and not a 
Probans at all. 

It has been argued that—“ What is meant to be the Probandum is not 
present in the Subject (Minor Term) 

The answer to that is that, if the Probandum is not present in the 
Minor Term, thon the aggregate (of the ‘Three features’) ns a whole is not 
present in the Probans ; hence on account of the absence of a part of the 
aggregate, such a Probans would be clearly * inadmissible ’. 

It has been argued that—“ in the case of all Inferences, there is possibility 
of particular Inferences to the contrary ”, 

This is not right. Because that alone is called ‘ Contradictory ’ which is 
found to prove the contrary of the desired Probandum ; and no particular 
case is meant to be the Probandum (in the argument under dispute, which is 
in reference to the definition of Inference). As a matter of fact, in the case 
of an Inference based on the nature of things, there is no possibility of there 
being any (valid) Probans proving the contrary; because in the same thing, 
two mutually contradictory properties cannot coexist.—(1472-1474) 

It has been argued (under 1470) that—“ on account of the diversity 
of Condition, Place ami Time, etc. etc." 

The answer to that is ns follows :— 

TEXTS (1475-1477). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, INFERENCE PROCEEDS ONLY ON THE BASIS OF THINGS 

whose ‘ Indicative character * has been properly ascertained 

BY REPEATED EXPERIENCE ; ALL ELSE IS REGARDED AS ‘NOT IN¬ 
FERENCE SO THAT EVEN THOUGH THE POTENCIES OF THINGS VARY 
ACCORDING TO THE VARIATIONS OF CONDITION, TlME AND PLACE, 
YET THE COGNITION OF THINGS BY MEANS OF INFERENCE IS not 

unattainable.— And when a certain conclusion has been deduced, 

WITH GREAT CARE FROM AN INFERENCE,—IT CANNOT BE PROVED TO 
BE OTHERWISE, EVEN BY CLEVERER PERSONS.—(1475-1477) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is only the well-ascertained Probans that is‘ hold to be truly indicative, 
—not one that is doubtful; e.g. when the presence of Smoke is only suspected. 
in regard to Vapour, it does not lend to a certain Cognition of tho presence 
of Fire. 

Question :—“ How docs tho certainty of the Probans come about ? ” 
Answer — By repeated experience :—as is found in persons well-versed in 
tho science of goms,—in regard to gems. That is to say, persons who are 
conversant with the nature of the tilings concomod. do discern tho real 
Smoke from Vapour : and when they proceed to act after discernment, they 
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do actually find Fire.—Thus then, inasmuch as the well-discerned Probans is 
never found to fail,—the cognition of things is not unattainable through such 
Probans,—even though the things vary with variations of Condition, Place 
and Time.—And when a thing has been well-ascertained by means of woll-dis- 
cerned Probnns.—it can never be made otherwise; e.g. when the presence of 
Firo has been well-ascertained by moans of the presence of Smoke, the Fire 
cannot be proved to be otherwise (i.e. absent); as one and the same thing 
cannot havo two contradictory characters. 

It has been argued (in commentary on 1460, etc.) that—“Dovndntta is 
not capable of bearing a burden in his childhood, etc. etc.,—and the Fire 
burning the Abhrapatala, ote. etc ”. 

But in all these cases, there is no propor Probans at all; as the ‘ three 
features ’ aro not present. The mere fact of not being perceived cannot lend 
to tJio idea of the Probans being excluded from that where the Probandum 
is known to be absent; ns has been thus declared—‘Exclusion from that 
whore the Probandum is known to l>c absent cannot follow from mere non- 
pcrccption.’ In fact, the reality of Invariable Concomitance follows only 
from the presence of the relationship either of essential sameness or of being 
the effect ; ns has boon thus declared— 4 Either from the relationship of Cause 
and Effect, or on the restrictive nature of the tiling concerned, there is definite 
Invariable Concomitance,—and this follows from Perception, not from Non- 
perception'; and in the case of the arguments cited, ncithor of the two 
relationship®—of essential sameness, or of being the effect —is present.—(1476- 
1477) 


The following might be urged—“ How is it known that, the well- 
ascertained Prolmns never fails ? There is no reason why this should lx* so.” 
Tho answer to this is ns follows :— 

TEXT (1478). 

(a) There can be no Nature (or Character) without a Nature 
(or Character) ; (ft) nor can there be Effect without a 
Cause. Because (otherwise) there would be the 
incongruities of (a) 4 deviation from Nature \ 
and (ft) 4 Causelessness And without these 
two (relationships) there can be no 
Inference.—(1478) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are only two kinds of Probans—( 1) Nature of the thing and (2) 
Being an Effect; 4 non-apprehension ’ being included under ‘Nature’. 
And these two kinds of Probans are not possible except, where there is a 
Probandum, called 4 Nature ’ and 4 Cause by reason of which there could 
bo 4 fallibility ’ (falsity) in the Probans. 

“ Why is it not possible ? ” 
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‘ Because, otherwise, etc. etc.'. —Thom is copulative compounding between 
‘ bhetia ’ and 4 animittatd ’; the senso is tlrat the Probans which forms the 
Nature of the thing would cease to be its ‘ nature ’; and the Probans which is 
an effect would come to be without, cause; and yet no Probans is admitted 
which forms neither the ‘nature’ nor the ‘effect.’ (of the Probandum),— 
except when there is no connection and when there is no Invariable Con¬ 
comitance. 

‘ Without these two', —i.e. as ‘nature’ and as ‘effect’. Tho word has 
the Dual Ending.—(1478) 

It has lx>on argued (under Text 1463) that—“ the Inference for another's 
benefit cannot- bo valid, etc. etc. ”. 

Tho answer to this is ns follows :— 

TEXTS (1470-1481). 

The statement of the Three-featured Probans has been described 
as ‘ Inference for the benefit of another \ on the ground 
OF its being indicative of what is possible,—with reference to 

THE OTHER PERSON ADDRESSED. BUT THIS ‘ INFERENTIAL CHARAC¬ 
TER ’ CAN ONLY BE ‘ SECONDARY ’ (FIGURATIVE) AND CONVEN¬ 
TIONAL. Hence the fact of its being ‘ indicative of what is 

POSSIBLE ’ CANNOT LEAD TO ANY INCONGRUITY.—If INFERENCE IS 

not a Means of Right Cognition, then your assertion is useless. 
Indeed no disputant ever comprehends what you wish to 
speak OF.—(1479-1481) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho statement (of the Inference) has been spoken of as ‘for another’s 
benefit ’, in reference to the other person ; hence it cannot, be open to the 
objection urged against its being in reference to the speakor himsolf. 

Even in reference to the listener, the other person, as there is the sotting 
forth of the three-featured Probans,—and on that account, it leads to the In¬ 
ference,—or on account of Convention,—it has been spoken of as ‘ Inference ’; 
this name ‘ Inference ’ being applicable only to what is indicative of what is 
possible. Consequently, there can bo no such incongruity as that of the Sense- 
organ, or the cognition of the relation of Invariable Concomitance, being 
regarded as 1 Inference for another’s benefit ’; os in those cases, there is 
no ‘ indication of what is possible ’. It is for this same reason that, this 
Inference differs from the cognition based upon actual Perception. For 
instance, tho cognition of the Indicative, Smoke, is directly brought about by 
Visual Perception, not by Auditory Perception ; as what is directly appre¬ 
hended by the latter is the Word (uttered by the Man) only ; and the Word 
is not the indicative of the oxternal thing (Fire), in the way that Smoke is; 
because the Word is related to the speaker’s wish to speak (which is sub¬ 
jective), and hence it can have no relation (of invariable concomitance) with 
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anything external (objective); all that, the wort! does is to indicate the 
presence of Smoke ; and it is tlirough Convention that it brings about the 
conceptual Cognition (associated with words), and hence, in reference to the 
external thing, it comes to bo described as being ‘ for tho benofit of others \ 
And when what is meant to be understood is only the Speaker's wish to speak, 
then it turns out to be ‘ for the Speaker’s own benefit \ Because it is held 
to be indicative of the Speaker’s wish to speak of what contains the Smoke, 
which is the effect of tho statement in question ; it is ‘ indicative \ not expres¬ 
sive, of it; because no other cognition is comprehended from it. 

‘ Your assertion is useless ’;—i.e. the assertion that “ Inference is not. 
the means of right cognition ”,—Because as a matter of fact, from tho said 
statement, no person to whom it is addressed, comprehends what you wish 
to speak of.—This shows that your assertion involves ‘ self-contradiction ’.— 
This has been explained previously,—(1479-1481) 


Purandara has argued os follows :—“ What is known as Inference, in 
the ordinary world, is admitted by the ChSrvSkas also ; what they deny is 
that form of Inference which people have set up, lieyond that known in 
common experience 

This is anticipated and answered in the following— 


TEXTS (1482-1483). 

If it be urged that—“ What is ordinarily known as the 
Inferential Indicative is accepted by its, but not what has 

BEEN SET UP BY OTHERS ”,—THEN (THE ANSWER IS THAT) EVEN 
THE ORDINARY MAN UNDERSTANDS WHAT IS THE * CAUSE ETC. OF 
THE Effect, etc..; and in reality, this is all that the Masters 
OF THE SorENCE OF REASONING ALSO HAVE DECLARED. So THAT 
WHEN THE ORDINARY (POPULAR) IDEA IS ACCEPTED, WHAT IS IT 
THAT BECOMES EXCLUDED ?—(1482-1483) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho construction is— 4 the ordinary man understands, etc. etc. ’. 

‘ Effect, etc. ’;— 4 Etc.’ is meant to include the 4 nature ’ of the thing.— 
Similarly in 4 Cause, etc. \ the ‘nature’ is meant to be included. In both 
cases the Plural number lias been used in view of individual things. 

Thus then, the Inferential Indicative which is understood by ordinary 
men to be related through the relationship of 4 Nature ’ and 4 Effect 
is just what has been spoken of by us as the 4 Probans ’;—and when you 
accept this, what is it that you discard, for which you are denying the 
character of 4 Inference ’ ’—(1482-1483) 


INFERENCE. 
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It might be argued that—“ No Inference is admitted by us at all;—but 
the other party have accepted it as a Means of Right Cognition ; and in 
view of tins latter, our assertion is not useless 
Tho answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1484). 

If this (Inference) is not a Means of Knowledge, then what does 

THE OTHER PARTY UNDERSTAND BY IT f—O f WHAT SORT TOO 
WOULD THAT COGNITION BE WHICH HAS BEEN BROUGHT 
ABOUT BY WHAT IS NOT A MEANS OF COGNITION ? 

—(1484) 

COMMENTARY. 

How have you come to tho conclusion that your opponent has accepted 
Inference as a Moans of Knowledge ? The idoa of another man cannot bo 
known by Sense-perception; and for you there is no other Moans of Right 
Knowledge whereby you could derive a definite Cognition ? 

Even if there be such a definite Cognition; oven so, if what the other 
party accepts is not a means of Cognition, then how docs his opponent know 
what it means ? Tho accepting of a Means of Knowledge cannot be a mere 
wliim. 

It might bo argued tliat—“ Just as a man wrests the sword from the 
hands of his onomy and by that samo sword foils the enemy,—in the same 
way the Atheist takes up what the other regards as a Means of Right Cognition 
and then by that same attacks his opponent ”. 

Tho answer to this is—‘ Of what sort, etc. etc. ' ;—what is meant is as 
follow's If, through delusion, the other party has accepted as Means of 
Right Knowledge, what is really not a Moans of Knowledge, then, how can it 
be possible for one to bring about the right Cognition in the mind of that 
party, by means of what is not a Means of Right Cognition, as right Cognition 
is tho only resultant of the Means of Knowledge ? Certainly, if a man has 
taken up, as sword, what is not-sword,— another man cannot take up that and 
striko the other with it. The example cited therefore is not analogous.— 
(1484) 

Aviddhakarna has argued thus in the Tatlvafikd It may bo asked— 
• By means of this Means of Knowledge (Inference), what is the idea that is 
conveyed to the other person ? It is only what is admitted by both parties 
(tho Speaker and the person addressed) that can convey any idoa ’.—But 
this is not right. Because Inference is in the form of a verbal statement; 
and it is not a Means of Right Cognition for the person making the state¬ 
ment ; and yet that person conveys the idea (expressed) to the other person ; 
as his sole offort is towards the conveying of the idea to that other person; 
hence tho Means need not be admitted by both parties ”. 

This is the view put forward in the following— 
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TEXT (1485). 

“Inference, consisting of a verbal statement, is not a Means 
of Knowledge for the Speaker ; he only conveys the idea 

TO THE OTHER PARTY BY MEANS OF THE STATEMENT.” 

—(1485) 

QOMMENTARY. 

‘ He ’—i.o. tho Speaker. 

‘ Tina *—by means of the Inference consisting of tho verbal statement. 
The above view is controverted in the following— 


TEXT (1486). 

A certain Means of Knowledge is held to be not a Means of 
Knowledge only when it does not bring about the cognition 

OF WHAT IS NOT ALREADY KNOWN ; AS FOR INSTANCE, 

the Inference that you have put for¬ 
ward, WHICH CONVEYS NO IDEA TO 

the Speaker.—(1486) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a statement is said to bo 4 not a Means of Knowledge’, it is not be¬ 
cause, it conveys tho idea to the Speaker,—but bo cause it does not convoy 
any information that is not already known. As regards conveying the idea 
to the Speaker, it is of course there. In the case of your Inference (argu¬ 
ment) on the other hand, it conveys no idea to tlio Speaker. Hence the two 
cases are not analogous.—Otherwise, what is urged would be something 
admitted by both parties. 

From all this it follows tliat that Means of Knowledge which is not 
devoid of reason must bo accepted by all parties as a Means of Right 
Cognition,—just like Sense-perception.—(1486) 


End of Chapter (18) on Inference. 


End of Volume I. 
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Moon-ness, 692. 

Mother's marriage. 111. 

Mouthloss Person, 92. 

Mouthlessnoss, 92. 

Movement, 17. 

Mule. 659. 

Mutual help, 266. 

Mystics, 129. 210, 404. 447, 605. 006, 

668 . 

Mystic vision, 278. 

Nairdtinya, 14. 

Naiyuyika, 83, 145, 157, 105, 203, 
370, 478. 

Naivam, 003. 

Name, 52, 119. 205. 405, 411, 415. 

616, 620, 624, 634. 

Nome—Sound, 119. 

Na-na-pachali, 524. 

Nonwimha, 211, 212, 088. 

Natdtuh, 582. 

Nature, 19, 58, 257, 002, 600, 724. 
NOstikya, 224. 

Nusau na pachali, 594. 

Need, 304. 

Negation, 107, 233, 234, 433, 425, 
434, 511, 513, 503, 564, 
600, 604. 

„ —Absolute, 535. 

Negative, 005. 

Nogativing, 600. 

Nogution of Negation, 514. 

Nigamana, 709. 

Nfrmakfikam, 160. 

Nirdlmakam, 160, 161. 

Nirvkta, 245. 


Nirupdkhyam, 681. 

Nirvibhdyatm, 179. 

Nif&Uia, 533. 

Non-apprehension, llo. 

Non-entity, 609. 

Non-etomality, 83, 190. 
Non-concoptual, 640, 054. 655. 
Non-existence, 113, 413. 

Non-oxistont. 515. 

No-Soul, 15, ICO. 107, 287. 
Non-porccption, 114. 503. 

Non-Cow, 507, 508. 

Non-differenoe, 545. 

Non-ontitiea, 505. 

Not-cognition, 667. 

Not-momentary, 180. 

Number, 126, 127, 205, 303, 305. 383. 

386, 430. 579, 580. 

Nyfiypl/irulu, 11. 

Nyaya, 140. 

„ Sutra, 359, 387, 476, 708, 709. 

„ Bh&pja, 709. 

Nyayavdrtika, 92, 05, 137,141, 160.38J. 

384, 386, 390, 527. 

Nydyatnukha, 018, 635. 
Ny&yavaishwika, 139. 

Objectless, 612. 

Object, 60, 125. 

Obxtaclo, 548. 

‘Om\ 118. 

Omnisciont Being, 24, 260. 

„ Porson, 99. 144, 262, 000. 
Omniscience, 97, 98. 

Omnipresence, 143, 155. 

Ono-featurod Probans, 081, 083, 6S4. 
698. 

One ness, 98, 150, 207, 608. 

Operation, 304. 

Oporator, 155. 

Ordainer, 134. 

Origination, 1S3. 

Otherwise Impossible, 687. 

Pachali, 590. 

Paddrlha, 416. 

Paddy, 29. 

Padarthapravcshn, 331. 

Palace, 369. 

Pdnini, 478, 599. 

Particles, 625. 

Particulars, 74, 403, 548. 
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Paryudfoa, 533. 

P&trasvamin, 680. 681, 682, 685, 680, 
691, 693, 694. 696, 697. 

Perceived Particulars, 715, 716. 
Perception, 60, 112, 157, 195, 214, 
278, 632. 

Porfoct Cause, 94. 

Porishablo, 199. 

Perpetual Flux. 178, 227, 228, 2C9. 
270, 273 , 274, 285, 287 , 292, 390, 
394, 568, 681, 714, 715. 

Personality, 25. 

Pervasive, 114, 344. 

Permanence of things. 227, 249, 318. 
Permanent thing, 250, 251, 252. 253, 
256, 257. 

Phenomenon, 18. 

Place, 718. 

Pleasuro, 57, 113, 165. 257. 388, 665, 
666, 723. 

Plurality, 517. 

Positive, 529, 569, 605. 

. —Entity. 689. 

Potency, 55, 56, 66, 105, 106, 180, 
694, 718. 

Potentiality, 2S. 

Potter, 81. 

Posteriority. 353, 357, 381. 
PrabhnUjann, 702. 

Pramaya, 525. 

PratihasUinviti. 72, 73. 91. 98. 135. 447, 
456, 458, 459. 

Praiitya, 23, 175. 

Pratitya-mmUpuiI't , 1. 23. 

Prakrti, 3, 25. 

Pmtynya, 18. 

Pradiiarvi, 25. 

PraU/ekn - Buddh ns, 144. 

Pradhwimsn, 233. 

Promisa, 707. 

Primordial Matter—triple essence, 103. 
„ 2, 22. 25, 26. 32. 33, 

34, 37, 02. 65, 67, 71, 102, 104, 105. 
131, 192, 194, 195, 198, 199, 227, 
564, 091. 

Principal character, 424. 

Priority, 353, 357, 381. 

Preclusion, 234. 

Pre-cognition, 645, 651. 

Primary Elemental Substances, 73. 
Prior Negation, 432. 

Probandum, 85, 116. 


Probans, 19. 115, 116, 079, 680, 681, 
707. 

Produced, 669, 671. 

Product, 147, 193, 230, 252. 669, 671. 
Productive Reason, 115. 

Proof, 114. 

Productive Cause, 116. 

Products of Primordial Matter, 26. 
Production of things, 54. 

Prompter of activity, 10. 

Propor Name, 621, 622. 

Proposition, 705, 707, 709. 

Prosperity, 119, 120, 13. 

Psychical Concepts, 158, 296. 

PwlQala, 217, 218, 220, 254, 255. 
Puranrtara, 726. 

Purposo, 3, 12, 14. 

Purux'i —doctrine of, 132. 

„ —Cause of tho World. 132. 

Purvapakm, 721. 

Quality, 17. 139, 260, 360, 415, 430, 
630, 571, 617. 

Qualification—Qualifiod, 432, 510, 517. 

Raj as-aspect, 103. 

Rnj os-attribute, 33, 60, 103. 
Re-affirmation, 707, 708, 709. 

Realist, 467, 656. 

Reason, 91. 

Recalling, 148. 

Recognition, 76, 167, 181, 270, 272, 
273, 275, 278, 292, 388. 

Receptacle, 146. 

Recluctio ad absurdum, 248. 

Reflected Object, 703. 

Reflected Image. 589, 602, 607. 
Reflection. 178. 179, 107, 536, 538. 
560, 562, 566. 568. 579, 593, 609, 
610, 612, 616, 703. 704. 

Rejecting, 129. 

Relation, 462. 

Relative, 462. 

Relativo Nogation, 590. 

Remembrance, 149, 278, 295, 409, 
632, 665, 715. 

Representative Cognition, 278. 
Representmont, 708, 709. 

Revolution, 22. 

Right Doctrino, 16. 

Rock-crystal, 179, 323, 326. 
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Ifohlni, 701, 702. 

Rudimentary Substances, 25, 26, 34. 

Saffron. 328. 

Saints, 23. 

Sameness, 605. 

S&m&nyam, 402, 583. 

SVmdnyatodrffa, 711, 713. 

Sameness of Form, 668, 670, 675, 704, 
722, 724. 

Qannagctri, 585. 

Sanjna, 206. 

S&nkhya, 25, 30, 35, 36, 105. 164, 172, 
193, 192, 201, 486, 689. 

„ —refutation of, 36. 

„ —Kuriku, 195, 200. 

Samsk&ra, 70. 

Samavdya, 450. 

Samutpdda, 23. 

Sapaksa, 706. 

Satisfaction, 61. 

Sana, 528. 

Sattvn -aspect, 103.. 

„ —attribute, 33, 60, 103. 
Sautrdntikci, 651. 

Scripture, 6, 224. 

Seed and Sprout, 305. 

Self-recognition, 672. 

Self-sufficiency, 106, 134. 

„ Soul, doctrine of, 139. 

„ Cognisable, 155. 

„ of Mlmamsuka, 164. 

Semblance, 662. 

Sensation, 18, 631. 

„ Pleasure, 603, 604. 
Sense-perception, 19, 74, 614. 626, 
627, 645, 652, 657, 676,.694, 715. 
Sequonco-immcdiate, 55. 

Sense'-organs, 25. 

Sentence, 12, 64, 164, 186, 192, 193, 
194, 199, 205, 172, 201. 
Separateness, 370. 

Series, 168. 

Severalty, 577. 

Serpent, 165, 186. 

Shabara, 170, 688, 712. 

„ •bhdsya, 712. 

S/tabdamaya, 119. 

Shahkarasvdmin, 140, 342, 349, 350, 
414, 420. 425, 426, 433, 067, 673. 
Shape, 663. 

Sharira, 151. 


Shaahalanchhana, 684. 

Sit lead vibhiisd, 599. 

Shauri, 138. 

Shimsapa, 249. 

Shim, 22. 

Shlokavdrtika, 167, 170. 171, 174, 

182, 184, 189, 342, 349, 350, 414, 
430, 585, 645, 646, 647, 648, 649, 650, 
669, 671, 672, 711, 712,713. 
Shramka, 144. 

Shruti, 4S9. 

Shrvtamayi, 71. 

Shydm&ka, 162. 

Sikald, 585. 

Silver, 691. 

Similarity, 642. 

Simultaneity, 249, 257, 630, 665. 
Singularity, 608. 

SUdharaxM, 24. 

Six Categories, 339. 

Skandhas, 17, 20, 23. 

Sky-lotus, 28, 94, 105, 107, 152, 219, 
240, 262, 517. 

Solar Disc, 327. 

Soul, 2, 139, 140, 143, 146. 151, 154, 
155, 159, 160, 164, 168, 180, 182, 
185, 188, 192, 193, 194, 195, 204, 
208, 295, 679, 684. 

Soul, according to Vatsiputrlyos, 217. 
Soul-leas, 142, 156, 162, 210, 604. 
Sound, 176, 393, 686. 

Sound-Essence, 123. 

„ —Word, 118. 

„ —Letter, 118. 

„ —Form, 120. 

„ —ideality of, 121. 

„ —Cognition of, 121. 

„ —Eternal, 124. 

„ —Modification of, 124. 

Space, 205, 257, 354, 357, 389. 
Spatfalaksatia, 19. 

Speaker’s Wish, 698. 

Specific Individuality, 17, 139, 404, 
468, 470, 473, 474, 475, 484, 499, 
505, 517, 533, 535, 553, 554, 573, 010, 
634, 645, 648, 650. 

Spider, 132, 137. 

Spirit, 43, 64, 132, 192, 194, 197. 201. 
Spotted Cow, 504. 

States, 183, 185. 

Slhitih, 582. 

Sthitiathapaka, 388, 390. 
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Subjective, 665. 

Subject-matter, 4, 14. 

Succession, 249, 251, 257. 

Successive Factors, 204, 205, 208, 209, 

211 . 

Subsistence, 360, 361, 371. 

Subsistent, 348, 603. 

Substance, 14, 147, 204, 206, 209, 211, 
260, 318, 343, 352, 353, 
356, 403, 467, 478, 574. 

„ —Universal, 459. 

Substratum, 74, 146. 

„ of Universal.*, 78. 

Sun, 353. 

Sumali (Join water), 635, 636, 637, 63S, 
641, 642, 644. 

Superior Person, 6. 

Supereensuous Things, 11. 

Supremo Loixl, 103. 

Svarga, 480. 

Taimira, 662. 

Tairthika Philosophers, 218. 

Tamas- aspect, 103. 

„ —Attribute, 33, 60, 103. 
Tanmatras, 25. 

Taste, 176. 

Tattvafikti, 718, 727. 

Tayin, 18. 

Teacherahip, 92. 

Teachings, 6, 7. 

Temples, 80. 

Theist, 86, 90, 94, 98, 99. 

Theism, 68. 

Theistic S&rikhya, 25, 103. 

Thing by Itself, 108, 110, 553, 561, 
637. 

Time, 21, 136, 205, 248, 247, 353, 357, 
381. 

Tirobhavanam, 582. 

Thorn, 109. 

Thought-phases, 217, 221, 225. 
Throe-featured, 691, 697, 704, 720, 
725. 

Time, 718, 723. 

Tongs—Pair of, 302. 

Transformation into Reflection, 1S1. 
Transference, 185. 

Treatise, 12. 

Tree, 444. 

Tribhuvana, 585. 

True Doctrines, 13. 


Truth, 216. 
Tuchchhata, 581. 
Two-featured, 683. 
Two Moons, 661. 


Vddyotakara, 71, 72, 92. 95, 136, 140, 
141, 152, 155, 156, 159, 160, 161, 
226, 236, 237, 242, 245, 279, 282, 
313, 323, 340, 348, 352, 372, 374, 
407, 423, 431, 432, 460, 471, 476, 
527, 528, 531, 532, 537, 577, 578, 
603, 606, 709. 

Ultimato Individualities, 402, 446, 449. 
Ultimate Good, 98. 

Uncommon entity, 512, 521. 

Unbelief, 224. 

Uniqueness, 692. 

Unclean character, 448. 

Unmanifest, 26, 27. 

Unseen Force, 134, 392, 393. 
Unmodifiablo, 31, 102, 202. 

Uniform Entity, 149, 542. 

Universal* and Particulars, 467. 
Universal Dissolution, 72. 

Uncreated, 228. 

Universal, 74, 227, 281, 318, 402, 417, 
418, 428, 431, 432, 433, 
434, 435, 439, 443. 477, 
484, 485, 496, 512, 522, 
540, 548, 554, 563, 568, 
577, 582, 583, 587, 596, 
604, 607, 609, 617, 618, 
633, 640, 641, 649, 060, 
675, 704, 715. 

„ Great, 434. 

„ Highest, 442. 

Unproven, 85. 

Unthinkable, 180. 

VjxtUibdhi, 387. 

Vpadhi, 17. 

Upanuyn, 707. 

Upani^ads, 161, 213. 

Usage, 470, 473, 691. 

Ulpddah, 582. 

Vaibhteika, 242, 301, 490. 

Vana, 585. 

Vawhtfika, 360, 451, 587, 614, 664, 665. 
VareS, 585. 

Vakyapadiya, 119,718. 

Validity, 663. 
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Valid*Cognition, 720. 

Variegated character, 228, 500, 520. 
Vastbuntlhu, 224. 

Vulalpvlriyd'a Doctrine of Soul, 217, 
228. 

VOaanS, 390. 

Veda, 119. 

Verbal Expression, 53, 414, 614. 

„ Cognition. 278, 511, 597. 

Verb ‘ to be 485. 

Verbal Casuistry, 578. 

Vega, 388. 

Velocity, 388. 

Verbs, 523. 

Vijiidnavadin, 495. 

Vindhyuvasin, 37, 713, 714. 

Virulhya Mountain, 114, 161, 377, 
435. 

Vipakfa, 706, 707. 

Vipina, 584. 

Visibility, 686, 698, 699. 

Vishemtodrstu, 711, 714. 

F»>pu, 22, 138. 

Visual Cognition, 77, 109, 110, 491, 
536, 558. 

Visual Perception, 599, 661, 695. 
Vision of the Body of Being, 189. 

Vishesn, 446. 

Vishfyana, 626. 


Viscidity, 388. 

Visual Perception, 635. 

Volition, 61, 199. 

Void, 495, 644. 

VydvrUi,, 206. 

VyOdi, 478. 

White Horse, 633. 

Wheel of Causation, 1, 2, 14, 17, 19. 

20, 21, 22, 23. 

Whirling Fire-brand, 632. 

Words, 606, 616, 685. 

‘ Word-sound ’—origin of the World, 
118. 

Word—highest, 118. 

„ —Essence of, 118. 

„ —122, 518, 538, 569. 

,, —Import of, 466. 

Word and Indicative, 503. 

World—Effect of Sound, 131. 

Wrong Cognition, 278, 717, 721. 

Yams, 325. 

Yellow Conchshell, 661. 

Yoga, 25, 61, 216. 

Yogdchdra, 657. 

Yoga-scna, 264. 

Yogin, 129. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Much need not be said here in regard to the personal history of the 
two authors—regarding their (a) date, ( b) residence, (c) contact and 
relation with other writers; as all this has been dealt, with in great detail 
in the excellent Foreword attached to Vol. I of the Sanskrit Text. From 
this we learn that our Authors—who were Master and Pupil— (a) lived 
between 705 and 764 A.I).,—(6) they*<tere residents of Mugadha in North 
India, from where they went over to Thibet. 

There are some points in connection with the third point (c). Among 
the other writers referred to in the work, we have the name ‘ Sahantabhadra’ 
occurring twice in the Text (pages 50(5 and 508); while the name given 
in the Foreword is ‘ Sanghabhadm' , and the pages referred to therein are 
also the same—506 and 508. Which of the two is the correct form of the 
name ? 4 Sanghabhadra' would appear to be so,—because we know what 
‘Saiigha' is; while we do not know what 'Sahanta' is. In the body of 
the Translation, however, we have retained the form ‘ Sahantabhadra ', 
because it was felt that the same misprint, if it is a misprint, could not 
appear twice, and in such close proximity too. It is interesting to note 
that ‘ Samavtabhadra' is one of the names of the Buddha Himself men¬ 
tioned in the Amarakaqa. 

Another interesting point regarding this third point (c) is that while 
the authors deal with, name and make large quotations from, the works 
of Shabara and Kum&rila, they do not seem oven to know Prabhdkara-, 
and yet Prabhdkara flourished about the same time as Kum&rila, if not 
earlier; and his views are really deserving of notice. The reason for this 
perhaps lay in the fact that Prabhdkara does not materially deviate from 
Shabara, while Kum&rila does deviate from him, and in his attempt to 
revive the ‘ Astika-patha’, he renders himself open to direct attack 
from the other quarter. 

The list of authors provided in the Foreword does not contain the 
name of ‘ V&tslputra’, and yet the Author devotes Texts 336-349 to the 
demolishing of the Pudgala-philosophv of this writer, who is described as 
Apparently he represents a distinct sect among Buddhists 
known as ‘ V&tsiputriya ’. ‘Pudgala’ appears to figure very largely in 
the presentation of this philosophy. 

The Foreword to the Text also provides us with an account of the 
‘philosophy’ of our Authors (vide pp. XXXVIII-LIII); wherein we 
have a connected account of most of the important topics. 

For all this the reader is referred to the said volume. 
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Here we are going to put together what details we have gleaned 
from the Text, in course of the translating. 

Though the above-mentioned Foreword has supplied us with an 
exhaustive list of Authors referred to and named in the Tativa-aangraJui 
and its commentary, one fails to find there the name of Tdyin who is 
named, and quoted from, in the Commentary on p. 12 of the Text,— 
and again in ShSntarak^ita’s text itself in Verse 1788. One wonders if 
‘Tayin’ is a title of one of the writers already mentioned in the Foreword. 
From Text 3320, it would seem as if‘Tayin’ were only another name for 
Buddha Himself; as Tdyin is here spoken of ns ‘ Sarvavit ’, ‘ omniscient’, 
which epithet can apply to the Buddha only;—this same identification 
is indicated also in Texts 3368, 34fl8, 3501 (which again speaks of Tdyin 
as ‘omniscient’) where the commentary definitely says—‘ Tayino bud- 
dhasya', ‘of Tdyin the Buddha ’. 

Under Text 1565, we have a simple explanation of the generally 
accepted principle that a 77 ^ 7 * 01 ^ the Cognition apprehending 

what has been already apprebonded by another Cognition, is not 
Pramdna — not a valid Cognition. The reason provided is that such 
Cognition cannot be the utvwhu— the most efficient instrument of 
the Apprehension, which has already been brought about by another 
Instrument, in the shape of the previous Cognition; hence the later 
Cognition cannot be regarded as nmwrw, vnrri, which name can 
be applied only to what is the —the —of the Pramd, 

Apprehension. 

I have often felt,—as Vijnanabhlk^u also felt—that there was deep 
kinship between ‘Vedanta’ and ‘Buddhist Idealism ’,—the only difference 
of importance being that while the Buddhist Idealist regarded Jhdna , 
like everything else, to be momentary, though real —more real, at any 
rate, than the External World,—the Vedanta regarded Jhdna ,—at least, 
the Highest Jfiiina, ‘Consciousness’, which is the same as ‘Soul’, the 
highest Self, to be the only Reality—and permanent. We have been 
inclined to regard this as an achievement of the Great Shankaracharya, 
who succeeded thus in reconciling Hinduism and Buddhism and thus 
helping the fusion of the two—It seems however that this feature of the 
‘Vedanta’, this stressing of the eternality of ‘ Jhdna’ , at any rate, was 
older than Shankaracharya,—if wc admit the date usually assigned to 
this great writer. For Shantarakgita in Text No. 328 el seq., in dealing 
with the philosophers whom he calls 

declares (in Texts 330-331) that the defect in the philosophy of these is 
slight, consisting only in their regarding all Jhdna as ‘one and eternal’. 
TtaiNWTWN g firarntfirTf: l So, if Shankaracharya came after the 
seventh century, he can be credited only with having emphasised this 
idea and thereby led to the fusion of the two Philosophies or Religions. 
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This belief is further strengthened by a reference to the Brahmasiddhi of 
Mandana Mishra,—which is believed to be anterior to Shankaracharya. 

Under Text 348 we note another parallelism between the Buddhist 
and Vedanta ways of dealing with the ‘Soul’. We know that, in the 
last resort, the Vedantin has recourse to the idea of 
the ‘Sotll’ being one of the Inexplicable, things. We 

find the same idea expressed by Shdntaraksita and his commentator 
under Text 348. The question having been put—“If no such thing as the 
Pudgcda exists, then how was it that when asked if the Jim was different 
from, or the same as, the Body, the Blessed Lord only vouchsafed the 
answer that ‘this matter has not been explained’; why did not He say 
straight away that ‘there was no such thing as the Jiva, Soul, apart 
from the Body’?”—The only answer given by Shdniaraksita is that the 
intention of the Compassionate One was the denial of Nastikya (i.e. the 
view that denies the other world and other Regions); and to this end 
he adopted various methods’.—So that according to this also the Soul 
is something that has ‘not been explained’, is ‘inexplicable’, 

On p. 16, line 7, we find mentioned a Kdvya of the name of Sitdharana ; 
the poet’s name is not given. 

Under Texts 2671-2673 we have a comparison drawn between the 
MimSmsaka’s and the Buddhist’s idea of Pralaya, Dissolution. According 
to the former. Dissolution consists in the destruction of particular 
countries and of particular families or peoples ; and there is no such thing 
as Universal Dissolution; there is no evidence for any such Dissolution: 
while according to the Buddhist, there is an ‘undeniable Destruction 
affecting even Brahma and others, which affects the Veda also; so that 
Dissolution consists in “the withdrawal of the energy of Fire, Water and 
Air, extending horizontally over the Trisdhasra-Mahasahasra (?), down¬ 
wards to the lowest limits of the atmospheric air, and upwards to 
the highest stages of Dhyana ; which affects Brahma and other beings 
also”. 

Text 2447 speaks of the Pdrasikas as perceiving nothing wrong in the 
marriage of their mother. Does this mean ‘Widow-marriage’?—or 
something worse?—Text 2807 speaks of these Pdrasikas as blindly 
adhering to their custom. 

In Text 2520 the view is expressed that ‘attraction by the Magnet 
is due to the contact of the invisible rays of light emanating from the 
Magnet and penetrating the piece of Iron ’. Does this indicate the 
knowledge of the fact that all phenomena relating to Light, Electricity 
and Magnetism are due to the action of the same ‘Force’ or ‘Fluid’ ? 

The commentary on Texts 2653-2655, distinguishes between the 
verbal usage of the ‘ Arya ’ from that of the ‘Dravida’. 
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The two important technical terms of Buddhist philosophy 
1 Pratiaankkyanirodha' and ‘ Apratisankhydnirodha ’ have been variously 
understood. The commonly-accepted view is that these terms stand for 
‘Conscious’ and 'Unconscious Destruction’. Texts 2748-2740 bring out 
the other explanation. They say—"The two Nirodha* are not regarded 
as being of the nature of Destruction-, because ‘ Pratisahkhy<1-nirodha is 
regarded as ‘Dissociation, one after the other, from Impurities—brought 
about by Wisdom’: while Apratisahkhya-nirodha is that which serves as 
an absolute bar to the appearance of Impurities”; and this latter, 
adds the commentary, is due not to Wisdom, but to the inefficiency of the 
causes productive of the Impurities. 

Text 2945 speaks of Mimdmsakas as ‘ Prdchya ’ (or Prochya); does 
this stand for ‘Easterner’ ? And does that indicate that Mimdmsd had 
its origin in the country to the East of Nfdanda , where ShdntaraksiUi 
is believed to have taught ? This would fit in with common belief that a 
thousand years ago, the small land of Mithila was able to bring together 
nine-hundred Mimiimsakas at any ordinary gathering of Pandits. 

The commentary on Text 3018 tells us of the juice of the Drona 
flower as curing jaundice, when dropped into the eyes. 

Text 3486 has accepted the definition of Dhnnnn ns 

faf*:. 

Texts 3511-3512 tell us of a ShtJkhd (Rescensional Text) of the 
Veda,—known as ‘ NiiniUa ’ which speaks of' Bhagavdn-Munisatlamah ',— 
the ‘Blessed Lord, the Best of Sages’—explained by the commentary 
as Shakya Muni ,—as being 'sarmjha', ‘omniscient’. 


When I was asked to undertake the translation of the TaUvasatigraha 
and its commentary, I agreed to do it, with some trepidation; because I 
have had no direct knowledge of the tenets of Buddhist philosophy, 
and I am fully conscious of the need of ‘direct teaching 

from the Teacher’s mouth’, in all important matters.—A careful study 
of the Sanskrit Introduction attached to the Text, however, gave me 
valuable information and as I proceeded with the work, the way became 
gradually smoothened, and I was enabled to complete the work. 

The work is rather disappointing; it is purely and almost entirely 
polemical; its avowed aim being the demolition of all views contrary to 
the tenets of orthodox Buddhism,—the doctrinaire part of which is neatly 
—though not at all clearly—set forth in the six opening verses of the 
Text. 

I cannot conclude this without thanking Dr. Benoytosh Bhattacharya, 
the talented Director of the Oriental Institute, for help rendered of 
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various kinds,—and also the Baptist Mission Press who have carried 
through the printing with their usual efficiency. 

GANGANATHA JHA. 


‘MlTHXCJL*, 
Allahabad, 
July 16, 1938. 
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CHAPTER XIX. 

Other Forms and Means of Knowledge. 

(A) 

Verbal Cognition. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author now proceeds to show that there are only two Means or Form9 
of Knowledge, by refuting the various theories regarding their number.— 
The Opponent (oi the Buddhist) urges the following objection :— 


TEXT (1487). 

“ Inasmuch as there are other Means or Forms of Knowledge, in 

THE SHAPE OF VERBAL COGNITION AND OTHERS,—WHY HAS THE 
DEFINITION OF ONLY TWO SUCH MEANS BEEN PROVIDED ? ” 

COMMENTARY. 

What the Opponent means to do by this is (1) to point out that the 
definition provided is ‘ too narrow ’, and ( 2 ) to indicate that what has been 
asserted (under Text 3) regarding Truth 4 being ascertained by the two Moans 
or Forms of Knowledge ’ is futile. 

The answer to this is provided in the following— 


TEXT (1488). 

The reply to this is as follows :—In fact, there cannot be any 
form of Cognition except the two (already described) ; 

BECAUSE ALL THE OTHERS THAT HAVE BEEN POSTULATED 
EITHER DO NOT POSSESS THE CHARACTER OF THE 

‘ Form of Right Cognition or are included 
IN THESE TWO.—(1488) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Included in these i.e. in the two Forms of Cognition already 
described. 
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What is meant is a* follows The characteristic of Valid Knowledge 
is that it should bo in conformity with the real state of things ; and this is 
not present at all in any of the others that have been postulated; every case 
where tiiis characteristic is present, is included in the said two, and hence 
the others havo not been described separately.—(1488) 

The Author now proceeds to show how the other so-called * Means or 
Forms of Knowledge' are not real Means or Forms of Knowledge—or how, if 
they aro real Means or Forms of Cognition, they are included under the two 
postulated by the Buddhist. 

The additional Means or Forms of Knowledge posited by others are the 
following:—(1) Verbal Cognition, (2) Analogical Cognition, (3) Presumption, 
(4) Negation, (5) Ratiocinative Cognition, (0) Non-apprehension, (7) Pro¬ 
bability, (8) Tradition and (9) Intuition. 

As regards Verbal Cognition, the Author says as follows :— 

TEXTS (1489-1491). 

Other people have declared 'Verbal Cognition’ to be “that 

KNOWLEDGE OF IMPERCEPTIBLE THINGS WHICH IS DERIVED FROM 

Words —and [they provide the following account of it], 
—“ That Cognition is derived from (a) the Eternal Sentence 
and from ( b) the Sentence uttered by a trustworthy person.— 
This cannot be ‘ Sense-perception \ because the object appre¬ 
hended BY IT IS BEYOND THE REACH OF THE SENSES ;— NOR CAN 

it be ‘ Inference because it is devoid of the characteristic 

FEATURES OF INFERENCE J—UNTIL THE SUBJECT (MlNOR TERM) IS 
DEFINITELY KNOWN TO BE POSSESSED OF THE PROBANDUM AND 
ALSO OF THE PROBANS, IT CANNOT BE REGARDED AS A CASE OF 

‘ Inference * of that Subject.—(14S9-1491) 

COMMENTARY. 

Shabara-svdmin (in his M\mamsa-bha§ya on 1. 1. 5) lias provided the 
following definition of Verbal Cognition :—“ That cognition of things not 
within reach of the senses winch proceeds from the cognition of words is 
called Verbal" ; which moans that the Specific Individuality of the word 
having been apprehended, the cognition that follows after that, in regard 
to things beyond the reach of the Senses, is called Verbal Cognition , because 
it is derived from words. 

“This Verbal Cognition is of two kinds—(1) Proceeding from words not 
emanating from human beings, and (2) Proceeding from the words of trust¬ 
worthy persons.—This cognition is different from Sense-perception, because 
the object apprehended by it is beyond the reach of the senses.—Nor is it 
Inference; as it is devoid of the ‘ three features ’. For instance, the object 
oj Inferential Cognition is the Subject (Minor Term) which is qualified by 
the character that is sought to be proved (i.e. the Probandum),—not merely 
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tho Subject by itself, nor the character by itself; and until the Probans is 
definitely known as having the same character and as appertaining to the 
same Subject,—the Inferenco cannot proceed. That is to say, until the 
presence of the Probans in the Subject is definitely cognised with certainty, 
there can be no Inference —(1489-1491) 

Question —Why cannot this condition of the definite cognition of the 
Probans in tho Subject be fulfilled in the case in question ? 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1492). 

“ In THE CASE IN QUESTION (i.E. IN VERBAL COGNITION) THAT WHICH 

would be regarded as the Subject, forms the object cognised 

ITSELF ; AND UNLESS THIS IS COGNISED, THERE CAN BE 
NO IDEA OF ANY CHARACTER (PROBANS) BE¬ 
LONGING TO IT.”—(1492) 

COMMENTARY. 

" In fche case of Verbal Cognition, anything, in the shape of the Tree and 
such things,—that may be assumed to be the Subject, —forms the object cognised 
itself ; as that is what is expressed by the word. That is to say, in this 
case, the Subject itself—and not the Subject as qualified by the Probandum ,— 
is the object cognised ; and so long as the said Subject has not been definitely 
cognised, how can there be any definite cognition of any character as belong¬ 
ing to it ’”—(1492) 


TEXT (1493). 

“And if the Subject has already been cognised, prior to the 

RECOGNITION OF THE PROBANS IN THE SUBJECT (i.E. THE MlNOR 

Premiss)—then what is the use of knowing that 
the Probans subsists in it and so forth, by 
virtue of which the cognition could be 
regarded as Inference ? ”—(1493) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ Then again, if tho Subject has been cognised before the recognition of 
the Minor Premiss, then all attempt to obtain the - recognition of this latter 
would be futile; because the purpose of the whole attempt is to secure tiro 
cognition of the Subject; hence, if that has boen cognised, what would be the 
use in trying to know of the presence of the Probans in the Subject ? ” 
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What has been stated is on the basis of taking it for granted that what 
the opponent has asserted is true. As a matter of fact, the Word is not a 
property of any such Subject as the Tree ; as it is always found in the place 
where the Speaker is.—(1493) 

It has been shown that (in the case of Verbal Cognition), there can bo 
no subsistence in the Subject (i.e. the Minor Premiss); the following Text 
shows that there is no possibility of concomitance (between the Probans and 
the Probandum, as expressed in the Major Premiss):— 


TEXT (1494). 

“Nor can the concomitance of the Word with the object Inferred 
(Probandum) be ascertained ; the concomitance of all 
things is recognised only by their function¬ 
ing.”—(1494) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Ascertained '—recognised with certainty. 

4 By their functioning \—i.e. by existence, by being present. 

What is meant is that it is only what exists that can be concomitant, 
not what does not exist.—(1404) 

The same idea is further elucidated :— 


TEXT (1495). 

44 It is only when the Fere exists whenever there is Smoke that 
its concomitance is clearly perceived. In the case in 
question however, there is no such certain idea 

AS THAT ‘ THE THING SPOKEN OF exists WHER¬ 
EVER THE Word EXISTS —(1495) 

COMMENTARY. 

44 It is because of tho well-recognised fact that 4 wherever there is smoke 
there must be Fire ’ that Fire is said to be concomitant with smoke ; there is 
however no such concomitance between the Word and the Thing (spoken 
of)."—(1495) 

Question :—Why is there no such concomitance 1 
Answer :— 
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TEXTS (1496-1497). 

“ It does not exist at the place (where the Word is) ; nor at the 

TIME.—If it BE URGED THAT THE REQUIRED CONCOMITANCE 
WOULD BE THERE IN VIEW OF THE ETERNALITY AND THE 
ALL-PERVASIVE CHARACTER (OF THE WORD) ”,—THEN 
[THE ANSWER IS THAT] THAT WOULD BE SO WITH 
ALL WORDS ; AND FOR THAT SAME REASON THE 
CONCOMITANCE BEING PERCEIVED IN ALL 
CASES, THERE WOULD BE NO IDEA OF 

the negative concomitance at all ; 

AND IT WOULD THUS BE POSSIBLE 
FOR ALL WORDS TO PROVIDE 
THE COGNITION OF ALL 

THINGS.”—(1496-1497) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The Thing (spoken of) does not exist at the place that is occupied by 
the Word ; for instance, the word ‘ Dates ’ is heard in one place—the city of 
PatalipxUra for instance,—and yet the thing,—the dates themselves—do not 
exist there. Nor again is the Thing necessarily present at the time that tho 
word is present; for instance, the word ‘ Dilipa' is present (uttered) now, 
while the person of that name lived long ago ; and wliile the word ‘ Maha- 
sammata' is prosent now, what it denotes is to come in future.—Under the 
circumstances, how can there be concomitance between words and the tilings 
denoted by them ? 

“ The following might be urged—‘ Words are eternal and as such exist 
at all times ; so that things denoted by them cannot exist at a time other 
than that of the Word ; nor can they exist at a place ot hor than that occupied 
by the words, as being all-pervading in character, words are present at all 
places. Thus, by reason of their eternaliltj and all-pervasive character, there 
would be concomitance between the Words and t he Tilings denoted by them 

“ If that be so, then, such eternality and all-pervasiveness belong to all 
words equally; and hence it should not be tho case tliat particular words 
should denote particular things only ; in fact, any single word should denote 
all things, as all tilings would be present at the place and at the time at 
which the Word is present. 

‘ The negative concomitance ’—i.e. the absence of the Probans wherever 
there is absence of the Probandum. 

‘ There vx>vld be no idea *—no apprehension; for the same reason that 
words are eternal and all-pervading. —(1490-1497) 

Recapitulating the argiunents, the Opponent formulates his case as 
follows :— 
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TEXT (1498). 

“ Thus the Verbal Cognition is not-Inference —because it is 

devoid or the three Features ;— like Sense-perception ;— 
as is shown by the absence of an olyecl like that." 

—(1498) 

COMMENTARY. 

“The Proposition of his Reasoning is—‘The Verbal Cognition is not- 
Inference ; ’— 1 because it is devoid of the three features ’ is the statement of 
the Probans (Miner Premiss);—‘ like Sense-perception' is the Corroborative 
Instance.—And ‘ as is shown by the absence of an object like that ’ is said 
in support of the Minor Premiss ; what is meant by this is that the object 
of the Inference brought about by the Inferential Indicative like Smoke is 
the Subject as endowed with the particular property (Probandum),—and 
any such object is absent in the case of Verbal Cognition.”—(1498) 

Says the Opponent—‘ Not having the Three-features, Verbal Cognition 
may not be Inference; but how can it be regarded as Valid or Right 
Cognition ’ ? 

The answer is as follows :— * 


TEXT (1499). 

“ Inasmuch as the words speaking of the Agnikolra and other 
tiungs bring about unshake able cognitions—the 
character of being Right Cognition cannot be 
denied to them.”—(1499) 

COMMENTARY. 

The cognition is ‘ unshakedble ’ by reason of its being free from doubt 
and error; that is, it is Right Cognition because there is no Right Cognition 
sublating it; just in the samo way as Sense-perception is Right Cognition. 

Says Shabara-svdmin (in his Bha$ya on Su. 1 . 1 . 6 )—“ The cognition 
derived from the statement ‘ Desiring Heaven one should offer the Agnihotra' 
is not a doubtful one,—it leaves us in no doubt as to whether Heaven 
is to be attained or not;—and when this is cognised with certainty, it cannot 
be wrong ; it is only when the cognition, after having come about, becomos 
sublated by the subsequent idea that ‘ it is not so ’, that it can bo called wrong 
cognition; —the cognition in question however is never, at any time or at 
any place, found to be otherwise;—hence it must be trye. As regards the 
assertion of the common people,—if it comes from a trusted person, or if 
it pertains to what is actually perceived by the Senses, then it is certainly 
true ; if, on the other hand, it emanates from an untrustworthy person, or it 
relates to something beyond the reach of the Senses,—then having its source 
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in a human being, it cannot be regarded as right ; because such a tiling cannot 
be rightly known by human beings by themselves ”,—(1499) 

In the following Text, the author proceeds to show that the definition 
of Verbal Cognition propounded in Text 1489, as ‘ that Cognition which is 
derived from the eternal sentence is open to the charge of being 4 im¬ 
possible ’ :— 

TEXT (1500). 

AS REGARDS THE ‘ ETERNAL SENTENCE ITS POSSIBILITY AND EXPRES¬ 
SIVENESS (USEFULNESS) ARE BOTH IMPROBABLE ; HENCE THE 
FIRST DEFINITION OF ‘ VERBAL COGNITION ’ IS AN 
‘ IMPOSSIBLE ’ ONE.—(1500) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no possibility of there being an ‘eternal sentenco’, because it 
has been established that all things are in perpetual flux ; also because of the 
reasons that are going to be adduced. 

Even if such 1 eternal Sentence ’ were possible, it could not convey a mean¬ 
ing (and serve any useful purpose). 

Hence the statement that—“ Through the eternal Sentence imperceptible 
tilings become known ”—is impossible ; hence the proposed definition is an 
4 impossible ’ one.—(1500) 

Question :—“ Why can there be no eternal Sentence ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1501). 

The Sentence may be * capable ’ or ‘ incapable ’; in either case, 

AS THE CHARACTER WOULD BE ALWAYS THERE, THE COGNITION 
RESULTING THEREFROM WOULD COME ABOUT (ALWAYS) J 
OR IT WOULD NOT COME ABOUT AT ALL.—(1501) 

COMMENTARY. 

The 4 eternal Sentence ’ may be 4 capable ’—of bringing about tho 
cognition,—or 4 incapable ’ at times ; these two alternatives are possible. 
In tho former case, as the said * capability ’ would be always there, the 
Cognition resulting from it would bo always there. This argument may be 
formulated as follows -.—When a thing has its capacity to produce something 
unobstructed, it must always produce that thing,—as for ©xamplo, the final 
causal conditions,—the eternal Sentence has its capacity to produce verbal 
cognition unobstructed at all times,—hence this is a Reason based upon the 
very nature of the tiling. Or it may be formulated as follows -.—That effect 
whose cause is present in its perfoct condition must come about,—e.g. 
the sprout, whose cause (in the shape of the seed, the soil and the requisite 
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moisture) is present in its perfect condition ;—the Cognition resulting from 
the eternal Sentence lias its cause always present in its perfect condition ;— 
hence tins is a Reason based upon the very nature of the thing. 

Under the other alternative—that the eternal Sentence is incapable 
(of bringing about cognition),—as the said ‘ incapability ’ would be there 
always, any cognition resulting from it would never come about at all,— 
just like the sprout whose cause is imperfect.—(1501) 

Question :—“ Why cannot the eternal Sentence convey a meaning (and 
serve a useful purpose) ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (1502-1503). 

Just as Hatred, Delusion, etc. are known to be sources of error, 

so are Compassion, Wisdom, etc. know to be sources 
of Truthfulness. • Where, then, there is no Person 

AS THE SOURCE, THESE TWO ALSO CANNOT BE THERE. 

Consequently the Sentence that does not 
EMANATE FROM A PERSON MUST BE INEX¬ 
PRESSIVE (USELESS).— (1502-1503) 

COMMENTARY. 

A verbal cognition can serve a useful purpose in two way *: either by 
representing things as they ore, or by representing things as they are not;— 
no third way is possible the use of both these kinds of Cognition have 
their source in good and bad qualities, as ascertained by positive and negative 
concomitance. For instance, tho man who is beset with Love, Hatred and 
other bad qualities is found to say things that are not true, while one who is 
endowed with Compassion and other good qualities is found to sav what is 
true ;—the receptaclo of both these qualities—good and bad—which are the 
sources of truth and falsehood,—is always a Person ;—hence where there is 
no Person, there can be no good or bad qualities ;—and when the good and 
bad qualities are not there, there can be no Truth or Falsehood ;—and as 
there is no third alternative possible, the statement that does not emanate 
from a Person can serve no purpose at all; as the cause is not there ; and 
when the cause is not there, there can be no effect; if it were, it would be 
causeless ; and in that case there could be no restriction of Place, Time, etc. 
in regard to such effects ”. 

This argument is to be taken as a Reductio ad absurdum ; otherwise, if 
it wore meant to bo really true, then it would be contrary to perceptible 
facts ; became such sentences as ' One desiring Heaven should offer the 
Agnihotra' are actually found to convey a definite meaning ; and what is 
actually perceived cannot be denied. 

Further, tho fact that the sentence is eternal is not admitted by both 
parties ; hence the Reason is 4 Inadmissible ’. 
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Stated in the form of a Reductio ad Absurdum, both the arguments are 
flawless. For instance, if the Veda is held to be ‘ without a Personal Author 
then it must be meaningless (and useless ); as the basis of expressiveness , 
in the shape of the Reason, is not there ; and yet, it is not meaningless ; 
—hence it must have a Personal Author;—this is the contingency that is 
shown by the Reductio ad Absurdum.' —(1502-1503) 


In order to further support this Reductio ad Absurdum, and to refute 
the charge of being contrary to a perceived fact,—the author anticipates 
and answers an objection :— 


TEXTS (1504-1507). 

If it be urged that—“ a certain meaning is actually comprehended 
from Words, hence they cannot be inexpressive or useless ”, 

—THEN (THE ANSWER IS THAT) SUCH COMPREHENSION CAN ONLY 
BE DERIVED FROM EXPLANATIONS PROVIDED ; AND IN THE MATTER 
OF EXPLANATIONS, IT IS FOUND THAT THE EXPOUNDER IS FREE TO 
EXPLAIN THINGS AS HE LIKES.—It MIGHT BE ARGUED THAT—“ THE 

Word, by its very nature, has the potency to denote well- 
established THINGS ”.—In THAT CASE, ITS MEANING WOULD BE 
COMPREHENDED ALSO BY ONE WHO HAS NO KNOWLEDGE OF THE 

convention (bearing upon the Word and its denotation)- 
Further, the Lamp, which is illuminative by its very nature, 

DOES NOT NEED A CONVENTION (IN ILLUMINING THINGS). LASTLY, 
AS THERE IS ANOTHER CONVENTION ALSO (BEARING UPON THE SAME 

Word), there could be no comprehension of that other thing 

FROM THAT SAME WORD. EVEN THOUGH THERE BE A CONVENTION, 

the Lamp cannot manifest Odour, Taste, etc.—Nor can any 
such Potency (of words) be recognised.—(1504-1507) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ No chit' —i.e. If it be urgod that—“ words cannot be inexpressive ; 
and hence the conclusion of the Buddhist is contrary to a perceived fact ”. 

The answer to this is that our conclusion would really be contrary to 
perceived facts if things were comprehended from the Veda itself, without 
the help of any instructions ; as a matter of fact however, the comprehension 
of the meaning comes only through the help of the expounder relying upon 
Conventions (the conventional denotation of words); and it never comes 
from the Veda itself independently of Convention. For instance, the 
Mimdmsaka and others have been found to expound the meaning of the 
Veda in accordance with their own whim ; and it cannot be right for the 
natural denotation of words to be dependent upon the whim of man. 
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The following might be urged—“The man does not expound a new 
meaning through his whim ; he explains that same natural meaning of words 
which has been there all along. So that your conclusion is clearly contrary 
to this perceived fact.” 

If that is so, and if the potency to express well-established things is 
already there in the Veda by its very nature,—then it should be possible 
for that meaning of the Veda to be comprehended by that man also who is 
ignorant of the Conventions. 

Says the Opponent—“ The Veda becomes a means of expressing things 
only through the help of the Conventions,—not independently by itself 

That cannot be right. The Lamp and such things which are by their 
nature endowed with the potency to illumine things, do not need any Conven¬ 
tions. If this were not so, then, through positive and negative concomitance, 
the potency to express things would have to bo attributed to those Conven¬ 
tions, not to any natural relationship (between the word and its moaning). 

Then again, the comprehension of the meaning may follow from the Veda 
as helped by Conventions ; even so, the view of the opponent would be defec¬ 
tive. This is what is shown by the words— As there is another Convention, 
etc. etc. *—The Conventions set up by the author of the Nirukta are dif¬ 
ferent from those set up by the Mim&msaka ; and as there is this other Conven¬ 
tion, —tliis latter could not bring about the comprehension of any moaning 
other than that indicated by itself; for the Lamp never illumines what cannot 
be illuminated by it—such, for instance, as Odour, Taste and so forth,—with 
the help of Conventions. 

Even granting that, on the ground of the other Convention, the Word 
may lie applicable to (and lead to the comprehension of) another thing,— 
no validity could attach to the cognition thus brought about.—This is what 
is meant by the words—‘ Nor can any such 'potency be recognised —If. 
through the speaker’s whim, a word bo actually applied to another thing 
(in another sense),—then, there would be confusion, and it would not bo 
possible to ascertain the exact expressive Potency of the word ; how then 
could it be possible to derive from it the cognition of the intended meaning ? 

Or, the words of the text may be explained in another way:—The 
natural expressiveness of the word may bo either restricted to one thing, 
or applied to several tilings;—only those two alternative views are possible. 
If it is restricted to one thing, then the objection (to the Opponent’s view) 
is that—‘ As there is another Convention, etc. etc.'. —If the second alternative 
is accepted then— 1 no such potency can be recognised ’,—i.e. on account of 
confusion. 

This has been thus declared—‘ If words are restricted to one thing, then 
there could be no comprehension of any other thing (from it); if they are 
related to several things, then there is possibility of the contradictory things 
being expressed ’.-(1504-1507) 


Having thus proved that the first definition (provided under 1489) of 
Verbal Cognition is impossible,—the Author proceeds to sum up his argument 
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and show the ‘ inadmissibility ’ of the Probans put up by the Opponent 
(under 1499) to the effect that ‘it brings about unshakeable cognitions’:— 


TEXTS (1508-1509). 

Thus, inasmuch as there can be no cognition of the meaning (of 
the Veda),—how can there be any ‘ unshakeability ’ in that 
cognition ? It could be possible only on the basis 
of Conventions ; and in this, it would not be 
different from the words of human beings. 

In fact, persons well-versed in the science 
of Reasoning do not recognise any 
difference between these two.— 

It can be ‘ unshakeable ’ only 
for the Skrolriyas who are 
ignorant of the ways of 
Reasoning.—(1508-1509) 

COMMENTARY. 


If the Veda is not the work of a human author, then, as shown above, 
there can be no comprehension of its meaning; how then could the cognition 
brought about by it be ‘ unshakeable ’ ? The meaning that is actually found 
to be comprehended from the words of the Veda must be one based upon 
Conventions, as has been shown above, under Text 1504. Henco it can only 
be through Conventions. Specially because the words of the Veda do not 
differ from the words of human beings ; that is, they do not differ from human 
assertions. 

Why this is so is explained in the words— 1 In fact, jyersons well-versed, 
etc. etc . ’ 

‘ Between these two', —i.e. between words in the Veda and words 
emanating from men.—In every way the words can be brought about by 
men, and hence the Vedic words cannot differ from the words of men. 

‘ It can be, etc. etc. ’.—In this the Author ridicules the Shrotriyas 
(.Mimamsakas ).—(1508-1509) 


The second form oi Verbal Cognition put forward by the other party in 
Toxt 1489, is that brought about ‘ by words uttered by a Trustworthy 
Person’. In this definition, the Author detects the defect of ‘Im¬ 
possibility ’ :— 
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TEXT (1510). 

Because the ‘ Trustworthy Person ’ is not admitted, therefore 

THE SECOND DEFINITION ALSO OF Verbal Cogjlition IS NOT 
proper.—Even if such a person were regarded 
AS POSSIBLE, THAT A CERTAIN PERSON IS SUCH 
A ONE CANNOT BE ASCERTAINED. 

—(1510) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, tho Mimumsalcas do not admit of a Person 4 free 
from defects ’ ; hence no 4 Trustworthy Porson * can bo admitted by them ; 
how then could the word of such a porson be valid (Right, Reliable) ? 

‘ Na kfamarn ’—is not proper ; i.e. it is 4 Impossible \ 

Even if the 4 Trustworthy Person ’ bo admitted, it could never bo exactly 
pointed out that 4 this person ’ is trustworthy ; hence he would be as good as 
non-existent. Then again, because there is no valid means of ascertaining 
whether or not there are certain bad or good qualities in a certain person,— 
because such qualities are beyond the reach of the senses,—specially because 
as for the bodily and verbal behaviour of men, they aro sometimes purposely 
misrepresented,—therefore how could any relianco bo placed upon the word of 
such men ? Because people with limited vision cannot properly discriminate 
among mon. 


TEXTS (1511-1512). 

IF IT BE URGED THAT—“ THAT PERSON IS REGARDED AS TRUSTWORTHY 
IN REGARD TO IMPERCEPTIBLE THINGS, WHOSE ASSERTIONS ARE 
FOUND TO BE TRUE IN MOST OASES ”,—THEN (THE ANSWER 
IS THAT) THE MERE FACT OF ONE’S ASSERTION BEING 
not true in some individual case, cannot prove 

THAT HIS ASSERTIONS ARE NEVER TRUE ; NOR 
CAN THE FACT OF ITS BEING tru* IN ONE 
CASE PROVE THAT ALL HIS ASSERTIONS 
ARE true .—(1511-1512) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged—“ Even though a man may not bo ontirely 
free from defects, yet if it has been found that in most cases his assertions 
are true, then such a person is regarded by us as 4 trustworthy ’,—and not 
any person 4 free from dofects ’;—and it is the assertion of such a 4 trust¬ 
worthy ' person that is meant in the definition of Verbal Cognition (provided 
by us). Hence the definition is not open to the charge of being 4 Impossible 
This cannot be right; because one assertion of the man has been found 
to be not incompatible with the real state of things, it does not necessarily 
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follow that all his assertions are true ; because it is always possible that some 
assertion may be untrue. If it were not so, then the definition would be 
false.—(1511-1512) 

Having thus proved that both definitions of Verbal Cognition are 
defective, the Author points out objections to Verbal Cognition in general:— 


TEXTS (1513-1514). 

What is the connection between Words and External Objects, 

BY EXPRESSING WHICH LATTER THE WORDS WOULD BE ‘ TRUE ’ 

(valid) ?—The connection between them cannot be 
of the nature of being the same in essence, —because 
they are apprehended by different sense- 
organs, AND FOR OTHER REASONS. NOR CAN 
THE CONNECTION BETWEEN THEM BE 

that of one being produced from the 
other ; because this is not true. 

Nor is there any other con¬ 
nection possible which 

COULD BE TRUE.— 

(1513-1514) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, between Words and External Things, there is no 
such relation as that of sameness or of being produced, —by virtue of which 
relation, the words expressing such things would be regarded as true. For 
instance, the relation of sameness is not possible betweon them,—because of 
such reasons as their being apprehended by different sense-organs ; i.e. words 
are apprehended by a sense-organ which is different from that by which the 
tilings are apprehended ; for instance, word is apprehended by the Auditory 
organ, while tilings are apprehended by the Visual and othor organs.—By 
‘ other reasons ’ are included differences of Time, Place, Appearance, Causes. 

Kumdrila has argued as follows :—“ The argumont that, ‘ one thing is 
different from another because they are appreliended by different sense- 
organs ’, is not Conclusive ; because in a cose where the same colour is seen 
by several persons, the Colour will have to be regarded as different, because 
it is apprehended by different sense-organs. It might bo argued that ‘ all 
the sense-organs apprehending the Colour belong to the same universal ‘ Eye \ 
so that the Colour is really perceived by a single sense-organ ’. But, in that 
case, though ‘ Being ’ is perceived by several sense-organs, yet the Universal 
‘ Sense-organ ’ being one, it would be perceived by the sumo sense-organ, 
and hence have to be regarded as one. For these reasons things have to be 
regarded as same or different, according as their cognitions are same or 
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different.—and not according to the .sameness or diversity of the sense-organs 
concerned 

The actual words of Kumar ila are as follows :—“ That which is cognised 
by more sense-organs than one does not (on that account) become diverse ; 
for, if it were so, then any and every object would have to be regarded as 
diverse on the ground of its being cognised by the sense-organs located in tho 
bodies of different persons.—If it be urged that ‘ in this caso the sense-organs 
of all persons would be of the same category or class, and as such, in a way, 
identical \—then we could have the same in the other case also, the class 
‘sense-organ’ being one and the same. The class ‘Being’ also is not 
regarded ns diverse, even though it is perceived by diverse sense-organs,— 
because it is always recognised as the same ( Shhkamriika —Sense- 
perception, 156-157.) 

This however is not right. Even when the difference is based upon the 
difference of cognitions, what has been urged remains equally applicable to 
what is meant to bo proved (by the Opponent). For instance, in regard to 
the case in question also, tho following might be said:—That the difference 
among things is duo to the difference in cognitions is not true (conclusive); 
for instance, when several persons perceive Colour, there is diversity of cogni¬ 
tions,—and yet the Colour is not diverse ; if one-ness (sameness of the Sense- 
organs) is assumed on the basis of tho eyes of nil persons belonging to tho 
same class ‘ Eye ’, then tho same sameness may bo attributed to Colour, 
Taste and other tilings also, because even though these Cognitions are diverse, 
yet they all belong to the one class ' Cognition ’; and tin's would be a direct 
contradiction of the assertion tliat ‘ Colour, etc. cannot be regarded as one, 
—because their cognitions are different ’ (found in ShlokavSrtika —Sense- 
perception, 158). 

Thus tho answer provided (by Kumfirila) is of the nature of a ‘ Futile 
Rojoinder ’. 

If it be urged that—“ Just as, even when there is difference in the 
Specific Individualities, there are certain characteristics upon the differ- 
ence or non-difference of which people regard things as different or non- 
different, and treat them as the basis of conceiving of things as one or diverse ; 
this is what we mean by the difference and non-difference of cognitions ”,— 
all this would bo equally applicable to the caso of Sense-organs also. So 
enough of this. 

4 Nor can the connection, etc. etc. ’tliat is, tho relation between Words 
and Tilings expressed by them cannot bo tliat of being produced by them ; 
as this would bo not true ; because even when the Thing is not there, the Word 
may bo there, through tho mere wish of the speaker. 

Nor is there any other kind of inseparability between the two, except that 
of Cause and Effect; if any such wore postulated, it would lead to absurdity. 

From all this wo conclude that the Word cannot serve as a valid 
means of cognition of the thing spoken of by it.—(1513-1514) 

Says the Opponent—” If that is so, then how is it that it lias been 
declared (by a Buddhist writer) that—‘ Verbal Cognition is not a distinct 
form of Cognition, because it proceeds from Inference ; just as the Inference, 
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baaed upon the character, of being a product, is drawn by one for his own 
benefit, so the word also denotes tilings only through the negation of 
others ' ? ” 

Anticipating this objection, the Author proceeds to show in what way 
Verbal Cognition is meant- to be included under Inference :— 


TEXT (1515). 

From all Verbal Statements there follows Inference of the 

* desire to speak ’ (i.e. Intention, on the part of the 
speaker) ; this (Intention) is definitely known 

TO BE THE CADSE (SOURCE) OF THE WORDS, 

THROUGH DIRECT PERCEPTION AND 
Non-APPREHENSION.—(1515) 

COMMENTARY. 

' All words ' —i.e. all those that are regarded as emanating from human 
beings. 

This ‘ Desire to Speak ’ or ‘ Intention ’ is inferred from the Verbal state¬ 
ments, because they are the effects of that Desire,—and not because 
it is expressed (or denoted) by it. That the said Desire is the cause of the 
Verbal Statement is ascertained from the fact that there is positive and 
nogativo concomitance (between them). 

When it was said (by the Buddhist writer) that ‘ the word also denotes 
things only os the negation of others —what was meant by ‘ denoting ’ was 
only indicating, making known; that is, the explanation provided of that 
passage is as follows :—Just like the Probans ‘ Because it is a product \ 
it manifests (indicates) a tiling by means of the negation or exclusion of 
other things. This has to be so understood ; otherwise, the instance ' like 
the Probans Because it is a product' would be one devoid of the Probandum ; 
because there can be no denoting of ‘ being a product ’ ; os the denoting is a 
property or function of words ; so that, if actual denoting were meant, then 
the statement of tho Reason in the form ‘ because it denotes things through 
the negation of others ’ would be ‘Too Specific ’ (hence Inconclusive).—(1515) 

Says tho Opponent:—“ Even in regard to the Intention (Desire to Speak), 
the word should not be regarded os the Means of Cognition ; because it could 
not be the moans of bringing about tho cognition of any particular ‘ Desire 
to Speak ’ (Intention); for, if it were so regarded, it would bo not true; as 
in tho case of a man labouring under a mistake, a statement is not always 
understood in tho sense in which it was intended by the speaker. Nor 
could it be tho means of bringing about the cognition of the ‘ Desire to 
Speak ' (or ‘ Intention ’) in general ; because such a cognition would be useless. 
The cognition of mem Intention (Desire to Speak) does not serve any useful 
purpose in actual practico; because no definite cognition of its meaning 
can be obtained.” 
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Anticipating this objection in the following Text (151G), the Author 
asserts (in Text 1517) the fact of the Verbal Expression being an efficient 
Means of bringing about the cognition of the particular ‘Desire to Speak’— 


TEXTS (1516-1517). 

“ In the case of the Man under an Illusion, a verbal statement 
IS FOUND WHICH IS QUITE DIFFERENT FROM WHAT THE MAN ‘ DESIRED 
TO SAY * ; SO ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ DESIRE TO SPEAK * in 
general ; hence the Verbal statement cannot function (to¬ 
wards BRINGING ABOUT THE COGNITION OF ANY DESIRE TO SPEAK) ” ; 
—IF THIS IS URGED,—(THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT) THERE IS CLEAR 
DISTINCTION BETWEEN WORDS USED BY THE MAN UNDER AN ILLU¬ 
SION AND THOSE USED BY ONE WHO IS NOT UNDER AN ILLUSION. 
Clever men are quite able to discern this difference through 
the Context and such other circumstances.—(1516-1517) 

COMMENTARY. 

It must be admitted that there is difference between words used by the 
deluded person and those used by the person not so deluded ; otherwise, a 
difference in the causes would make no difference in their effocts. Tins dif¬ 
ference clover men are quite able to discern, through the Context and other 
circumstances. 

‘ Prakria ’ stands for the Context in which the words are used. 

‘ And other circumstances '; —this includes the freedom from confusion, 
happy facial expression and so forth.—(1616-1517) 

Question: —“Why should there be a distinction among the words at 
all ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (1518-1519). 

Difference among Words is due to difference among their causes. 
—If there are people who do not notice this difference, 

THE FAULT IS THEIRS, NOT OF THE INDICATIVE.—OTHERWISE, 

THE FACT OF MERE SUSpecled SMOKE NOT HAVING FOR 
ONCE BROUGHT ABOUT THE TRUE NOTION OF FlRE,— 

MIGHT LEAD TO THE CONCLUSION THAT EVEN WHEN 
cognised with certainly. Smoke cannot be 
a true Indicative of Fire.—(1518-1519) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, the difference is due to the difference in the Causes. 
Consequently, when the effect has been duly pondered over, it is never 
found to be non-concomitant with its Cause ; so that the Word does become 
the means of knowing the particular * Intention of the Speaker \ 
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If some people however are unable to perceive any difference in the 
words that appear as indicatives (of the meaning),—tho fault lies with these 
people themselves,—not with the Indicative (word). Because tho Indication 
does not indicate the meaning by its mere presence,—it does so only when 
it is duly ascertained. Hence the fault lies with the person addressed. 

If it were not so, then, if in a oase where the presence of Smoke has 
been morely suspected in what was really only vapour, —and hence later on 
it is found that tho Fire indicated by it is not there, and it has failed to 
indicate the true Fire,—it may lead one to tho conclusion that even in cases 
where the Smoko lias been duly cognised with certainty,’ it would not be 
indicative of tho True Fire. 

Further, when the entire fabric of verbal usage is regarded as illusory, 
being dei>endont solely upon mere semblancos,—like the idea of 4 Two Moons ’ 
that the man of defective vision lias,—how could the charge of being invalid 
lie brought, on tho basis of falsity only, agaiast tho notion of the particular 
4 Intention of the Speaker ’ ? Specially when real validity is not attributed 
to tho idea of that particular 4 Intention This has been thus declared— 
‘ When Verbal Cognition was declared to be Inferential, it was with a view 
to its indicativeness being dependent upon Convention, and not with a view 
to tho real truth’.—(1518-1519) 

The following Text shows that words can be the Moans of Cognising 4 the 
Speaker’s Intention ’ in general also :— 


TEXT (1520). 

In the case of those words also, there is no incongruity in the 

Inference of the simple 4 Desire to Speak ’; because it 

IS ALWAYS THERE ;—FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISH¬ 
ING THE FACT OF ITS BEING PRODUCED BY THE 

Speaker’s Breath and so forth. 

—1520 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of all words, uttered by deluded as well as undoluded persons, 
there is no incongruity in tho Inference of a general 4 Intention to Speak ’;— 
because it is always there, —i.e. there is no failure in the general premiss. 

It might bo argued that— 44 The assertion that— 4 through tho mere 
presence of such a Person,—as through that of tho Chintamani gem,— 
instructions issue forth at will, even out of tlie walls ’,—would appear to 
indicate that (as thero is no speaker, there can be no 4 desire to speak ’), there 
may bo falsity (in such assertions).” 

But that is not so ; because in this case also the initial cause lies in tho 
4 desire to speak ’; as even hero the word issues forth only under tho influence 
of the faculty produced by previous meditations. For instance, when a 
person has thoroughly got up a certain Text, it so lxappcns that even when 
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his thoughts are turned towards other things, he can go on repeating (auto¬ 
matically) words und portions of versos of that toxt. And it cannot be said 
that the initial cause of such utterances does not lio in some previous efforts 
put forth by the man,—because, if it were not so, then, even on perceiving 
(misconceiving) smoke, in the vapour issuing from the cowherd's pot (and 
finding it as not truly indicating the Fire), one might regard the real Smoke 
also to be fallible as an indicative of real Fire. 

From all this it follows that in all cases, there is no fallibility in the 
Indicative at all,—when due consideration is given to the Effect, the Indica¬ 
tive, the Time, the Place and other details,—and hence it is always present. 

Nor can the Inference (of the 4 desire to speak ’) be regarded as useless ; 
as it serves to prove the fact of the utterance being due to the broath of the 
Speaker and so forth. 

The phrase ‘ and so forth ’ includes such conditions as the presence of 
defects (which can exist only in the Speaker, whose desire is inferred from the 
verbal statement).—(1520) 

Says the Opponent—“ We grant that words can serve as the moans 
of cognising the ‘ Desire to Speak ’; but what is the Minor Term, what the 
Probandum ,—what too the well-known relation between them,—by virtue 
of which the Verbal Statement can be regarded as a full-fledged Three - 
featured Inference,—and not a distinct Moans of Cognition by itself ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (1521-1522). 

When the 4 Desire to Speak ’ is the thing to be inferred , the 

PRESENCE OF THE THREE FEATORES IS QUITE CLEAR ;—THE 

Man is the Minor Term, wherein the presenoe of the 
Desire is the Probandum , which is proved by its effect 
in the shape of the verbal statement (Probans). 

For example (the form of the Inference 
would be)— this Man is cognised as having 
had THE Desire to Speak OF the Tree, 

—BECAUSE HE HAS UTTERED THE 
WORD 4 TREE JUST AS I HAD 
DONE UNDER PREVIOUS 
CIRCUMSTANCES.— 

(1521-1522) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Man is the Minor Term,—where he is actually seen ;—the desire to 
speak is the Probandum ;—the relation consists of occurring in the same 
‘ chain as shown before.—'Where, howevor, the speaker is not visible, the 
Place would be the Minor Term,—and the man with the said desire would be 
the Probandum; because the place also is one of the causes of the Word; 
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as is clear from the fact that the Word that is heard in places like the 
mountain-cave is different from that heard elsewhere.—(1521-1522) 

TEXTS (1523-1525). 

Thus then, in cases where the other party have denied the pre¬ 
sence of the Three Features,—we do not regard the Verbal 
Statement to be a Means of Cognition.—In cases, however, 

WHERE THE PRESENCE OF THE THREE FEATURES IS ADMITTED 
BY THEM, THE FACT OF ITS BEING ‘ THREE-FEATURED ’ IS QUITE 

clear.—Where the 4 desire to speak ’ is to be proved, it has 
BEEN SHOWN THAT THE THREE FEATURES ARE PRESENT.—SUCH 
being the case, the Word is as good a Means of Inference as 

THE Smoke, —BECAUSE IT IS EQUIPPED WITH THE THREE FEATURES, 
AND BECAUSE ITS OBJECTIVE IS OF THAT SAME KIND.-(1523-1525) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Thus then, in cases, etc. etc.' —This means that, when the other party 
puts forward the reason ‘ because it is devoid of the Three Features ’ as against 
the idea of Verbal Cognition being inferential, in the sense of being something 
external,—his argument is superfluous ; (as we also do not admit that). 

‘ In cases however, etc. etc.' —-This shows that tho reason put forward by 
the other party is inadmissible, if it is urged against the inference of the 
Desire to Speak ; because in regard to that, it has been shown that all tho 
three features are clearly present.—(1523-1525) 


End of Chapter XIX (A). 




CHAPTER XIX. 


Section (B). 

A nalogical Cognition. 

COMMENTARY. 

With regard to Analogical Cognition, the Author declares an follows :— 

TEXTS (1520-1527). 

‘ What sort of an animal is the Gavaya ? ’—on being thus questioned 

BY PEOPLE LIVING IN THE CITY, THE FORESTER MAKES THE 

STATEMENT ‘ AS THE COW SO IS THE GaVCIIja' ; IT IS THIS 
THAT IS KNOWN AS Upamdna (ANALOGY).—ACCORDING TO 
SHABARA'S VIEW HOWEVER, THIS IS NOT OUTSIDE THE 

scope op ‘ Word * (Verbal Statement), hence 
IT HAS BEEN DESCRIBED IN ANOTHER WAY. 

[Shlo.-Vd. — XJpamdna, 1-2.)— 

(1520-1527) 

COMMENTARY. 

On being asked—* What sort of an animal is the Gavaya ? ’—The man 
makes the statement—* the Gavaya is like the Cow ’; it is this Verbal State¬ 
ment. that is known as ‘ Upamdna \ * Analogy among the older Kaiyayikas 
[e.g. Vdtsyayana, in his Nyatjabhdjya on Su. 1. 1. 6). 

According to Shabara's view, as stated in lus Bhasya (on MI. Su. 1. 1. 5), 
the cognition brought about by the said’ statement would be included under 
‘ Verbal Cognition and hence the Means of such a Cognition could not be 
regarded as a distinct Means of Cognition (apart from the Word); with tliis in 
view Analogy has been described by liim in a different manner ; he says— 
‘ Upamdna —that is, Similitude,—also brings about the cognition of things 
not in contact with the sonses ; for instance, the sight of tho Gavaya brings 
about the remembrance of the Cow '.*—(1526-1527) 

This (Shabara’s) view the author proceeds to expound in tho following— 

* On the exact meaning of t his passage in the Shabarabhdsya, thoro is a differ¬ 
ence of opinion among tho Mimamsakas themselves. According to tho Jtjuvimald, 
the meaning of the words of tho Bhfijjya is that ‘ the sight of the Gavaya brings 
about the Analogical Cognition, that the animal seen is called ‘ Gavaya to the 
man who, on seeing the Gavaya, has remembered the Cow.—This is the same as the 
view of V&tsyayana, which has been controverted in the Shlokavartika, tho 
meaning according to which has been adopted in tho translation above. 



OTHER FORMS AND MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE. 


761 


TEXTS (1528-1530). 

“ Having seen the Cow, when the man goes to the forest and sees 
the Gavaya, bearing a manifold commonalty (similitude, to 
the Cow) in several parts of the body, but with rounded 

NECK (NOT WITH THE DEWLAP) J —THE FIRST COGNITION THAT 
HE HAS OF THE Gavaya IS ONE THAT APPREHENDS ONLY ITS 

SHAPE ; AND THIS cognition IS purely perceptional. The 

COGNITION THAT FOLLOWS IS IN THE MORE DETERMINATE 
FORM—‘ THE SHAPE OF THIS ANIMAL IS SIMILAR TO THE 
COW’S AND THIS ALSO COMES ABOUT ONLY WHEN 
THE OPERATION OF THE SENSES IS THERE ; SO THAT 

this also is regarded TO be perceptional." 

—(1528-1530) 

COMMENTARY. 

Having seen the Cow previously, the man, later on, goes to the forest 
and sees the Gavaya, —of what sort ?— bearing a manifold commonalty in 
several parts of the body, —i.e. he thinks that many parts of its body are 
similar,— but with a rounded neck, —i.e. without the dewlap (which is the 
distinctive feature of the Cow),—then the first cognition that appears is of tho 
non-conceptual (non-determinate) kind, which apprehends only the general 
shape of the Gavaya ; and this Cognition is pure Perception.—That cognition 
also winch appears later on,—in the form ‘ this animal is similar to the 
Cow ’—which is more specifically conceptual,—is also pure Perception ; as 
it is brought about by the operation of the senses.—(1528-1530) 

The following might- be urged against the above— 4 The cognition that 
appears is through Remembrance, as envisaging the similarity, —and not 
through the operation of the senses \— 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1531). 

“Though the said Cognition appears on the remembrance of the 
Cow,— YET, ON ACCOUNT OF SUBSISTING IN THE Gavaya, THERE 
IS proximity (of the similarity, to the Senses), and 

HENCE IT WOULD BE WITHIN REACH OF THE 

SENSES.”—(1531) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though it is true that the said cognition appreliending the similarity 
follows after the Remembrance (of the Cow), yet, because as residing in the 
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Oavaya, it would bo in proximity (to the senses), tho similarity would )>e 
within reach of the senses. 

* Sannidhi ’ stands for the character of being in proximity. 

1 Oavayasihatvdt' —is tho reason for its being regarded as in proximity ; 
the sense being that— because the similarity resides in the Oavaya, therefore 
it is in proximity to tho senses.—(1531) 

Objection : —* Similarity residos in two tilings; how then can it be 
percoived in the Oavaya alono (the other thing, the Cow, not being before 
the eyes) ? ’ 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1532). 

“ Like the Universal, similarity resides in its entirety in each 

MEMBER ; BECAUSE EVEN WHEN THE CO-RELATIVE IS 
NOT PERCEIVED, THE SIMILARITY IS ACTUALLY 

. PERCEIVED."—(1532) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term 4 sdmdnyaval means that it is like the Universal. 

Even though similarity lies between two members, yet, like the 
Universal, it resides in its entirety in each member ; it is for this reason that 
even when tho co-relative, in the shape of the Cow (in the case in question) 
is not perceived, the similarity is actually perceived in the other member 
( Oavaya ) which is before tho eyes.—(1532) 

The following might be urged—‘ If similarity were an entity by itself, 
then it could be perceived ; as a matter of fact, however, it is not admitted 
that it is an entity by itself \ 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1533). 

“ The pact of Similarity being an entity cannot be denied ; because 

IT ACTUALLY EXISTS IN THE FORM OF THE PRESENCE IN A THING 
OF ONE KIND OF SEVERAL PARTS SIMILAR TO THOSE IN 

that of another kind." [Shlokavartika — 

Upamdna, 18.] — (1533) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, Similarity is a relationship in the shape of the 
Inherence, in a particular individual, of many parts—in the shape of the 
Homs and others, as existing in the Cow,—in the particular Individual, the 
Oavaya ;—and a Relationship is not something entirely different from the 
Relatives ; for, if it were, then there might bo the possibility of there being no 
cognition of the Relationship at all. 
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The qualifying term is ‘ in a thing of another kind \ because the pre¬ 
sence of all common features in things of the same kind is not regarded as 
similarity. —(1533) 

The following Text shows the real form.of Analogical Cognition (according 
to Shabara )— 


TEXT (1534). 

“ Under the said circumstances, the Cognition that appears in 
the form, 4 The Cow is similar to this animal is what is 
called Analogical Cognition." —(1534) 

COMMENTARY. 


4 The Cow is similar to this animal that is now seen by me \—this cogni¬ 
tion appears in regard to the Cow which is not before the observer (not 
within reach of his senses);—and this cognition is what is called ‘ Analogical 
Cognition which thus is a Means or Form of Cognition. 

The following Text shows the object that is apprehended by the said 
Analogical Cognition :— 


TEXT (1535). 

“ Thus that which is remembered, and which is qualified by the 
(perceived) similarity, is the object that is apprehended 
by Analogical Cognition . Or, the object of the said 
Cognition may consist of the Similarity 
itself as subsisting in that (remem¬ 
bered) thing.”— [ Shlo . Fa .— 

Upamana, 37.]—(1535) 

COMMENTARY. 

Because Analogical Cognition is as described above, therefore the Cow 
that is remembered and which is qualified by the similarity of the Gavaya 
(seen) is the object apprehended by that Cognition.—Or it may be the Simi¬ 
larity itself as subsisting in the Cow.—<1535) 

Objection :—‘ Similarity is cognised by Sense-perception,—the Cow 
also becomes the object of Remembrance;—what then is left to be known,— 
apprehending which. Analogy would become the Means of Cognition ’ T 
Answer :— 
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TEXT (1536). 

“Similarity having been apprehended by Sense-perception,— 

AND THE COW HAVINO BEEN REMEMBERED,—THE TWO TOGETHER 
(LB. THE COW QUALIFIED BY SIMILARITY) ARE NOT COGNIS¬ 
ABLE BY ANY OTHER MEANS OF COGNITION ; 

HENCE HEREIN LIES THE FUNCTIONING 

of Analogy as a Means of 
Cognition . ’ ’—(1536) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though the similarity has become cognised by Senso-porception, and the 
Cow also lms been remembered, yet, tho cognition of the Cow as qualified by 
the Similarity has not been cognised by any other Sense-porception or Romom- 
brance. Honce in the bringing about of this Cognition lies the operation of 
Analogy as a Means of Cognition. —(1536) 


An example is cited, to illustrate this :— 


TEXT (1537). 

“ [For instance, in the case of the well-known Inference of 
Fire from Smoke] though the Place is perceived by Sense- 
perception, and the Fire (in the kitchen) is 
remembered, —yet the cognition of the two 
together (i.e. the Fire and the 
Place in the Hill), does not 
cease to be Inferential." 

—(1537) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, when tho Place,—the Minor Term—is diroctly perceived ,— 
and the Fire is cognised by Remembrance, —yet, when the resultant Inference 
of the place as qualified by Fire appears,—it does not lose its character of 
the Means of Cognition ; in fact it remains a Means of Right Cognition. The 
same should be the case with Analogical Cognition also.—(1537) 
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It might be asked—Even if Analogy be a Means of Cognition,—in 
what way is it distinct from Sense-perception and the rest ? 

The Answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1538-1540). 

“ (a) Analogical Cognition cannot be regarded as Sense-perception, 
—because it is entirely devoid of the functioning of the 
senses. (6) Nor can it be regarded as Inference, because 
-the ‘ Three-features ’ are not there ; for instance, 

THERE IS no PrOBANS HERE (WHICH SUBSISTS IN THE 
Subject) ; and the similarity of the Cow (to 
the Gavaya) has not been previously cog¬ 
nised AS SUBSISTING IN THE SUBJECT ; 

AND THE similarity THAT IS perceived 
in THE Gavaya cannot bring 

ABOUT THE INFERENCE OF 

THE Cow.”— (1538-1540) 

COMMENTARY. 

It cannot be right to regard the cognition in question as Perception, 
because it is not brought about by the contact of the senses. 

Nor can it be regarded as Inference ; as the ‘ Three Features ’ are absent. 
For instance, what would be the * property of the Subject i.e. the Probans ?— 
tho similarity ?—or the Gavaya that is seen ? If the similarity were taken 
to be the Probans, would it be the similarity in the Cow ?—or that in the 
Gavaya ? These are the only two alternatives possible.—Now the similarity 
residing in such cognisable tilings as the Cow and the like cannot serve as 
the Probans, because, prior to the perception of the Gavaya, that similarity 
has not been apprehended; and what has not been apprehended cannot 
serve as the Probans ; if it did, it would lead to absurdities.— 4 Then it is the 
Similarity residing in the Gavaya that could serve as the Probans, because 
this similarity is apprehended when the Gavaya is seen’.—The answer to 
that is that what is perceived in the Gavaya cannot bring about the Inference of 
the Cow ; os there is no co-ordination between them; just as there is none 
between the Cow and the blackness (perceived elsewhere).—(1539-1540) 


Says the Gpponent :—After the Gavaya lias been perceived, the simi¬ 
larity residing in the Cow becomes apprehended, and then that similarity 
will servo as the required Pro bans. 

The Answer to that is as follows:— 
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TEXT (1541). 

‘‘ The similarity residing in the Cow cannot serve as the Probans, 
AS IT FORMS A PART OF THE PROPOSITION ITSELF. THE GdVat/a 
ALSO CANNOT SERVE AS THE PROBANS INDICATIVE OF 
THE COW , AS IT HAS NO CONNECTION WITH 
THE COW.”—(1541) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as Similarity is the object Inferred, it cannot serve as the 
Probans. 

“ In that case, the Gavaya would be the Probans ". 

Here also, the Gavaya cannot serve as the Probans, for want of co¬ 
ordination.—(1541) 


Says the Opponent—Then Analogical Cognition may not be a valid 
form of cognition at all. 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1542). 

“ The COGNITION IN QUESTION CANNOT BE REGARDED AS not A FORM OF 
Right Cognition ; because it makes known wiiat is not 

ALREADY KNOWN ; FOR INSTANCE, BEFORE THE PER¬ 
CEPTION of the Gavaya, its similarity, (in 
THE Cow) HAS NOT BEEN APPREHENDED 
AT all.”—(1542) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is, before the perception of tho Gavaya, there Iras been no appre¬ 
hension of the Cow as qualified by similarity to the Gavaya ; consequently, as 
Analogical CognitioD brings about the cognition of the Cow as qualified by 
similarity to the Gavaya, —which has not been known previously,—it is only 
right that it should be regarded as a valid Means of Cognition.—(1542) 


The above ( Mimdmsaka ) view of Analogical Cognition is refuted in the 
following Texts :— 
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TEXTS (1543-1545). 


AS THERE IS NO OBJECT THAT COULD BE COGNISED BY THIS MEANS, IT 
CANNOT BE REGARDED AS A Means of Cognition. —It MIGHT BE URGED 
THAT—“ THERE IS T HE CONNECTION OF THE MANIFOLD COMMONALTY 

of component parts, which is what is cognised ”.—But commonalty 

ITSELF HAVING BEEN REJECTED, HOW COULD THERE BE ANY WlGnt- 

foldness in regard to it ? How too could there be any 

‘ CONNECTION ’ WITH SUCH MANIFOLD ‘ COMMONALTY ’ ? [SaYS THE 

Opponent]—“ There is a Means of Cognition which brings 
about the Cognition of such commonalty, in the form of the 
Inference that—Commonalty is an entity and is apprehended 
by Sense-perception, because it is cognisable as something 

OTHER THAN NEGATION,—LIKE THE Unique ENTITY ”.—[THE ANSWER 

to this follows in the following Text 1545.] — (1543-1545) 

COMMENTARY. 


Analogy cannot be a Means of Cognition, because there is nothing that 
is cognised by means of it,—and hence it is like any Means other than the six 
(that are accepted by the Mimdmsaka). 

“ But there is similarity, consisting in the presence of the manifold 
commonalty of component parts, which is cognised by its means ; hence 
the Reason adduced (by the Buddhist) is 1 inadmissible V* 

It is not so ; in course of our examination of Commonalty (Universal), 
all commonalties have been rejected; bow then can there bo any ‘mani¬ 
foldness of Commonalties ’ ? Nor is connection of Commonalties possible. 
Hence our Reason cannot be said to be ' Inadmissible ’. 

The following might be urged “ There is a Means of Cognition which 
establishes the existence of the Commonalty. Hence your Reason remains 
inadmissible. The said Means of Cognition is as follows—' The Commonalty 
is an entity ’,—and ‘it is apprehensible by Sense-perception *,—these are the 
two Propositions ; the Reason (Premiss) is, ‘because it is something cogni¬ 
sable, other than Negation 1 ; that is to say, it is cognisable as something 
which has a character other than ‘ non-existence *‘ the unique entity ’ 
is the Corroborative Instance ; the specific Individuality of things is the 
4 unique entity *.”—(1543-1545) 


The answer to the above argument is provided in the following— 


768 


TATTVASA NGRAHA : CHAPTER XIX. 


TEXT (1546). 

The Reason (Premiss) here put forward is ‘ not admissible ’ for 

THOSE WHO DECLARE THAT ANYTHING COGNISABLE IN THE FORM 

of ‘ Commonalty ’ (or Universal) falls under the 

CATEGORY OF THE ‘ NON-EXISTENT *. AND IN THE 
CASE OF THE FORMER OF THE TWO PROBANDA 
(PUT FORTH), THE PREMISS BECOMES PART 

of the Proposition itself.—(1546) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term ‘ artha ' in tho compound ‘ Sumanyartha \ stands for ‘what is 
cognisable \ 

As regards both the Propositions put forward,—the Buddhists hold that 
any such thing as ‘Commonalty’ (Universal) can have no character 
(existence); hence they cannot admit the statement that Commonalty is 
anything other than purely non-existent; so that to that extent, the Probans 
cited is ‘ inadmissible 

As regards tho first Proposition,—that ‘ Commonalty is an entity ’, 
—in that connection, tho Reason cited forms part of the Proposition itself ; 
for instance, it is only an entity that can bo ‘ other than non-existent ’ ; 
because tho entity is only the ‘ negation of the non-existent ’; and it is this 
same that lias been put forward, in other words, in the Premiss (Reason); 
and that same is the Probandxun also ; thus the Premiss forms part of the 
Proposition.—(1516) 

Further, because it is of the nature of Remembrance, therefore, being 
like any other Remembrance, Analogical Cognition cannot be a valid form 
of Cognition. The following Texts oxplain how Analogical Cognition is of 
the nature of Remembrance :— 

TEXTS (1547-1540). 

What happens in this case is that there are some parts in the 
Qavaya's body which bring about cognitions similar to those 
BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE PARTS OF THE Cow's BODY ;—HENCE WHEN 
. the Gavaya is seen, there follows the Remembrance of the 

PARTS OF THE Cow’S BODY THAT HAVE BEEN SEEN BEFORE REPEATED¬ 
LY. IT IS FOR THIS REASON THAT, THERE DOES NOT ARISE ANY IDEA 

of the Horse and other animals, through that similarity,— 
but it does arise when the Gavaya is seen. Otherwise, if 
thf.re were no such Remembrance, what would be the 

DIFFERENCE (BETWEEN THE CASE OF THE Cow AND THAT OF THE 

Horse) ?—(1547-1549) 

COMMENTARY. 


In its essence, there is no such thing as Similarity ; all that is there is 
that there are some parts in the Gavaya's body which bring about the same 
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conceptual notions as certain parts of the cow's body; and similarity is not 
any distinct entity, apart from the said ports which give rise to the same 
conceptions ; that this is so is clear from the fact that nothing apart from 
those figures in the conception at all. Hence what happens is that on the 
perception of the Oavaya, there arises a cognition in regard to the parts of 
the Cow's body, on account of the repeated perception of these latter in the 
past; and this cognition that arises is of the nature of Remembrance, —and 
it is not a distinct cognition apprehending a distinct entity in the shape of 
Similarity. —If it were not so, then, in regard to the Horse and other animals 
also,—as the presence of the manifold commonalty of component parts is 
there,—why should not the idea of these other animals appear on the seeing 
of the Gavaya, in the way as it does in regard to the Cow ? There is no 
difference between the two cases, some degree of similarity being present in 
both cases. 

* Otherwise \—i.e. if the parts of the cow's body had not been seen 
repeatedly. 

In the case of the resultant cognition being of the nature of Remembrance, 
this difficulty does not arise ; as the Remembrance appears in regard to that 
same thing which has been repeatedly seen before ; as the causes that bring 
about Remembrance are restricted in their scope.—(1547-1549) 


The following might be urged—“ Analogical Cognition may be of the 
nature of Remembrance ; but why slwuld Remembrance itself not be regarded 
as a valid form of Cognition ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1550). 


Remembrance cannot be a form of valid Cognition, because it 

ENVISAGES WHAT IS ALREADY KNOWN. HOW THEN COULD IT BE 
REGARDED AS A DISTINCT FORM OF VALID COGNITION ?—(1550) 

COMMENTARY. 

* I yam '—stands for Remembrance. —(1550) 

Taking for granted that Similarity is an entity, the Author proceeds 
to show that, even according to the view of the Mimdmsaka, Analogical 
Cognition cannot be valid :— 
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TEXTS (1551-1553). 

Or, Similarity may be an entity, residing in the Cow, like the 
Commonalty (or Universal) ; even so, it will have been per¬ 
ceived IN THE COW STANDING BEFORE THE PERSON BEFORE HE 
SEES THE CO-RELATIVE ( GttVdya) \ AND AS SUCH THE COGNITION 
OF THE SAID SIMILARITY FOLLOWING UPON THE SEEING OF THE 
Qavaya cannot escape from being of the nature of Remem¬ 
brance.—[Says the other party]—“ What has been pre¬ 
viously seen in the Cow is Similarity merely existing there, 

AND IT HAS NOT BEEN DEFINITELY ASCERTAINED THAT IT IS 
SIMILARITY to the Q<UVay(l ; WHILE THIS LATTER IS WHAT IS APPRE¬ 
HENDED by Analogical Cognition, which, thus, is different 
from Remembrance.”—(1551-1553) 

COMMENTARY. 

There may be a real entity in the shapo of Similarity ; and it may be 
residing in everything in its entirety.—But oven so, when, before seeing 
the Qavaya, the man sees the Cow standing beforo him, he naturally sees the 
Similarity which is inseparable from the Cow; otherwise the inseparability 
of the two could not be there.—And thus, as the subsequent Analogical 
Cognition would be apprehending only what has been already apprehended, 
it would not bo a form of valid Cognition. 

The following argument might be urgod :—“ The Similarity seen pre¬ 
viously was merely as existing, it was not seen in the form that ' this is the 
similarity between this Qavaya and the Cow *; while this is the form in which 
the Similarity is apprehended by Analogical Cognition ; so that it cannot 
be regarded as being of the nature of Remembrance ”.—(1651-1553) 

The answer to this last argument is provided in the following :— 


TEXT (1554). 

Even if the Similarity had not been previously apprehended 

UNDER THAT NAME, IT WAS APPREHENDED ALL THE SAME, 

IN ITS OWN FORM, WHICH IS CALLED ITS VERY 

SELF.—(1554) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though the Similarity has not been previously apprehended under 
that name,—i.e. as ‘ Similarity to the Gavaya ’,—i.e. the animal Cow as similar 
to the Qavaya may not havo been apprehended prior to the seeing of the 
Qavaya ;—yot in its own form, it has been already apprehended ; that is, that 
which forms its very self —its essence, nature,—has been previously appre¬ 
hended. 
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Question —“ What is that own form in which it has been apprehended ? ” 
Answer 4 Which is called its very self ’ i.e. that which is called the 
very self of the Cow, —in that form, which constitutes its nature,—it has 
been already apprehended.—(1554) 

Question :—“ What if it has been already apprehended ! ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1555). 

Mere Name does not constitute the 4 essence ’ of things ; by virtue 

OF WHICH, WHEN IT (THE NaME) HAS NOT BEEN APPREHENDED, 

THE THINGS COULD BE REGARDED AS 4 NOT KNOWN 
BY PEOPLE WHO KNOW THE TRUE NATURE OF 

the Self.—(1555) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Name does not form the 4 essence ’ of things ; so that, even if the 
Name- lias not been previously known,—if the thing happens to become 
known,—it cannot be said to be 4 not known Specially for the philosopher 
who holds the view that Sense-perception is of the nature of definitely certain 
Cognition,—it cannot be right to say that the thing, thus known, is not 
known.—(1555) 


TEXT (1556). 

If on the strength of the slight element of Valid Cognition 
(found in Analogical Cognition),—it were to be regarded as an 
independent form of Cognition,—then there could be 
no limit to the number of such independent Forms 
of Cognition ; specially as there are other ways 
in which such slight elements of Cognition 
could be found.—(1556) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, if the mere idea of 4 being similar to this \—this slight element, 
found in Analogical Cognition,—were to be accepted as the basis for regarding 
it os a distinct Form of Cognition,—then there would be absurdities ; and 
there could bo no limit to the number of forms of Valid Cognition, such as is 
found in the declaration— 4 Sense-perception, Inference, Verbal Cognition, 
Analogical Cognition, Presumption and Negation are the six moans of 
accomplishing what is to be accomplished.'—(1556) 

The Author proceeds to show the Incongruities that the above would 
lead to— 
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TEXTS (1567-1358). 

When a line ok Trees and such things are seen, what is actually 

PERCEIVED IS ONLY OllC TREE, AND YET SOME IDEA OF THE SeCOlul 
TREE BEING THERE, THERE FOLLOWS THE DEFINITE COGNITION 

(IN REGARD TO THE FORMER TREE) THAT ‘ THIS IS THE first * \ - 

AND THIS WILL HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS A DISTINCT FORM OF 

Cognition ; as it does not depend upon any element of 

‘ SIMILARITY ’ OR OTHER CONDITIONS (ATTENDANT UPON THE WELL- 

KNOWN forms of Cognition).—If it is denied in this case, on 
THE GROUND THAT IT APPREHENDS ONLY WHAT HAS BEEN ALREADY 
APPREHENDED,—THEN THE SAME MIGHT BE SAII) IN REGARD TO 

Analogical Cognitions also.—(1557-1558) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ And such things' — is meant to include the line of Ants and so on. 

As a matter of fact, when one sees a line of trees,—so long as one sees 
one of the trees only, there is no such definite cognition as that ' this is tho 
first tree ’; when however, he noticos tho second tree, there does come about, 
in roforonco to the former tree, the idea tliat 1 this is the first tree ’;—and 
this would have to be regarded as a distinct form of Cognition (even if the 
contention of the Mimdmsaka in regard to Analogical cognition were accopted). 
—Why ?—Because it is a form of cognition not dependent upon any olement 
of Similarity or such other conditions. So that, because it does not depend 
upon Similarity, therefore it cannot be analogical cognition ;—because it 
does not depend upon the operation of tho Senses, therefore it cannot be 
Sense-perception ;—because it does not depend upon an Inferential Indicative, 
therefore it cannot bo Inference ;—because it does not depend upon Words, 
it cannot be Verbal Cognition ;—because it does not depend upon any seen 
or heard of fact which would be otherwise inexplicable, therefore it cannot be 
Presumption ;—and because it does not depend upon the cessation of Means 
and Objects of Cognition, therefore it cannot be Negation. —Thus there is 
room for the absurdity urged in the following declaration—‘ This is prior 
to that,—This is posterior to that—This is larger than that—This is shorter than 
that —all these cognitions would have to be regarded as so many distinct 
Forms of Cognition,—which is highly undesirablo 

It might be urged that—“as the cognition in question apprehonds 
what lias been already apprehended, it cannot be regarded as Valid Cogni¬ 
tion ",—this condition, of apprehending what has been already appre¬ 
hended, is present in Analogical Cognitions also. 

The plural number in ‘ Analogical Cognitions ’ is in view of tho fact that 
there are many such Cognitions.—(1557-1558) 
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TEXTS (1559-1560). 

When one sees the Gavaya , there appears the notion of its ‘ dis¬ 
similarity ’ to the Horse and other animals; why cannot 

THIS BE A DISTINCT FORM OF COGNITION ?—IF IT BE URGED THAT 
“ IT CANNOT BE SO REGARDED BECAUSE IT IS INCLUDED 

UNDER Negation ”,—then, the same might be said 

IN REGARD TO THE NOTIONS OF ‘ SIMILARITY ’ 

WHICH ALSO ARE INCLUDED UNDER ‘ MUTUAL 

Negation ’.—(1559-1560) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, on seeing the Gavaya, there appears the idea of its similarity 
in the Cow,—and this is regarded as a distinct Form of Cognition ; in the 
game way, when on seeing the Gavaya, there follows the notion of its dis¬ 
similarity in the Horse, —wbj' cannot this also be regarded as a distinct 
Form of Cognition ? 

“ It cannot be regarded as a distinct Form of Cognition, as it is included 
under Negation." 

That cannot be right. 

“ Why ? ” 

Because it envisages a positive entity; while Negation envisages a 
non-entity. 

“ Dissimilarity is only negation of similarity ; and hence the notion of 
dissimilarity is really included under Negation." 

‘ The same might be said, etc. etc .'—That is to say, if the negative character 
of a certain object is sought to be based upon its being subject to Mutual 
Negation,—then the same sort of object is found in the case of tlie notions 
of Similarity also,—which arc regarded as 1 Analogical Cognition —(1559- 
1560) 

Question :—“ How so ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1561). 

Just as distinction from ‘ Similarity ’ is cognised in that case, 

SO ALSO IS DISTINCTION FROM ‘ ALL COMMON PARTS ’ 
COGNISED IN THE OTHER CASE ALSO.—(1561) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of the idea of ‘ dissimilarity there is perception of difference 
from (i.e. negation of) 4 Similarity’; in the same way, in the case of the idea 
of 4 Similarity ’ also, there is perception of difference from (i.e. negation of) 
the presence of all Common Parts ; so that this also can be included under 
Negation, just like the notion of Dissimilarity. —(1561) 

In support of the same, an argument is put forward :— 

3 
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TEXT (1562). 

Because that Cognition which apprehends * the presence of several 

SIMILAR PARTS ’ WOULD ALSO FALL UNDER ‘ MUTUAL NEGATION ’ ; 
(OTHERWISE) IF IT WERE THE ‘ PRESENCE OF all SIMILAR PARTS ’ 

THAT IS COGNISED, THEN THERE WOULD BE identity. —(1562) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Tina ’—indicates the reason for what has been asserted abovo. What 
is meant is that—because, in the caso of the Cognition of Similarity, what 
is cognised is tho ‘ prosence of several similar parts —and not tho ‘ presence 
of all similar parts —thorofore this is a coso of ‘Mutual Negation ’.—Other¬ 
wise, if all parts were similar, then there would bo identity, —i.e. the Qavaya 
would be the same as the Cow. —(1562) 


TEXT (1563). 

Some people have held the view that—“ After having heard the 

ANALOGICAL STATEMENT, WHEN ONE SEES THE SIMILAR OBJECT, 

HE HAS THE COGNITION OF CONNECTION WITH THE 
Name,—and it is this that is called 
Analogical Cognil ion.' ' —(1563) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Some people' —i.e. tho Naiydyikas. 

They have provided the following definition of Analogy—“ Analogy is 
that which accomplishes its purpose through similarity to a known object .— 
(Nyfiyasfltra 1. 1. 6)—The terra ‘ prasiddhas&dharmya' may mean either 
‘ through similarity to a known object or ‘ through well-known similarity ’; 
—the ‘ object ’ of which this ‘ similarity ’ is known is tho Qavaya ;—‘ through 
this —i.e. on tho basis of this,—there is ‘ accomplishment ’—fulfilment— 
of the ‘ purpose ’—i.e. of the relation of Name and Named ; and this is 
Analogical Cognition 

Other people have expressed the same idea in other words, as follows :— 
“ Certain impressions having boon left on tho mind by a previous Verbal 
Cognition,—those impressions bring about a Remembrance,—this Remorn - 
brance leads to the Cognition of Similarity ,—from which there follows the 
cognition of tho relation to a Name,—this last, cognition is Analogical Cogni¬ 
tion.—Tho ‘ Verbal Cognition ’ meant here is tliat derived from the analogical 
statement—e.g. 1 the Qavaya is like the Cow \—this produces an Impression, 
a faculty in tho Mind,—this Impression brings about the remembrance of 
the said analogical statement, on the occasion of seeing tho Qavaya in the 
present;—on the basis of this Remembrance, thoro follows a notion of 
Similarity.—‘ Samdkhya' is Name, i.e. the word ;—this Name is related to 
the object;—and the cognition of this Relation is what constitutes Analogical 
Cognition.” 
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This is exactly tho same idea (that lias been set forth in the Ny&ya- 
sulra quoted above).—(1563) 

The above view of Analogical Cognition is refuted in tho following— 

TEXTS (1564-1565). 

If the perfect idea of the relation to the Name is there at the time 

OF THE HEARING OF THE ANALOGICAL STATEMENT,—THEN THE 
RESULTANT ANALOGICAL COGNITION APPREHENDS WHAT HAS 
BEEN ALREADY APPREHENDED ; AND AS SUCH, IT CANNOT 

have the character of a Means of Valid Cog ¬ 
nition ; because, like Remembrance, this 
Analogy also is devoid of the tree 
character of the ‘Instrument’ 

(and Pramdria is an Instru¬ 
ment, a Means, of Cog¬ 
nition).—(1564-1565) 

COMMENTARY. 

At the time that the statement of analogy is heard, the idea of the 
relation of Name and Named is already there;—if tlio same idea appears 
again subsequently, it apprehends what has been already apprehended 
before, and hence—like Remembrance—cannot be a valid cognition . 

It might bo urged that—“ It may apprehend what is already appre¬ 
hended, and yet it may be a Means of valid cognition; what would be the 
incongruity in that ? ” 

The answer to this is— 1 It is devoid of, etc. etc. ’—That is, tho ‘ true 
character of Instrument * consists iu being the most effective cause, —and a 
cause is most effective only wlien it tends to bring about what has not been 
already brought about.—(1564-1565) 

The following might be urged—“ There has been no previous idea of the 
relation of the Name at all; hence the Reason ‘ because it apprehends what 
is already apprehended ’ is not admissible ". 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1566). 

If the idea has not been there, then, how is it that the man 

HAS THE NOTION THAT ‘ THIS IS THE OBJECT whose 

Name I had heard before ’ ?—(1566) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the cognition of the relation of the Name had not been thero, then 
there could have been no such cognition, later on, as that ‘ this is the Oavaya 
whose name I had heard before ’.—(1566) 

A further argument to the same effect is stated :— 
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TEXT (1567). 

If a man has never heard of the name concerned, then, on seeing 
the Gamy a > he would never be able to have the idea that 
‘I HAD HEARD THE NAME OF THIS ANIMAL’,—(1567) 


COMMENTARY. 

Aviddhakarna has asserted ns follows :—“ Of the Name, the Man lms a 
general (vague) notion through Verbal Cognition,—and it is tho definite idea 
of it that is brought about by Analogy 

This view is set forth in the following— 


TEXT (1568). 

“ When one has heard the analogical statement, and perceives 
the similarity, he cognises the relation (of the Name ) 

IN CONNECTION WITH THE PARTICULAR 
OBJECT.”—(1568) 


The word ‘ upayuJclopa, etc. etc .'—is one who has hoard tho statement 
of analogy.—(1568) 


The same idea is further expounded :— 


TEXT (1569). 

“ Through Verbal Assertion, the man cognises the Relation in 
A GENERAL WAY ; AND THROUGH ANALOGY HE COGNISES IT AS 
PERTAINING TO A PARTICULAR OBJECT.”—(1569) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Particular object' —i.e. the Gavaya. 

The answer to the above is provided by the following— 
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TEXT (1570). 

When the Relation of the Name has been cognised in connection 

WITH ONE THING, IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO RECOGNISE IT IN 
CONNECTION WITH ANOTHER THING ; AS IT WOULD 
LEAD TO INCONGRUITIES.-(1570) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Na ' has to be construed with ‘ Yujyate ’. 

When the relation of the name has been cognised in regard to one thing, 
it cannot be right to cognise tho same name as applied to another thing; 
for, if it did, then there would be incongruities.—(1570) 

The possible incongruity is shown in the following— 

TEXTS (1571-1573). 

When a man has recognised a certain Name as applying to the 
man icith the wonderful armlet , he does not, at another time, re¬ 
cognise IT AS APPLYING TO THE MAN WITH THE BEAUTIFUL DIADEM. 

—For these reasons, when a man has come to know of a 
Name as applying to a certain Conceptual Image recognised 
as something external, and called the 4 Universal —then, 

EVEN IF HE COMES TO PERCEIVE THE Gavaya, HE MUST RECOGNISE 
IT AS APPLYING TO THE Gavaya ITSELF ; AND IT IS ONLY ONE WHO IS 
IGNORANT OF THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN THE * PERCEPTIBLE ’ AND 
THE ‘CONCEPTUAL’ THAT REGARDS IT AS ‘EXTERNAL’.-(1571- 

1573) 

COMMENTARY: 

1 Angada ’ is an ornament called ‘ Kanaka *, Armlet. 

‘ ChUrdngada ’—is the man who is wearing a ‘ chitra ’—wonderful— 

* angada ' —armlet. 

When the man with the wonderful armlet has been once spoken of as 

* Devadatta * (by name)—in the statement * The man with the wonderful 
armlet is Devadatta ’,—and one, on hearing this, has cognised the name as 
belonging to that person,—he does not, at any future time, recognise that 
expression ‘man with tho wonderful bracelet’ as applying to YajOadatta, 
who is a 4 man with the beautiful diadem \ 

‘ Kirita ’ is diadem ;—' Cluirukirifa ' is the man with the beautiful diadem. 
For the above reasons, in order to avoid the likelihood of the incon¬ 
gruity, when a Name has been recognised by a determinate cognition envisag¬ 
ing an external object, as applicable to a conceptually imposed object,— 
then, if he comes to perceive tho Gavaya, he recognises that name as applied 
to that same conceptually imposed object,—and not to the external Specidc 
Individuality of the name of 1 Gavaya ’; and the same conceptual Imago is 
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what is spoken of as tho * Universal \—And this is purely imaginary, ns it 
has been discarded above. 

Question :—“ How then is tlierc tho idon of tho external Specific 
Individuality ? ” 

Answer :—‘ It is only one, etc. etc. ’—(1571-1573) 

Question :—“What would bo the incongruity if the Word (Nome) 
were applied to the Specific Individuality ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1574). 

It has to be understood that the idea of Conceptual Contents 
and Words envisaging Specific Individualities has been 
rejected in detail.—(1574) 


COMMENTARY. 

In course of our examination of the Denotation of Words, the idea that 
Words and Conceptual Contents envisago Specific Individualities, has been 
rejected in detail. Hence what is oxprcsscd by tho name must bo the con¬ 
ceptually imposed thing.—(1574) 

TEXTS (1575-1576). 

Even if they were envisaged by Words and Conceptual Contents, 
—the resultant cognition would only be Inference. That 

IT PROCEEDS FROM THE ‘ THREE-FEATURED INDICATIVE ’ IS THUS 

deduced—‘ This animal, which is similar to the Cow. 
is one to which the name Gavaya is applicable,— • 

JUST LIKE the Gavaya which was present in 

THE MIND AT THE TIME WHEN THE RELEVANT 

Convention became known — 

(1575-1576) 

COMMENTARY. 

We grant—for the sake of argument—that Words and Conceptual 
Contents envisage Specific Individualities. Even so, the Cognition in 
question becomes included under Inference ; and Analogical Cognition cannot 
be a distinct form of Cognition. 

Question :—“ How can it be included under Inforenco when it is not 
brought about by the three-featured Indicative ? ” 

Answer — 1 That it proceeds, etc. etc. ':— 1 Similarity to the Cow ’ is tho 
Probans ; ‘ being ono to which tho name Gavaya is applicable ’ is the Pro- 
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bandura ; and ‘ the Gamy a present in the Mind, in the shape of the Reflected 
Conceptual Content, at the time that the Convention became known ’ is 
the Corroborative Instance ;—and the Gavaya perceived at the time is the 
Subject, the Minor Term.—(1575-1576) 

The following might be urged:—“ At the time that the relevant 
Convention,—in the form ‘ Tho Gavaya is like the Cow ’,—was made, the 
Gavaya was not present in the Mind at all; hence the Instance cited is 
inadmissible ”. 

The Answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1577). 

If at the time of the Convention, the Gavaya was not present 

EVEN IN THE MlND,—THEN WITH REFERENCE TO WHAT IS THE 

Convention made that ‘ it is similar to the 
Cow * ?—<1577) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Even in the mind ’—the term * even' means—* it is not only not seen, 
(but also not present in the mind)’. 

If there is nothing that appears in tlie Mind as qualified by similarity 
to the Cow, —then, at the time that the Convention is made in the form ‘ it 
is similar to the Cow —on what tiling is this Convention based ? And 
yet, such a Convention is actually made ;—hence it has to be admitted that 
at the time of the making of the Convention, there is something present in 
the Mind which is qualified by similarity to tho Cow.—(1577) 


So far, it has been taken for granted (for the sake of argument) that 
the 1 relation between the Name and the thing Named ’ forms the object 
of Analogical Cognition,—and thon it has been shown that this Analogical 
Cognition cannot be regarded as a distinct form of valid Cognition,—(1) 
because it apprehends what is already apprehended (which fact makes it 
invalid), and (2) because it is included under ‘ Inference \—Now what the 
Author proceeds to show is as follows :—the Relation can have no existence 
apart from the Relatives ;—and the two Relatives in question (the Name 
and the Named) have both been apprehended by other Means of Cognition ; 
for instance, at the time of the communication of the Convention, the Name 
was apprehended by Auditory Perception, and later on the Gavaya standing 
before the man is apprehended by Visual Perception; under the circum¬ 
stances, what else is there to be known, for knowing which Analogy would 
serve as the Means of Cognition ?— 
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TEXTS (1578-1580). 

It has been proved that the Relation has no existence apart 
prom the Relatives ;—on the previous occasion, at the time 
of the Convention, the Name was perceived by Auditory 
Perception ;—and later on the animal standing before the 

MAN IS SEEN WITH THE EYE ;—APART FROM THESE TWO ALREADY 
THUS COGNISED, ANY MINGLING UP OF THE TWO COULD NOT BE VALID 
cognition. Because any other cognition could only re¬ 
capitulate WHAT HAS BEEN ALREADY COGNISED ; AS IN THE CASE 
OF THE NOTIONS OF ‘ FRAGRANT ’ AND ' SWEET \—THUS THE NOTION 
OF THE CONNECTION OF THE NAME CANNOT ESCAPE FROM BEING OF 

THE NATURE OF REMEMBRANCE.—(1578-1580) 


COMMENTARY. 


What is meant is that the Cognition in question cannot bo valid, ns it 
apprehends what lias beon nlroadv approliendod. 

‘ It has been proved' —in course of our examination of the Category of 
Quality. 

The following might lie urged :—“ The two Relatives may have lieen 
cognised by auditory and other perceptions; it is tho commingling of the 
two that is done by Analogical Cognition ; and it is in this commingling tliat 
lies the validity of Analogical Cognition ”. 

Tho answer to this is— 4 Apart from these two, etc. etc.' 

' As in (he case of the notions, etc. etc. ' —Tho affix 4 vati' has the force 
of the Locative. The sense is that there are such notions as— 4 This tiling 
that I have perceived is fragrant and sweet ’, where thero is a commingling 
of things already apprehended,—which are not regarded as valid ;*so would 
the Cognition in Question also be. 

4 Tat' —Thus, therefore. 

4 Namayoga, etc.' —the cognition of the connection of the Name. 

4 Can escape, etc. etc.'— as already explained.—(1578-1580) 


The following might bo urged .—“The connection of the Name is no¬ 
where created through similarity; what happens is that when the thing 
named is perceived, it is pointed out that 4 this is the Cow which is tho 
form given to the Convention ; nothing like this happens when the thing 
concerned is not perceived at all ”. 

The answer to tliis is as follows :— 
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TEXT (1581). 

Notions of connection with Names are produced by endless 

MEANS, EVEN APART FROM SIMILARITY ; AS LS FOUND IN THE 

CASE OF SUCH names as ‘ Narapa * (King) and the 
LIKE.—(1581) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Notions, etc. etc. ’—i.e. notions of the relation of Names. 

‘ As in the case, etc. etc. ’—i.e. of ' King' and such names.—(1581) 

An example is cited of the manner in which notions of Names are brought 
about by endless means :— 

TEXTS (1582-1583). 

‘ That person is the King who is protected from the rays of thf. 

Sun by the white umbrella \—having been told thus, the 

MAN, LATER ON, SEES SUCH A PERSON,—AND THROUGH THE SAID 
ADVICE, COMES TO HAVE THE NOTION THAT ‘ THIS IS THE 
PERSON BEARING THE NAME King ’.—NOW THIS WOULD 
HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS A DISTINCT FORM OF 

Valid Cognition, as it has not been 

BROUGHT ABOUT BY SIMILARITY OR ANY 
SUCH CONDITIONS (AS BRING ABOUT 
OTHER FORMS OF COGNITION).— 

(1582-1583) 

COMMENTARY. 

Someone says to another man— 1 Brother, please go for this business, 
and see the King passing along with many persons riding elephants and 
horses ’.—The other man says—* Wliich one among them is the King ? ’ 
The first man replies—‘ Among them, that person is the King who is pro¬ 
tected from the Sun's rays by the white Umbrella ’.—Bearing this instruction 
in liis mind, the man goes forward, and when he sees such a person as de- 
scrilied to him, there appears in his mind the idea that-‘this is the person 
named King \—Now, according to you (Naiyayika) —this also would have to 
be regarded as a distinct form of valid Cognition—why 1—Because it has 
not been brought about by similarity or any such conditions. This shows that 
the said notion is not included under the six well-known forms of Valid 
Cognition.—(1582-1583) 

Aviddhakarna notices the view that “ there are only two Means (or Forms ) 
of Cognition ; and there is no object of Cognition apart from Specific Indivi¬ 
duality and Commonalty (or the Universal) ” and in refutation of this view, 
he puts forward the following arguments“ (a) Perception has its companion 
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in Hie shape of a form of Cognition in addition to Inforeneo,—because it is a 
form of Cognition,—like Inference.—Or ( b ) Inference lias its companion in 
the shape of a form of Cognition in addition to Perception,—because it is 
a form of Cognition,—liko Perception. Similarly (c) Specific Individuality 
has for its companion a cognisablo objoct in addition to the Universal,— 
becauso it is cognisable,—like the Universal.—Or (d) The Universal has for 
its companion, a cognisable object in addition to the Spocific Individuality.— 
because it is cognisable,—like the Specific Individuality.” 

This (view of A vid/lhakarria) is wlint is set forth in the following— 

TEXTS (1584-1586). 

“ Another party seeks to prove the existence of another form of 
COGNITION, ON THE STRENGTH OF INFERENCE, THUS :—PERCEPTION 
IS CONNECTED WITH A FORM OF COGNITION DIFFERENT FROM IN¬ 
FERENCE, BECAUSE IT IS A FORM OF COGNITION, LIKE INFERENCE. 

Similarly Inference also.”— 

This is not right ; as the Probans cited is not invariably concomi¬ 
tant (with THE ProBANDUM) ; AND SPECIALLY BECAUSE NOTHING 
IS PUT FORWARD WHICH WOULD NEGATIVE THE CONTRARY OF THE 
DESIRED CONCLUSION.—FURTHER, IN THIS WAY, YOU WOULD BE 
RUNNING COUNTER TO THE DOCTRINE OF * Four FORMS OF COGNITION 

The answer that you would have to that would also serve 
herb.—(1584-1586) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Sarlgatam ’—connected, related. 

This is only by way of illustration; it should be understood to apply 
to the proving of the existence of other cognisable things also. 

Notliing has been mentioned by way of negativing the Probans in the 
contrary of the Probnndiun; hence there can be no Invariable Concomitance 
between the Probans and the Probandum. Consequently all that has been 
cited ns tho Probans is Inconclusive ; because their presence in the contrary 
of the Probandum is open to suspicion. 

Then again, what is asserted goes against the doctrine tliat restricts 
the number of the Forms of Cognition to four ; as in tho way shown, the 
existence of other forms of cognition also might be proved. For instance, it 
can be said that—‘ Perception has for its companion a Form of Cognition 
othor tlian Inference, Analogical Cognition and Verbal Cognition,—because 
it is a Form of Cognition,—like Inference ’. 

Furthor Cognisable Things liave been held to fall under three classes— 
viz. : Universal, Particular and Particular-Universal. This also would be 
contravened ; as in the same way tho existence of other Cognisable Things 
also may be proved. 

Whatever answer you may have to these criticisms will serve my purpose 
also ; so enough of this.—(1684-1586) 


CHAPTER XIX. 

Section (C) 

On Presumption . 

COMMENTARY. 

The following has been urged in regard to 4 Presumption ’ (which has 
been regarded as an independent Means or Form of Cognition, by 
Mhndmsakas ):— 


TEXT (1587). 

4 ‘ If a certain fact, cognised through thf. six Means of Cognition, 

IS FOUND TO BE OTHERWISE INEXPLICABLE, AND THENCE LEADS 
TO THE ASSUMPTION OF SOME OTHER FACT,—THIS IS 
CALLED 4 Arthapatli' 4 Presumption * ".—(1587) 
[KumArila : Shlokavdrtika —ArthApatti, 1.] 


COMMENTARY. 

In regard to Time, Place, etc., when a certain fact has been duly cognised 
through tho six Means of Cognition,—in the sliapo of Perception, Inference, 
Analogy, Word, Presumption and Negation.—and it « found to be otherwise 
inexplicable,— if a certain other fact were not there,—then tho assumption of 
tins other fact is made pertaining to what is not perceptiblethis assumption 
is the Means of Cognition called 4 Presumption ’. 

4 Called i.e. by Shabarasvdmin ; who says (under Su. 1.1. 5)— Presump- 
tion consists in the presuming of something not soon on th..ground 
that a fact nlreadv perceived or heard of would not be possible without that 
presumption; for instance, it is found that DeeudoUa, who is alive, is not in 
the house,—and this non-exisanc in As house (which is seen) leads to the 
presumption that he is somewhere outside the house 

In this passage, tbe term 'seen' stands for cognised through the five 
means of Cognitions other than Word •; and • heard of • stands for cogmsed 
by means of the Word ’.—(1587) 


In the following Text,, examples are set forth, in order, of Presumption 
based upon the six Means of Cognition : 
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TEXTS (1588-1589). 

“ For example—(1) the assumption of the burning power of Fire, 

based upon the perceimd fact of its having burnt a certain 

THING ;—(2) THE ASSUMPTION OF THE mobility OF THE SUN BASED 

upon the inferred fact of its going from place to place.— [Shlolca- 

vdrtika —Presumption, 3];—(3) The Potencies of all things 

ARE PRESUMED ON THE BASIS OF THE INEXPLICABILITY OF THE 

EFFECTS produced by them ; [Shlokavartika —ShOnya, 254]; 

and all such Potencies that become cognised are such as 

HAVE NOT BEEN KNOWN ALREADY,—AND THESE ARE COGNISED 

WITHOUT ANY IDEA OF THE RELATION (OF CONCOMITANCE).”- 

(1588-1589) 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) An example of Presumption based upon Perception is the following— 
Having perceived- the fact of burning by Fire, there is Presumption of the 
presence of Burning Power of Fire. 

(2) An example of Presumption based upon Inference is the following— 
When the fact of tho Sun’s moving from place to place has been inferred, 
this leads to tho Presumption of the presence of mobility in the Sun. 

(3) The potencies of all tilings are always presumed on tho basis of the 
inexplicability otherwise of the offectfl produced by them. This Presumption 
(of Potencies) itself is based sometimes on Perception ; e.g. when one perceives 
tho effect and thence presumes tho potency in the Cause;—when however 
the effect is known through Inference or some other means of Cognition, and 
thence the Potency of tho Cause is presumed, then the Presumption is based 
upon Inference or some other Means of Cognition. 

The compound 4 K&ryorth&patti, etc. ’ is to bo expounded as 4 those whose 
cognition is brought about by the otherwise inexplicability of the effect; — 
(i.e. the fact tliat tho effect cannot bo explained except on tho basis of tho 
Potencies) \ 

It cannot be said that the Potency of tho Cause is already known ; 
because tho said Potencies that are cognised are always such ns are not 
already known; so tliat the cognition does not apprehend what has been 
already apprehended ; and hence this must lie regarded as a Form of Valid 
Cognition. 

It might bo argued that— 4 Potencies are always inferred from the effects, 
—they are not presumed \ 

The answer to this is that the cognitions in question are brought about 
without any idea of the relation (of Concomitanco, necessary in all Inference); 
hence they cannot be regarded as Inference. —(1588-1589) 


The following text proceeds to show the said absence of any idea of the 
Relation :— 
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TEXT (1590). 

“ The relation of these Potencies has not been previously 

COGNISED ;—NOR IS IT COGNISED NOW ; AND IT IS ONLY ON THE 
BASIS OF SUCH COGNITIONS THAT THERE COULD BE THE TWO 

Premisses.”—(1590) 

COMMENTARY. 

Prior to the time of Inference, the relation of the Potencies to the effects 
has not been cognised,—in the way in which the relation of Fire and Smoke 
is previously recognised in the kitchen; because the Potencies are not per¬ 
ceptible. This shows that thcro can be no Major Premiss (asserting the 
Invariable Concomitance). 

1 Nor is it cognised now ’ —at the time of Inference; for the same reason 
that they are not perceptible- This shows that there can be no Minor Premiss. 

The effect cannot be regarded as a property of the Potencies residing in 
the Cause, as there can be no ground for this idea.—(1590) 

TEXT (1591). 

“ IN THE CASE OF PROVING THE POTENCY OF THE Ear, ETC., WHATEVER 
Probans might be put forward, would all be found to be ‘ of 

UNKNOWN SUBSTRATUM ’ J AS THE SUBSTRATUM WOULD CONSIST 

of the Potencies themselves, and these are still 
UNKNOWN.”—(1591) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, in a case where the Potencies of the Ear, etc. are made the 
Subject of the Inference, whatever Probans (Reason) might be put forward, 
for the proving of the said Potencies, would all be * of unknown substratum ’; 
because the Potencies would be their substratum, and these are not knoton 
(as yet). 

From all this it follows that all Potencies are cognisable through Presump¬ 
tion, not through Inference .—(1591) 

TEXT (1592). 

“ (4) ‘ He is corpulent and dobs not eat during the day ’—on 

HEARING SUCH WORDS, ONE CONCLUDES THAT THE MAN EATS AT 

night ; and this IS Presumption based upon what is 
heard”—[Shlo-Va.— Presumption, 51]—(1592) 

COMMENTARY. 

(4) Presumption based upon Verbal Cognition is there when, on hearing 
the words that ‘ Devadatta is corpulent without medication, and doos not 


786 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XIX. 


oat during the day \ one concludes that the man eats beforehand at night. 
Such an assumption is Presumption •.—(1592) 

The following might be urged 1 The idea that the Man eats at night 
is derived from the said words—He is corpulent and cats not during the day— 
themselves [so that it is only a case of Verbal Cognition ].’ 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (1593-1598). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, THE IDEA OF THE NlGHT (AND THE MAN EATING 
AT NIGHT) CANNOT BE DERIVED FROM THE SENTENCE SPEAKING OF 
THE Day (AND THE MAN NOT EATING) J BECAUSE WHAT IS EXPRESSED 
BY THE WORDS OF THE LATTER HAS NO COmie.Ciion WITH (filing at 

night. Nor is there any contradistinction whereby the 
latter could indicate THE eating at night. —Nor can a second 

(and TOTALLY DIFFERENT) MEANING BE ATTRIBUTED TO THE WORDS 

(speaking of the Day) ; BECAUSE these are already taken up 

IN EXPRESSING ANOTHER IDEA.—FROM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT 
THE IDEA IN QUESTION (OF ((Uing (it night) IS DERIVED FROM A TOTALLY 
DIFFERENT SENTENCE PRESENT ONLY IN THE MIND OF THE PERSON. 

—Thus then, this sentence (in the mind), though it is not 

ACTUALLY VERBALLY EXPRESSED, IS YET DULY COGNISED,—AND IT 
HAS TO BE POINTED OUT WHICH ONE AMONG THE MEANS OF COGNITION, 

Perception and the rest, it is which brings about the cognition 
of the said (unspoken) sentence.—As the Sentence is not 
actually spoken, it could not be Perception ; nor could it be 
Inference, because the Sentence has never been found to 

BF. CONCOMITANT WITH THE OTHER FACTOR; AND IF, EVEN WHEN 
THIS RELATION (OF CONCOMITANCE) HAS NEVER BEEN PERCEIVED, 
THE FACTOR CONCERNED WERE REGARDED AS AN INFERENTIAL 

Indicative,—then the utterance of any one sentence might 

BRING ABOUT THE COGNITION OF ALL SENTENCES ; BECAUSE ON THE 

point of being unrelated, there would be no distinction 
BETWEEN ONE SENTENCE AND ANOTHER.”— (1593-1598) — [Shlokd- 
vartika — ArtMpatti, 56-61.] 

COMMENTARY. 

There are two kinds of meaning possible in a sentence—in the form of (a) 
Connection and (6) Contradistinction ; of these ‘ Connection ’ consists in the 
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unification or commingling of things expressed by the words like Milk and 
Water, and ‘ Contradistinction ’ consists in these things expressed standing in 
the relation of excluder and excluded; —or ‘ Connection ’ consists in the well- 
known relation of cause and affect, —and ‘ Contradistinction ’ in the exclusion 
of the unlike. —In neither of these two forms could the (unspoken) sentence 
‘ He eats at night * be the meaning of the (spoken) sentence * He eats not in 
the day For instance, the words of the sentence ‘ He eats not in the day ’ 
denote the Day and so forth; and these have no ‘ Connection * with eating 
at night ; as the two are entirely different. Nor is there ‘ Contradistinction *' 
between them; bocauso the word ‘ day ’ is never used in the sense of the 
negation of non-night. 

It might be argued that—“ That he eats at night is another meaning of 
the same sentence ‘ He eats not in the day 

The answer to this is—‘ Nor can a second meaning, etc. etc.’ —There 
can be no assumption of another me an i ng for the same sentence,—as it is 
entirely taken up in expressing the idea of the man not eating in the day, 
and henco cannot express the other idea that he eats at night. Consequently 
the idea of the man eating at night must be expressed by another sentence. 

‘ Present in the mind ’—This shows that the cognition is not Verbal. 

1 Though it is not verbally expressed ’,—i.e. oven though it is not Verbal, 
duo to words ; as in the manner shown above, it cannot be verbal cognition. 

For the cognition, then, of the sentence—‘ He eats at night ’—which 
is understood (in the Mind), some ‘ Means ’ will have to bo pointed out; which 
could only be one out of Perception and tho rest.—And yet it cannot be any of 
these. Honce it must be an entirely distinct Means of Cognition.—This is 
what is meant. 

The idea of tho required Means being one from among Perception aud the 
rest is next refuted—‘As the sentence, etc. etc.'— The sentence expressing the 
idea of the man eating at night, not being actually spoken, cannot be of tho 
nature of Perception, because it is not heard. Nor can it be of the nature of 
Inference, because there is no relation (of concomitance). For instance, the 
sentonce expressing the fact of eating at night has never been perceived in 
association with the sentence speaking of not-eating in the day— which fact 
alone could constitute the relation of concomitance between tho two. Nor 
is there any other Inferential Indicative available. 

It might bo argued that, “ even without the perception of any relation, 
it could be regarded as an Inferential Indicative ”, 

The answer to that is—‘ And if, even when. etc. etc. ’—That is to say, if 
it could bo an Inferential Indicative even when it is not known to be related, 
then from tho utterance of the sentence speaking of the man not-eating in 
the day, there should follow the cognition of all sentences,—not only of the 
sentence speaking of eating at night. —Why ?—Because, as regards being 
devoid of relation, the sentence speaking of eating at night does not differ 
from any other sentence; that is, in the point of being not-related, all sentences 
stand on the same footing.—(1593-1598) 

The following Text describes the Presumption based upon Analogical 
Cognition:— 
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TEXT (1599). 

" (5) The Cow is likened to the Oavaya ,—a cognition is produced 

BY THIS LIKENESS,—THE POTENCY IN THE OBJECT WHEREBY IT 
BECOMES APPREHENDED BY THAT COGNITION,—IS 
DERIVED ON THE STRENGTH OF THE SAID 

Analogical Cognition.’*—(1599) 

COMMENTARY. 

(5) When the object. Cow, is likened to the Gavaya, there is in the Cow the 
capacity to be apprehended by the Analogical Cognition ; and this capacity 
is derived from the strength —Presumption—based upon that Analogical 
Cognition.—(1599) 

The following Texts describe the Presumption based upon Presumption— 


TEXTS (1000-1001). 

“ (6) Inasmuch as the denotation of a word cannot be other¬ 
wise DEFINED, WE ASSUME THE EXPRESSIVE POTENCY OF WORDS ; 

AND AS THIS POTENCY WOULD NOT BE OTHERWISE POSSIBLE, 

WE DEDUCE, THROUGH ANOTHER PRESUMPTION, THE 
F.TERNAHTY OF words ; [Shlokavtirtika — Arthdpalti, 

6-7] ;—BECAUSE WHAT IS NON-ETERNAL 
CANNOT BE RELATED TO ANY Conven¬ 
tion.”—(1600-1601) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Abhidhd ’—Denotation ; i.e. expressing of meaning.— 1 This could not be 
dono by words, could not bo defined,—excopt through Expressive Potency ;— 
having thus ‘ presumed' the expressive potency of Word, it is found that this 
potency would not be otherwise possible,—i.e. there is no other way of 
explaining such a Potency,—without rocognising the etemalily of words ; so 
that this cognition of the eternality of words is also obtained by moans 
of another Presumption. 

Question: —“ Why cannot there be Expressive Potency without 
elemaZUy ? ” 

Answer :—' Because what is non-eternal, etc. etc. ’.—That is to say, if 
what was perceived at the time of the making of the Convention does .not 
continue to exist till the time of being usod, then, the making of the Conven¬ 
tion would bo ontirely futile ; as Convention is set up only for purposes of 
usage; and the Word that is present at the timo of usage is not one with 
which the connection of the meaning had been sot up at the time of the 
Convention. 
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Or, the text may be explained in another way :—‘ Tadananyagatih ’— 
since, of the word existing at the time of usage, there is no difference from the 
word perceived at the time of the making of the Convention.—How is it 
known that there is no difference ?— Answer—Because what is non-eternal, 
etc, etc. ' —( 1600 - 1601 ) 

The following Texts describe the Presumption based upon Negation :— 


TEXTS (1602-1606). 

“ (") The absence of Chaitra from the House having been cognised 
through Negation, the cognition of the presence of Chaitra 
outside the House which is marked by his absence, has been 
cited ; this is to be regarded as another kind of Presumption, 
based upon Negation. [Shlokavart&a — Arthapatti, 8-9]. —This (Pre¬ 
sumption) is different from Inference, because the Minor 
Premiss ( Probans as residing in the Minor Term) and the other 
factors do not form part of it. When the object cognised, 
is either the Man connected with the exterior (of the 
House), or the exterior connected with the Man,—in either 

CASE, HOW COULD ‘ ABSENCE IN THE HOUSE ’ SERVE AS THE PROBANS 
(RESIDING IN THAT SUBJECT) ?— [Ibid., 10-12].— WHAT IS REGARDED 
AS THE PROBANS IN THIS CASE IS THE * ABSENCE OF THE LIVING 
MAN IN THE HOUSE * ; AND THERE CAN BE NO COGNITION OF THIS 
ABSENCE WITHOUT KNOWING HIS PRESENCE outside the House. [Ibid., 
19]. —As FOR PURE • ABSENCE IN THE HOUSE APART FROM THE 
IDEA OF HIS BEING alive —SUCH ABSENCE IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF 
DEAD PERSONS ALSO, AND HENCE CANNOT BE A PROOF OF HIS presence 
outside ".—[Ibid., 21].—(1602-1606) 

COMMENTARY. 

The absence of Chaitra has been cognised by the Negation— absence,— 
of Perception and other Means of Cognition ;—the House is qualified by this 
ascertained absence; —i.e. the idea that ‘ Chaitra is not in the House ’;—and 
the presence of Chaitra, —if he is alive—is cognised as being outside of the 
said House;—this cognition, in the form * Chaitra is outside the house — 
has been cited —in the Bhdfya, by Shabarasvamin ; that is, only as an indication 
of the other kinds of Presumption ; e.g. when Devadatta is alive, if he is 
not in the house, there is Presumption of him as being out of the house. 

This is an example of Presumption based upon Negation. 

Almost all Naiyayikds have included Presumption under ‘ Inference 
In refutation of this view, Kumarila adds—‘ This is different from Inference, 
etc. etc.' —Inasmuch as the Probans, etc. do not enter into it as factors— 
as its causes—this must be different from Inference; just like Perception. 
Because the object of cognition in this case is either Chaitra qualified by the 
4 
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place outside the house, ov the place outside the house qualified by Chaitra ; 
in either case, how could the absence of Chaitra, which resides elsewhere 
(inside the House) serve as the Probans ? That is to say, it could never 
serve as the Probans. 

Then again, if absence in the House were assumed as the Probans,—it 
could bo so assumed only in one or the other of two ways—i.e. either as 
the absence of the living Devadatla, in the House, or absence in the House 
in general Tu the former case, there would be this objection -that ‘ the 
absence of the living man, etc. etc. * there can be no cognition of this absence, 
etc. etc.' —That is, the cognition of the living Devadatla —the certainty 
regarding it—would not be possiblo until Ins presence outside is definitely 
known. 

What Is meant by this is that the Probans in this case would be one 
that is ' inadmissible ', and that if it is admissible, it is futile. 

If the second alternative is accepted [i.e. absence in the House in general 
is the Probans], the Probans would be Inconclusive ; as even when Devadatta 
is dead, people recognise his absence in the House. This is what is shown 
in the words ‘ as for pure absence in the House, etc., etc .'.— 4 Vidyamanatva ' 
is being alive. —( 1602 - 1 006) 


With the following Texts begin the refutation of the above view 
(regarding Presumption as a distinct Means of Cognition). 

In the first place, the definition that lias boon provided is not a proper 
one. For instance, the definition provided is that. 1 Presumption consists in 
the presuming of an imperceptible fact without which a perceived or hom'd of 
fact would not bo possible ’. In connection with this, the following points 
have to Ik* considered :—Has the relation of that imperceptible fact with the 
perceived and heard of facts lx-en perceived anywhere, or not ! If it has 
been perceived, then the cognition in question becomes an Inference, as 
brought about by the perception of the said Relation.—If tho Relation luis 
not been perceived, then, in that caso. the non-burning power of Fin- might 
also Ik* presinned, in the same way as its burning /xnver is ; because so far 
as being not related is concerned, both stand upon the same footing.—It 
might be argued that—" inasmuch as Fire has never boon actually found to 
bo associated with non-burning jioiver, there can be no presumption of this 
latter ".—But in that case, there should bo no presumption of tlio burning 
power also ; because Fire has never been seen to be associated with that 
power. Thus it is only when tho relation between two things is well known 
that, on seeing one of the two invariably concomitant members of that rela¬ 
tion, there can be a presumption of the other relative ;—and when this 
lias bocn presumed,—it is only tlirough tho said Relation; and hence this 
presumption becomes included under ‘ Inference ’. 

The examples also that liave been cited are not right. These examples 
have been cited to show that tlirough four Presumptions one cognises the 
Potency of something known through Perception and the other Means of 
Cognition. 

The author points out the defect that is common to all these :— 
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TEXT (1607). 

Apart from the Potent object, there is no such thing as 1 Potency 

WHICH COULD BE COGNISED BY MEANS OF PRESUMPTION J AND AS 

for the Potent object, it is cognised through 
Perception itself.—(1607) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as Potency is nothing apart from the Potent object,—and 
the Potent object is cognisable by Perception,—Presumption would bo 
apprehending what is already apprehended; and on that ground alone, it 
could not be regarded as a Means of Valid Cognition. 

The mention of ‘ Perception ’ in this connection is only by way of 
illustration.—(1607) 

The following Texts point out the objections that, are applicable specially 
to that example of Presumption which has been cited as based upon 
Perception :— 

TEXTS (1608-1610). 

In the case OF such phenomena as Burning and the rest, their 
cause is actually perceived in the form of the Fire and the 

REST, AND THERE IS NOTHING WRONG OR UNCERTAIN IN THIS PER¬ 
CEPTION ; W HA T THEN COULD ‘ POTENCY ’ BE, APART FROM THOSE 

causes ?—If the ‘ Potency * is something different (from the 
said Causes), then as that 4 Potency ’ would be what brings 
about the effect, the object (Cause) itself would not be an 
active agent at all (in the bringing about of that effect) ; 

IF, ON THE OTHER HAND, THE OBJECT DOES BRING ABOUT THE EFFECT, 

then the Potency would not be anything different ;— 

BECAUSE THE CHARACTERISTIC FEATURE OF THE ‘ OBJECT ’ IS THAT 

it should be capable of effective action ; and that the object is 
so capable is learnt from Perception itself.—(1608-1610) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 There is nothing wrong, etc. ’—This compound is to be taken as an 
adverb (modifying the verb 4 perceived ’). 

If the Potency is regarded to bo something different from the object, 
then,—in the bringing about of the effect (in the shape of the phenomenon 
cited), the Potency being the effective agent, the object itself would cease 
to be an active agent; wliich would mean tliat the object is a non-entity ; 
as the characteristic of the Entity is that it should be capable of effective 
actum. 

If, in order to guard against the object becoming a non-entity, it bo 
admitted that the object does have some action in the bringing about of the 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XIX. 


792 

effect concerned,—then the ‘ Potency' could not be anything different —from 
the object,—Why ?—Because ‘ Potency ’ can bo only that form—or nature, 
—which is capable of effective action;—it cannot be anything else. 

As regards the verbal expression * the Potency of the object ’—which 
implies some sort of a difference between the two,—that is meant to discard 
the notion of any other kind of difference, and is used in this form only with 
a view to the enquiry as to what ‘ Potency * is,—and the answer Is that 
it is the object itself. —( 1608 - 1610 ) 

Tho following might be urged—“ Capacity for effective action is not the 
characteristic of Potency ; it is something else 
The answer to tliat is as follows :— • 

TEXT (1611). 

There is no means of knowing any other characteristic of Potency. 
Even if such another characteristic were known, there 

WOULD BE NO USE FOR IT J AS THE EFFECT WOULD BE 
ACCOMPLISHED BY THE MERE PRESENCE OF 

the Object.—(1611) 


There is no means of knowing any other cliaractoristic of ‘ Potency — 
which Means could distinguish Potency from ‘ Negation ’—in the form of 
the absence of all capacity. —Even if such a characteristic were known, it 
would serve no useful purpose for men who would be seeking for effective 
action ; because the needed effective action will have been accomplished by 
the presence —i.o. by the very nature—of the Object itself;—as has been 
declared in the following words: ‘ To persons seeking for effective action, 
what would be tho use of cogitating over what is not fit for effective action ? 
Certainly, the young woman has no need to consider whether the impotent 
man is ugly or handsome ’.—( 1611 ) 

TEXT (1612). 

If the other characteristic of ‘ Potency ’ were held to be cog¬ 
nisable through Presumption based upon the fact of the 
effect being otherwise impossible,— THIS cannot 

BE RIGHT, AS THE EFFECT IS ACTUALLY 
PRODUCED OTHERWISE,—AS IT PRO¬ 
CEEDS from the Object 

ITSELF.—(1612) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho following might be urged—“There is another characteristic of 
Potency —that is. Potency which is always cognisable through the fact of 
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th© effect not being otherwise possible; so that—‘ being inferred from the 
effect • would be tho characteristic of Potency 

This definition of Potency cannot be right.—“ Why t ’’—Because the 
effect is actually produced otherwise ,—that is, the effect is produced oven 
without such a distinct thing as ' Potency —“ How so ? "—It proceeds from . 
the Object itself .—Because this effect proceeds from the Object—the Thing— 
therefore the existence of the effect is possible even without the Potency ; 
so that what is the use of assuming the Potency as something apart from the 
Thing itself ?—(1612) 

TEXT (1613). 

Fire, as apart from Water and other things, is clearly perceived 
as capable of burning ; what then is the use of the said 
‘ Potency ’ ?—(1613) 

COMMENTARY. 

The same idea is further clarified— 

TEXT (1614). 

IF IT BE URGED THAT—" THE POTENCY IS NOT SOMETHING ABSOLUTELY 
different (from the Thing),—it is of a dual character, 

BEING BOTH (DIFFERENT AND NON-DIFFERENT) ”,—THEN 
(THE ANSWER IS THAT) IT CANNOT BE SO, BECAUSE OF 
SELF-CONTRADICTION. AND FURTHER, ITS non- 
difference (from the Thing) would be cog¬ 
nised by Perception.—(1614) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urgod :—“ The objection urged would apply if 
we held that the Potency is something absolutely different from tho Thing ; 
as a matter of fact, however, we regard it to be of a dual character, being 
both different and non-different ’’. 

This cannot be right.—“ Why ? ”—Because of self-contradiction ;—if 
it is different, how could it be non-different at the same time ? If it is non- 
different, how could it be different 1 There is clear self-contradiction if two 
mutually exclusive properties—the presence of one of which must mean tho 
absence of tlie other and vice versa ,—are attributed to tho same tiling.— 
In fact, being another consists in not being the same, as is found in the case of 
‘ another self ’. 

Granting that tho Potency has the dual character,—even so, that Potency 
of the dual character is cognisable by Perception itself; because the non- 
difference of the Potency from the Thing is also cognised by Perception,— 
and not absolute difference only ; whereby it would not be perceptible. Under 
the circumstances, the statement that ‘ Potency is always cognisable from 
the effect ’ would become set aside.—(1614) 
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TEXT (1615). 

The perceptibility (of Potency) being thus established,—all that 

HAS BEEN SAID (BY THE OTHER PARTY) REGARDING ITS NOT 
BEING COGNISABLE BY INFERENCE, DOES NOT AFFECT 
US. BF.CAUSE IN THIS CASE WE DO NOT 
REGARD THE COGNITION TO BE OF THE 

nature of Inference. — (1615) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, it has boon declared (by Kumarila, see above under 
Text 1589) that “ Potencies of all Things become cognised through Presump¬ 
tion ” and so forth; where it has been shown that Potencies cannot be 
inferred. That does not affect our position at all.—“ Why ? ”—Because 
in this case —of Potency being perceptible, — we do not regard the cognition 
to be of the nature of Inference ; for the simple reason that Inference consists 
of the cognition of only such things as are not cognisable by Perception. 

This shows that the arguments adduced are superfluous.—(1615) 

It has been argued above under Text 1591, that ‘‘whatever Reasons 
are adduced in regard to the Potency of the Ear, etc. would all be such as 
have their substratum unknown ". 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1616). 

As REGARDS SUCH THINGS AS THE AUDITORY ORGAN AND THE LIKE 
WHICH ARE NOT AMENABLE TO PERCEPTION,—THEIR VERY 
EXISTENCE, IN THE SHAPE OF POTENCY, IS COGNISED 
by Inference.—(1616) 

COMMENTARY. 

Objection :—“ It lias been said previously that their existence is proved ; 
why then is it said now that their existence is indicated 1 *’ 

Reply :— 

TEXT (1617). 

What was asserted on the previous occasion was only the fact 

OF THE APPREHENSION OF SOUND BEING DEPENDENT ON OTHER 
CAUSES,—ON THE GROUND THAT EVEN WHEN ITS 
CAUSE WAS THERE, IT DID NOT COME ABOUT, 

BECAUSE SOMETHING ELSE WAS ABSENT ; 

—AS IN THE CASE OF THE SPROUT 
AND SUCH THINGS.—(1617) 

COMMENTARY. 

Existence is not proved directly ; what is proved is the fact of Auditory 
and other Perceptions, as the Subject, being dependent upon other causes,— 
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on the ground that when the other cause, of its Auditory Perception,—in tho 
shape of attention of the mind—is not there tho Perception does not come 
about. This argument is formulated as follows :—When even on the presence 
of something, another thing appears only occasionally (not always), then this 
latter must be dependent upon other causes ; e g. even when the soil is there, 
the Sprout appears only occasional ly;—even when the attention of the 
Mind is there, the Auditory Perception comes about only occasionally ; this 
thus is a Reason based upon the nature of things. When tliis fact of 
being dependent upon other causes has been established, then it is deduced 
that that other cause must bo the well-known Auditory Organ ; that is why 
it is said that existence is cognised, in this way—and not directly.—Honco 
there is nothing wrong in this.—(1617) 

It has boen argued (under Text 1588) that—“ From the inferred mobility 
of the Sim, the Potency is cognised by Presumption 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1618-1619). 

When the Son reaches another place, what happens always is that 

IT IS BORN (AGAIN) IN A PLACE DIFFERENT FROM ITS ORIGINAL 
PLACE ; THIS IS AS IT IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF THE FlRE- 
FLAME ; A THING THAT REMAINS PERMANENT IS OF A 
TOTALLY DIFFERENT KIND ; OTHERWISE SUCH 
REACHING OF ANOTHER PLACE WOULD NOT BE 
POSSIBLE.—AS REGARDS POTENCY, IT HAS 
ALREADY BEEN SHOWN THAT IT IS 
NOTHING APART FROM THE THING. 

-(1618-1619) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows that Presumption is included under Inference. 

For instance, whenever anything is found to reach another place, it is a 
case of the thing boing bom in a place other than its original one;—as is 
found to be the case when tho firo-flame moves from one place to the other ; 
—the Sun is found to be reaching another place ; hence this is an Inferential 
Reason based upon the nature of things. 

This Ronson cannot be regardod as ‘ Inconclusive ’; because a thing 
that remains permanent —i.e. an object that always remains in one and the 
same form—cannot reach another place ; ns it can never renounce its original 
position ; if it does renounce it, it must be in a new form born again. This 
is the Reasoning sublating any conclusions to the contrary. 

It might bo argued that—“ This Presumption has been cited as proving 
the existence of the Potency, not tho birth of the thing; how then is it that 
the Presumption is said to be included under tliis Inference ? ” 

The answer to this is—‘ As regards Potency, etc. etc.' —(1618-1619) 
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The Author next points out the objections against the example of the 
‘ Fat Devadatta not eating in the day as illustrating Presumption from 
what has been heard :— 


TEXT (1620). 

NO CERTAIN COGNITION CAN RESULT FROM THE ASSERTION THAT * THE 
FAT MAN EATS NOT DURING THE DAY —AS THE SPEAKER MIGHT 
BE ASSERTING THIS THROUGH ENMITY OR DELUSION 
. AND SUCH OTHER CAUSES.—(1620) 

COMMENTARY. 

What tliis shows is that there can be no Presumption based upon Verbal 
Cognition.—(1020) 

The following might be urged :—“ It is not that the other assertion is 
indicated by the first sentence, on the basis of what is expressed by it;— 
it is indicated by the assertion itself; and the assertion itself is directly 
perceived (heard)." 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1621). 

IF ANOTHER EXPRESSIVE STATEMENT IS INDICATED (iN PRESUMPTION) 

BY THE FIRST STATEMENT, INDEPENDENTLY OF WHAT IS EX¬ 
PRESSED BY ITSELF,—THEN THAT OTHER STATEMENT 
ALSO WOULD INDICATE ANOTHER STATE¬ 
MENT.—(1621) 

COMMENTARY. 

The sentence is said to be ‘ independent of what is expressed by it ’ 
when it functions by itself, not through its meaning ; when the mere sentence 
by itself indicates (through Presumption) the other sentence which is 
expressive of a definite meaning,—then that other statement also would 
indicate another statement ; that is, it would be possible for the sentonco 
asserting eating at night to indicate another sentence; as the condition of 
being devoid of relation would be equally present in the case of all.—If then 
it be said that the indication is through what is expressed by the first sentence, 
then the objection urged before remains in force.—( 1621 ) 

In the following Text, the Author anticipates and answers the intention 
of the Opponent:— 


OTHER FORMS AND MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE. 


797 


TEXT (1622). 

If, the idea of what is expressed by the sentence is admitted as 

EMANATING FROM THE OTHER PERSON, OR AS BROUGHT ABOUT BY 

another Means of Cognition,—then the cognition of what 
is expressed by the later sentence may bf. regarded 
as following from that.—( 1622 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

In order to avoid the incongruity urged above, it might be said that the 
dependence of what is expressed by the first sentence is also admitted, 
as emanating from the other person (who has asserted that ‘ the fat Devadatta 
doos not eat during the day ’) who is known to be reliable ;—or as brought 
about by another Means of Cognition—Perception, etc.—whereby it is known 
that tho fat Devadatta doos not eat during the day. 

The answer to this is— 4 Then the cognition, etc. etc.' —That is, tho cogni¬ 
tion of the fact itself (expressed by the second sentence) might follow from 
that fact (expressed by the first sentence)—i.e. from fatness along with not 
eating in the day ; and there need be no indication of the sentence in tho mind. 
And in that case, tho cognition would become included under Inference, 
and hence Presumption need not be a separate means of Cognition.—(1622) 

The following Text shows how the said cognition becomes included under 
‘ Inference ’:— 


TEXT (1623). 

What is cognised is the Man spoken of as related to eating at 
night on THE ground of his being fat while going without food 
during the day,— like another person. 

—(1623) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Itfah '—spoken of,—i.e. the Man as related to eating at night. The 
Probans is— 4 because while going without food during tho day, ho is fat 
4 like another person ' is the Corroborative Instance. 

This is a Probans in the foren of 4 effect—(1623) 

Question “ How is the relation of Cause and Effect known in this 

case ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (1624). 

That there is fatness when there is eating is known with certainty 

THROUGH POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE ; AND HENCE 
THE COGNITION OF ONE THING FOLLOWS FROM THE 
OTHER WHICH IS THUS RELATED TO IT.—(1624) 

COMMENTARY. 

The relation of Cause and Effect between Fatness and Eating —as between 
Fire and Smolce, —is known with certainty ; whereby it is right that there 
should be cognition of one thing—i.e. the Eating —(which is the Cause) from 
another tiling—i.e. the Fatness, which is related to the former as its effect. 
But it cannot bo right that the cognition of one sentence should proceed 
from another sentence which is not so related to it; as if there wore such 
cognition, then there would be incongruities.—(1624) 

The following Text shows what the incongruity would be :— 

TEXT (1625). 

HOW CAN A SENTENCE BE COGNISED, WHICH IS DEVOID OF ALL RELATION¬ 
SHIP ? Otherwise all things would be cognised through 
A SINGLE THING.—(1625) 

COMMENTARY. 

How can a sentence bo cognised, wluch is devoid of relationship—such 
as that of sameness and origination ? It can never he cognised. Othenoise — 
if a sentence devoid of all relationship were cognised, —from any single thing 
—in the shape of the Jar for instance,— ali jars would become cognised. This 
however does not happen. Hence the cognition must be held to follow from 
a definite relationship (of concomitance).—(1625) 

The following text further elucidates the incongruities involved :— 


TEXT (1626). 

When there is no relationship—or when, even though existent, 

THE RELATIONSHIP IS NOT DEFINITELY KNOWN,—IF THE OTHER 
SENTENCE WERE INDICATED, IT WOULD BE UNRELIABLE 

(INVALID).—(1626) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea really is that there is a relationship between the two sentences.— 
But if, at any timo, there is no relationship between one sentence and another, 
—or if existent, it is not definitely known, and honce is as good as non- 
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existent,—if, when the relationship is not definitely known, if the second 
sentence were indicated,—such indication would bo invalid ; that is, it would 
be a baseless cognition; and if baseless cognitions were admitted, then the 
incongruity of everything being indicated by everything would be inevitable. 
—(1626) 

The following Text anticipates an argument from the Opponent’s stand¬ 
point :— 

TEXT (1627). 

“ There is no such royal edict as that ‘ that alone is valid which 
is related \ How does validity attach to Perception, in 
which there is no relationship ? ”—(1627) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Opponent says :—“ That validity can attach to only what is related 
can, at best, be only a Royal Edict; there can bo no reason for such an idea. 
For instance, if it were not a Royal Edict that ‘ validity can attach to only 
what is related ’,—how could there be any validity in Perception, in which 
there is no Relationship ? This lias to bo explained ”•—(1627) 

The answer to the above is provided in the following— 


TEXTS (1628-1629). 

If something unrelated could be cognised—then why should 

NOT THERE BE COGNITION OF OTHER THINGS ALSO ? BECAUSE IN 

the matter of being unrelated, no distinction among things 

CAN BE PERCEIVED. IN THE CASE OF PERCEPTION ALSO, 
VALIDITY RESTS UPON RELATIONSHIP ONLY. THE 
VALIDITY OF A COGNITION CONSISTS IN ITS BEING 

in conformity (with the real state of 

THINGS), AND THIS CONFORMITY DEPENDS 

upon the Perception owing its 

EXISTENCE TO THE THING PER¬ 
CEIVED.—(1628-1629) 

COMMENTARY. 

If an unrelated tiling could be cognised, then there would be an incon¬ 
gruity,—bocause there could, in that case, be no distinction between one 
thing and another,—the absence of relationship being equally present in all 
things. You liave not given any answer to this contention of ours. 

As for the question—How is there validity in Perception, in which there 
is no Relationship ?—it is irrelevant; because no one regards Perception to 
be valid, in the absence of a Relationship. In fact, even in Perception, 
validity rests upon Relationship only. 
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The reason for this is pointed outr- 4 The validity of a cognition, etc. etc.’— 
4 Validity * consists in conformity, which is the capacity to get at the real 
thing ; and how could this conformity be unreservedly admitted in the case of 
Perception, if it did not derive its own existence from the thing porccived ? 
-(1628-1629) 

The following Text explains what would be wrong if it were otherwise:— 


TEXT (1630). 

NO SUCH ‘ CONFORMITY ’ WITH THE REAL STATE OF THINGS CONCERNED 

CAN BE CERTAIN, IN A COGNITION OF WHICH THE PARTICULAR 
OBJECT IS NOT THE BASIS, OR IN ONE WHICH HAS NO 
(OBJECTIVE) BASIS AT ALL. OR ELSE, THERE 
WOULD BE CONFORMITY WITH ALL 

(THINGS).— (1630) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound 1 ataddhetuh ’ is to be expounded as 4 na-taddhetuh ’ ; 

4 taddhituh' being expounded ns that of which the particular object is the 
(objective) basis ; that is, that which is based upon something else in such a 
cognition,—and also in a cognition which has no objective basis,—i.e. whioh 
is devoid of all objective background,—there can be no 4 conformity with 
the real state of the thing concerned \ in all cases. “What then ? ”—There 
would bo conformity with all tilings. So that the incongruity is present in 
this case also.—(1630) 

Or, what the affirmative sentence ‘Devadatta is fat and he eats not during 
the day ’ does is to bring about the inference of its own cause, in the shape 
of the speaker’s particular 4 desire to speak ’,—this inference being based 
upon the Indicative in the shape of the effect of the said desire; and then 
it brings about the idea of the contrary sentence ‘He eats at night’,— 
but by implication, not directly,—through the inference of the character of 
the Cause,—just as in the case of smoke, there is implication of its being 
due to defect in the fuel. 

This view is what is expounded in the following— 

TEXT (1631). 

Or, IT MAY BE THAT WHAT IS INFERRED IS THE SPEAKER’S 4 DESIRE TO 

SPEAK ’ RELATING TO THE SECOND STATEMENT J BY THIS THERE 
IS COGNITION OF NEGATION FOLLOWING FROM THE 
AFFIRMATIVE ASSERTION.—(1631) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 By this' —i.e. by the Inference of the character of the cause,—not 
directly; because it is from the affirmative sentence that the said ‘ desire 
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to speak ’ is apprehended,—in which ‘ desire the negative sentence also 
figures. Otherwise, if the eating at night did not figure in the said ‘ desire 
to speak \ and mere denial of eating were meant, then the statement would 
have been in the form 4 Devadatta does not eat * and the terms 1 fat * and 
‘ during the day ’‘Would not be there. 

‘ Vyatirekagatih '—the cognition of the contrary sentence.—(1631) 

It has been asserted (under Text 1599) that—“the presence, in the 
cow, which is likened to the Qavaya \ of the capacity to be apprehended by 
that cognition is cognised by Analogical Cognition ” 

Tina is refuted in the following— 


TEXT (1632). 

The validity of Analogical Cognition having been refuted in 

DETAIL, THE VALIDITY OF PRESUMPTION ARISING OUT OF IT 
BECOMES REFUTED AS A MATTER OF COURSE.—(1632) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even granting the validity of Analogical Cognition, the Presumption 
based upon that cognition cannot be regarded as boing a distinct Means or 
Form of Cognition, as it apprehends what is already apprehended ; and also 
because there is no separate cognisable thing, in the shape of Potency, which 
could be cognised through it. 

This is what is explained in the following— 


TEXTS (1633-1634). 

The Cow has been held to be the objective basis of Analogical 
Cognition; and it has been held that the objective basis 

BRINGS ABOUT ITS OWN COGNITION, BY ITS MERE PRESENCE. 

Under the circumstances, what would be the use 
of the ‘ Potency \ for the apprehension whereof 
Presumption based upon Analogical Cognition 
is required as a distinct Means of 
Cognition ?—(1633-1634) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ For the apprehension whereof *—i.e. for the cognition of Potency. 
The rest is easily understood.—(1633-1634) 


It has been argued (under Text 1600) that—" Inasmuch as the Denotation 
of a word cannot be otherwise defined, we assume the expressive Potency 
of Words, etc. etc." where an example has been cited of a Presumption 

based upon another Presumption. . , 

The following Text points out that the argument is * Inconclusive — 


7S77 
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TEXT (1635). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, KVEN IN THE ABSENCE OF sameness, THERE IS 

NOTHING INCOMPATIBLE IN THE EXPRESSION OF THINGS BV 
WORDS ; JUST AS THERE IS EXPRESSION BY SUCH 
MEANS AS THE SHAKING OF THE HAND AND 
SO FORTH.—(1635) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no incompatibility in the expression of things by such non- 
eternal means as the shaking of the hand, winking of the eye and so forth ; 
similarly, oven in the absence of the sameness of the Word (at the time of 
Convention and at the time of Usage), tliere should be no incompatibility in 
the expression of tilings by the Word. So that the Instance that has been 
cited is Inconclusive. 

4 Sameness ' here stands for etemality ; 4 lxiing different * constitutes 
evanescence ; hence ' being non-different or same ’ constitutes etemality .— 
(1635) 

Says the Opponent:—“It has been pointed out that if the Word were 
not eternal, then it could not continue during all the time between the 
Convention and the Usage.” 

The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (1636). 

What serves as the cause of the expressiveness of words is 

the SAMENESS OF THE CONCEPTION, LIKE shaking ; 

ANI) there is no incompatibility in 
THIS.—(1636) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though the Specific Individualities being all momentary, there can be 
concomitance or continuity of them, yet there aro some Specific 
Individualities which are so constituted that, either directly or indirectly, 
they become the cause of an illusory conception of sameness; and hence 
becoming conceived as the same, they become expressive, through Conven¬ 
tion ;— 4 Like Shaking' —i.e. just as Shaking 1 is expressive —(1636) 

The Opponent urges the objection that “ the instance of 4 slinking ’ 
that has been cited is devoid of the Probandum ”:— 
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TEXT (1637). 

*' Those actions that are seen subsisting in perceptible things 

ARE ALL HELD TO BE ETERNAL, LIKE THE LETTERS IN THE 

Word,—on the ground of recognition.”—(1637) 
COMMENTARY. 

“ We hold the letters to be eternal, on the ground of Recognition ; in 
the same way, the gestures made by the Hand also are eternal; lienee the 
‘ Shaking ’ (of the Hand) that lias been cited is ‘ devoid of the Probandum \— 
[i.o. it is not non-eternal]; henco that does not falsify our Premiss — 
(1637) 

Question :—rf this is so, and the Gestures of the Hand, etc. are eternal, 
how is it that these are not cognised always ? 

Answer (from the Opponent):— 

TEXT (1638). 

“ That these are not apprehended always is due to the absence 
of the Indicator. What would be the 4 producer ’ under 

YOUR THEORY IS REGARDED BY US AS THE 

‘ Indicator —(1638) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ These '—i.e. tho Gestures,— 4 are not apprehended always ' ;—just as, 
under your theory, tho Gestures are not perceived always, because of the 
absence of the producer ,—so, under our view also, it is because of the absence 
of tho indicator ; so that the same explanation is available for botli of us.’— 
This is wliat the Opponent means.—(1638) 

The above argument is answered as follows :— 


TEXTS (1639-1640). 

It CANNOT BE SO J SO LONG AS THE CAPACITY IS NOT OBSTRUCTED, ITS 
COGNITION SHOULD BE THERE ALWAYS ", IN THE ABSENCE OP THE 
SAID CAPACITY, IT SHOULD NEVER BE THERE AT ALL. 

Thus no ‘ indicators ’ are possible for the 
gestures. As regards 4 Recognition * 
indicating etemalit /, that has 

BEEN ALREADY REJECTED. 

-(1639-1640) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are only two alternatives possible regarding the capacity of the 
Gestures which are held to be 4 indicated ’ by certain indicators By their 
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nature (a) they have the capacity of bringing about cognitions—or (6) they 
do not have this capacity. 

If they have the said capacity, then the Cognition producible by these 
should bo there always—at all times; because their nature, being eternal, 
could not bo obstructed by anything; because a thing to which (on account 
of its Etemality) no peculiarities can be added, can never, for that reason, 
be obstructed. 

If, on the other hand, they do not have the capacity, then, in the absence 
of the capacity, the cognition producible by them could never be there. 
So where would be the use of the Indicator ? 

For these reasons, it is not possible for the Gestures, which are held to 
be eternal, to have any ‘ indicators ’. If they are non-eternal, however, it is 
possiblo for a new character to be produced by the Indicators, and hence 
in this cose, the presence of Indicatives would bo logical. 

It has been asserted that—“ They are hold to be eternal, like Letters, 
on the ground of Recognition ".—The answer to that is— 1 As regards 
Recognition , etc. etc.' for the proving of etemality (the Probandum), Recogni¬ 
tion has been put forward as the Probans ; and this Recognition has been 
already rejected under the examination of the Permanence of Things ( Chapter 
VIII).—(1639-1640) 

It has been argued (under Text 1602 el seg.) that—“The absenco of 
Chaitra having been cognised through Negation, etc. etc.". 

The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1341-1343). 


It cannot be right to deduce the fact of Chaitra being outside 

THE HOUSE FROM THE FACT OF HIS ABSENCE IN THE HOUSE, BECAUSE, 
THERE BEING A CHANCE OF HIS HAVING DIED, THE LATTER FACT IS 
CAPABLE OF ANOTHER EXPLANATION ALSO.—If IT IS THE ABSENCE 
OF THE living MAN IN THE HOUSE THAT IS MEANT TO BE THE BASIS OF 

the Presumption bringing about the idea of his being outside, 
—this also cannot be right ; as the element of certainty 
would be lacking. When a man with ordinary powers of 
vision does not see Chaitra in the nousE, he can have no 
certain Cognition regarding his being alive. — (1641-1643) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Another explanation ’;—it is possible for Chaitra to be absent in the 
House, without being outside. 
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This shows the ‘ Incouclusive ’ character of the Reason put forward. 

It might bo argued that—“ what is put forward as the basis of this 
particular instance of Presumption is the absence of the living Devadatta in 
tho House,—not more absence.” 

This cannot be right.—“ Why ? ”—Because the fact of Devadatta being 
alive would still be doubtful. So that the Probans would bo open to the 
defect of being ‘ Doubtful—hftnee—Inadmissible \ 

The ground of uncertainty is stated—‘ When a man, etc. etc.' ;—as there 
are no Means of Ascertaining the fact of Chaitra being alive, tho ordinary 
man with ordinary powers of vision would always be uncertain about it.— 
(1641-1643) 


The following might bo urged—“ Even though the man with ordinary 
powers of vision could not have any means of perceiving the fact of Chaitra 
being alive, yet Inference and the other means of cognition would be always 
available for him —This is what is urged in the following— 


TEXT (1644). 


“ The certainty regarding his being alive being obtained through 

THE Word OR OTHER MEANS OF COGNITION,—CERTAINTY 
REGARDING HIS ABSENCE IN THE HOUSE BEING OBTAINED 

through Negation, —due validity would belong 
to the Presumption based upon the 
Negation.”—(1644) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ Through the Word' —i.e. when a word uttered by him is heard, or when 
an ascetic engaged in austerities beliind tho wall says that ' Chaitra is alive ’. 

‘ Through Negation '—as a Means of Cognition,—in the shape of the 
absence of Perception and the other Means of Cognition,—the certainty of 
Chaitra’s absence in tho house being obtained,—it becomes known that the 
absence in the house is of tho living Chaitra ;-then due validity would 
belong to this Presumption as based upon Negation.—(1644) 


The answer to all this is as follows :— 

5 
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TEXTS (1645-1647). 

Even then, the absence in the House is cognised from the fact 
of his not being seen through the Eyes which shows that 

THE SAID ABSENCE IN THE HOUSE IS COGNISED THROUGH AN 

Inferential Indicative.—One who is not in the house 
IS ALWAYS outside of it,— AS is FOUND IN THE CASE OF 
THE MAN STANDING IN THE COURTYARD SEEN BY 
MEN AT THE gate ; the Man inside the house 
PROVIDES THE TERM WHERE THE PRO- 
BANDUM IS KNOWN TO BE ABSENT.— 

Prom all this it follows that 
this Presumption does not 
differ FROM Inference. 

—(1645-1647) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows that Presumption is included under Inference. 

For instance, Chailra is the Subject, the Minor Term his being outside 
is the Probondum ‘ Being alive and yet not being in the house ’ is the 
Probans, of the nature of an ‘ effoct ’‘ the man standing in the court¬ 
yard * is the Corroborative Instance per similarity ‘ the man in the house ’ 
is the Corroborative Instance per dissimilarity.— 

‘ Sadana * is Houso. 

The Invariable Concomitance (the Major Premiss) is indicated by the 
two Instances. 

The Probans cannot be said to bo ‘ inadmissible \ Because absence m 
the House has been cognised by ‘ the non-porception of what should have 
been perceived, if there ’; as for the man being alive, this is said to bo as¬ 
certained in accordance with the doctrines of the othor party. In reality, 
tho Probans is doubtful, as there is no Means for obtaining a certain cognition 
of his being alive. 

“ But it has been said that there ore such moans as the Word, etc." 

In that case, if his being alive has been duly ascertained by moans of 
Word, etc., then that is enough to prove his existence outside what then is 
there left to be done by Presumption ? 

Thus, it is on the basis of the doctrines of the Opponent that we regard 
the Probans put forward by us as ‘ admissible \ and through the Probans 
it has been proved that Presumption is included under Inference.—(1645- 
1647) 


End of Presumption. 


CHAPTER XIX. 


Section (D). 

On ‘ Negation \ 

COMMENTARY. 

In regard to ‘Negation*— Abhava —the Author sots forth the following 
views :— 

TEXT (1648). 

“ Is THE CASE OF AN OBJECT WHERE THE FIVE MEANS OF COGNITION 
DO NOT FUNCTION FOR THE COMPREHENSION OF THE EXISTENCE OF 

THAT OBJECT,—NEGATION IS THE ONLY MEANS OF COGNITION.” 

KcmSrila: Shlokavdrtilca— Negation, 1], — (1648) 
COMMENTARY. 

According to MimOmsakas, entities are of two kinds—Positive and 
Negative,—the former being characterised by existence and the lattor by 
non-existence and they hold that every object has two aspects—tho existent 
and tho non-existent; thus it being acknowledged that the Object has these two 
aspects,—the existent and the non-existent,—hi the case of an object—ue. 
the non-existent aspect of the object,—(Ac five Means of Cognition, ending 
with ‘ Presumption \ do not function— for what 1—for the comprehension of 
the existence of tint object— i.e. for apprehending the existent aspect of the 
object,—in the case of such cognisable object, in the shape of its non-existent 
aspect,— 1 Negation ’ is the only Moans of Cognition. 

This shows only tho object cognisable by this Means of Cognition, not the 
form of the Cognition itself.—(1648) 

Question What then is th e form of this Cognition ? 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1649). 

“ What is regarded to be ‘ Negation, a means of Cognition \ is 

THE NON-FUNCTIONING OF PERCEPTION AND THE OTHER MEANS OF 

Cognition ; this may consist either in ‘ the non-modifi¬ 
cation of THE Soul or in the cognition of another 
object. ’ ’ — [Shlokavartika — Negation , 11].—(1649) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is regarded to be 1 Negation, a Means of Cognition ’ is the non¬ 
functioning of Perception and the other Means of Cognition. 
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Tho term ' pramdnabh&va ’ may be taken either as the Genitive— 
Tatpurufa Compound, or as the Kdrmadhdraya. 

In some places tho reading is ‘ pramdne-abhavah \ in which tho meaning 
of the Locative ending would be * among Pramanas ’,—the singular number 
in ‘ prarrdne ’ being duo to all Pramanas being referred to os a class. 

Thus has Shabara-svdmin declared (undor Sfi. 1. 1. 5)—‘Negation 
consists in the absence of the Means of Cognition and it gives rise to the 
notion of a certain unseen object not existing \ 

Question —“ What is this non-functioning (of the Means of Cognition) ? ” 

Answer :—‘ This may consist, etc. etc.' — This —i.e. the non-functioning 
of Perception and the rest,—may bo said to consist in the Soul in a state 
of rest, not becoming modified into the form of tho cognition of the Jar 
or any such thing which may be meant to bo denied ;—or it may consist 
in the cognition of tho spot on tho ground as devoid of the said Jar, etc. 
—(1649) 

Objection :—It is the absence of things that is called ‘ Abhdva 
4 Negation ’; how then can it bo an entity ? Certainly the absence cannot 
bo an entity. 

Anticipating tliis objection, the MXm&msaka proceeds to prove that 
Negation is an entity :— 


TEXT (1650). 

“The negation (absence) of things is apprehended when there 
IS NO APPREHENSION OF THE THINGS THEMSELVES ; AND IT IS 
DIVIDED UNDER FOUR HEADS—‘ THE PREVIOUS 

Negation * and the rest.”— (1650) 


COMMENTARY. 

If the ‘ Negation of tho Sloans of Cognition * were not an entity, then, 
as a non-entity, it would have no capacity at all; so that there could be 
no cognition or idea of itnor would there be any division of Negation into 
the four lands of ‘ Previous Negation ’ and so forth. And yet this is not so. 

Hence inasmuch as the Idoa of Negation cannot be othorwiso explained,_ 

and as the well-known fourfold division also of it cannot be otherwise 
accounted for,—Negation must bo regarded as an entity. 

Some people hold that these two ‘ Presumptions ’ afford the proof for 
Negation being an entity. 

Others however explain that the sentence (in the Toxt) to the effect 
4 J* w divided under four heads' embodies an Inference ; and they formulate 
it as follows Negation is an entity,—because it is divided,—like the Jar 
and other things.—(1650) 

The following Texts proceed to show how ‘it is divided under four 
heads’:— 
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TEXTS (1651-1654). 

“ (1) ' That the Curd is not in the Milk ’ is a case of ‘ Previous 
Negation ’ (2) ‘ That the Milk is not in the Curd ’ is a 
case of * Destruction ’;— (3) ‘ The non-existence of the 
Horse in the Cow ’ is a case of ‘ Mutual Negation ’ — 
[Shlokavdrtika —Negation, 2-3].— In this last case, thf. Cow 

DOES NOT HAVE THE FORM OF THE OTHER, AND HENCE THIS NEGATIVE 
CHARACTER BELONGS TO IT BY ITSELF.*—(4) THE FLAT PORTION 
of the Hare’s head, being devoid of hardness and height, 

AND HENCE THERE BEING NO HORNS IN THE HARE,—THIS IS A CASE 

of Absolute Negation [ Shlokavdrtika —Negation, 4].—If there 
WERE NO SUCH ENTITY AS ‘ NEGATION ’ CLASSED UNDER THESE 
SEVERAL HEADS OF ‘ PREVIOUS NEGATION ’ AND THE REST,—THEN 
THERE COULD BE NO USAGE BASED UPON THE DIFFERENTIATION OF 

causes and effects”.—[S hlokavdrtika—N egation, 7].—(1651- 
1654) 

COMMENTARY. 

When in reforeace to the cause—such as Olay or Milk,—people have the 
idea of the effect—tho Jar or tho Curd— not being there, —this is called 
* Previous Negation ’. If this 4 Previous Negation ’ wore not an entity, the 
product. Curd, would always be tliere in the Milk. 

In the same way, when in reforence to the Curd, thoro is tho idea of the 
Milk being no longer there, —it is called 4 Destruction ’. If this Negation were 
not an entity then the Milk would still be there in the Curd. 

In reference to the Cow, there is tho idea of its not being the Horae ; 
tins is called 4 Mutual Negation ’. Becauso the Cow does not have the form 
of tho other,—tho Horse—thereforo this is called 4 Mutual Negation If 
this Mutual Negation were not an entity, then the Horse would be there in 
the Cow. 

When tho flat parts of tho Hare’s head are found to be devoid of growth 
and hardness,—and entirely non-existent in the form of Horns,—it is called 
4 Absolute Negation \—Even though here also, in so far as the nature 
of tho tilings is concerned, wo have a caso of 4 Mutual Negation \ [The flat 
Head not being tho Horn], yet, it lias been cited as an example of 4 Absolute 
Negatioh ’, in accordance with tho popular notion of it. In common parlance 
whenever 4 Mutual Negation ’ is spokon of, the two things are mentioned in 
the co-ordinated form— 4 This is a Cow, not a horse'; in tho case of the 
negation of tho Hare’s Horn, however, they do not say— 4 This is the Haro, 
not the Horn ’. If 4 absolute Negation ’ were not an entity, then the Hare’s 
Horn would be there. As says Kumdrila [in Shlokavdrtika —Negation, 
2-4]—* If Negation were not a Means of valid Cognition, then there would 
be Curd in the Milk,—Milk in the Curd,—the Cloth in the Jar,—tho Horn 


This sentence is not a quotation from the Shlokavdrtika. 
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in the Hare,—sentience in the Earth and other substances,—Corporeality 
in the Soul,—Odour in Water,—Taste in Fire,—and both Odour and Taste 
along with Colour, in Air,— Touch and the other qualities * in Akdshn .— 
Here ' sentience ’ stands for the soul ; ' Corporeality ’ for solidity ;—* those 
two ’—Odour and Taste—along with Colour, would bo there in Air ;—and 
Colour, Taste and Odour, along with Touch would be there in Akdsha. 

Furtlier, thero could bo no differentiation into Causes and Effects in 
the transactions of the ordinary world,—if Negation did not exist in its 
various forms of ‘ Previous Negation ’ and the rost. For instance, one 
who wants Curd, obtains Milk,—but one who wants Milk does not seek to 
obtain Curd ; similarly one who wants the Cow does not secure the Horso ; 
nor does the man who wants the Horse secure the Cow. It is in this 
way that business is carried on in the world.—(1651-1654) 

The following might be urged—* Even if there is this fourfold division, 
how does that make Nogation an entity 1 ' 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1655). 

“These several kinds (of Negation) could not appertain to a 
Non-entity ; hence Negation must be regarded as an Entity ; 

FOR INSTANCE, THE ‘ NEGATION ’ OF THE Effect CONSISTS 
IN the ‘ PRESENCE ’ of the Cause."—[Shlokavartika— 
Negation, 8].—(1655) 

COMMENTARY. 

There can bo no division of a Non-entity ; as division always rests in 
entities.—Henco Negation must be an entity. 

“ What sort of an entity can it bo ? ” 

Answer ‘ The Negation of the Effect, etc. etc.'— The Presence of the 
Cause—Milk, for instance—is what constitutes the Negation of the Effect— 
Curd; and the Presenco of the Effect—Curd—is what constitutes the Negation 
of the Cause—Milk. It is in this way that Negation is an entity. —(1655) 

The following Text seeks to prove, by moans of Inference, that Negation 
is an ontity :— 

TEXT (1656). 

“ Or again, Negation may be regarded as an entity ,—like the 
C ow, etc.,—because IT IS apprehended by exclusive and inclu¬ 
sive notions,—and ALSO because it is cognisable."— 
[Shlokavartika —Negation, 9].—(1656) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Negation is an entity ’,—this the statement of the Proposition; in 
support of this there are two Reasons : (1) ‘ because it is apprehended by 
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exclusive and inclusive notions \ and (2) ‘ because it is cognisable ';—‘ like 
the Cow, etc.' is the Corroborative Instance. 

Of these, the ‘ inclusive Notion' is the idea, in regard to all the four 
kinds of Negation, that ‘ it is Negation ’;—tho ‘ exclusive notion ’ is in the 
form of the differentiating idea as ‘ Previous Negation is not Destruction \ 
—(1656) 

Kum&rUa has described three kinds of Negation:—(1) the ‘Non¬ 
modification of the Soul ’(2) ‘ the Cognition of some other particular 
object —as declared under Text 1649 (which is a quotation from the 
Shlokavurtika —Negation, 11),—and (3) ‘mere cessation (non-functioning) 
of all Means of Cognition as described by him in this passage—* That 
Cognition is regarded (by the Buddhist) as Inference which is brought about 
by the throe-featurod Probans ; but that Means of Cognition which consists 
in not being brought about (i.e. Negation) cannot stand in need of a Cause ' — 
(Shlokavurtika —Negation, 44). 

In regard to tliis tliird kind of Negation, the following Text anticipates 
and answers an objection :— 


TEXT (1657). 

“ If it be asked—* How can Negation be a Means (or Form) of 
Cognition ? ’—our answer is—what sort of Object is it 
that is cognised by it ? Just as the cognisable object is 
negative, so should the Means (or Form) of Cognition 
also be understood to be.”— [Shlokavartika — 

Negation, 45].—(1657) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following point may be raised—How can 4 Negation \ which 
consists in non-appearance of Perception, be a Means of Cognition ? 

The answer to this is— What sort of Object is it that is cognised by U ? 

The rejoinder may be— 44 What is cognised is negative in character.” 

In that case (our answer would bo that), the Sloans of Cognition also 
should be understood to be of the same nature as the Object cognised ; why 
then should it be asked—bow Negation can be a Means of Cognition ?— 
Certainly it cannot be denied that the Means can be of the same nature as 
tho Object. —(1657) 

QuestionNegation may be a Means of Cognition; but why should it 
be different from Perception and the rest ? 

Answer :— 
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TEXTS (1658-1659). 

“The negation of the Means of Cognition must be different from 
Perception and the rest,—because it is spoken of by the 
name ‘ Negation —like the negation of cognisable things. — 

Or the negation (of things) must be cognised 
through a Means which is of the same nature as 
itself,—because it is something cognisable,— 
just like the Positive entity. For 
these reasons, this Means of Cogni¬ 
tion must be of a nature differ¬ 
ent from THE positive .”— 

[Shlokavdrlika —Negation, 

54-55].—(1658-1659) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ Negation of Perception and the other Means of Cognition * must 
be regarded as a Means of Cognition different from Perception and the rest,— 
because it is spoken of by the name ‘ Negation —just like the negation of 
cognisable things. 

Or, the cognisable object namod ‘ Negation ’ may be the subject (Minor 
Term),—the Probandum regarding it being that ‘ it is cognisable through 
a Means of Cognition of the same nature as itself ’;—‘ becauso it is a cognisable 
object ’ is the Probans ;—the cognisable object called ‘ positive ’ is the 
Corroborative Instance. From tliis it follows that the Means of Cognition 
which is of the same nature as the cognisable ‘ nogation ’ must be distinct 
from Perception and the rest which are positive in character.—(1658-1659) 

The above arguments (of Kunidrila, in support of ‘ Negation ’ os a distinct 
Means of Cognition) are answered in the following— 


TEXT (1660). 

As REGARDS THESE ARGUMENTS—THE ‘ MODIFICATION ’ OF THE ETERNAL. 
ENTITY (Soul) HAS BEEN REJECTED ALREADY ; THE EXISTENCE 
OF THE CONTRARY OF SUCH A ‘ MODIFICATION ’ CAN¬ 
NOT BE OCCASIONAL.—(1660) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows the ‘ impossibility ’ of the first definition of Negation as 
* the non-modification of the Soul ’ (see Text 1649). What is meant is as 
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follows :—By the process of Preclusion, ‘ non-modification ’ is sometliing 
' contrary to modification ’; it is this, as appearing at certain times, that is 
meant to be the characteristic feature of ‘ Negation \ If it were not tliis 
occasional * non-modification ’ that is meant by the process of Preclusion, 
then the tiling defined would bo there at all times.—Such ‘ non-modification ’ 
is not possible in the case of the Soul; as the possibility of any modification 
of an eternal entity has been already rojected. Under the circumstances, 
how could there be any basis for what is only the contrary of that 
Modification by the process of Preclusion ? 

The ‘ saliva ’, ‘ entity meant here is the Soul, which is qualified by 
the adjective ‘ nilya ‘ eternal ’.—Or, the compound ‘ nUyasailva ’ may be 
expounded as ‘ that of which, the saUva, existence, is nitya eternal ’ ; that is, 
eternal. 

‘ The existence of the contrary of such modification ’ the cotitrary of 
modification ’ is non-modification ;—this cannot bo occasional ; it must bo 
eternal; as boing always of one and the same form, tho Soul is one only. 
( 1660 ) 

The following might be urged—'“ Non-modification is not of the nature of 
* sometliing contrary to modification ’, it is only of the nature of the ‘ absence 
of modification ’; so that tho definition cannot be impossible ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1661). 

If what is meant by ‘ non-modification ’ is only the absence of 
modification, —then, as the entity concerned is eternal, 

THIS SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD TO BE THERE AT ALL 
TIMES, AS IT NEVER CEASES.—(1661) 

COMMENTARY. 

* TatpralihTepamdtratmd Tat ’ is modificationProtikfepa ’ is denial, 

absence ;— 4 matra ’ is only ;-that which has this absence of modification 

f01 This^—i-o- the ‘ non-modification ’ in the form of ‘ absence of modifica¬ 
tions’-should bo always of one and the same form; as there can bo no 
modification of the Soul.—(1661) 

In the following Texts, the possibility of ‘ non-modification ’ is taken for 
granted, and then it is shown that the definition is too wade 
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TEXTS (1662-16(54). 

Or, there may be ‘ non-modification ’ of the Soul. Even so, 

THE DEFINITION IS WRONG. BECAUSE IN THE STATE OF SLEEP, 
SWOON AND THE LIKE, EVEN THOUGH THIS (NON-MODIFICATION OF 
SOUL) IS THERE, THE OBJECTS (OF COGNITION) ARE THERE.—If 
THEN, THE 4 NON-MODIFICATION OF THE SOUL ’ BE HELD TO BE IN 
REFERENCE TO THE JAR AND OTHER THINGS, ON THE GROUND THAT 
WHEN THERE ARE OTHER COGNITIONS, THE PLACE CONCERNED IS 
SEEN TO BE DEVOID OF THOSE THINGS,—THEN, EVEN BY THIS EXPLANA¬ 
TION, WHAT MORE HAS BEEN SAID IN ADDITION TO WHAT IS SAID IN 
THE SECOND DEFINITION (OF NEGATION) THAT HAS BEEN SUGGESTED, 
—IN VIEW WHEREOF THE TWO DEFINITIONS HAVE BEEN PUT FORWARD 

AS ALTERNATIVES ?—(1662-1664) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Wrong '—Too wido. 

‘ Swoon and the like ’.— 4 And the like * is meant to includo thoso condi¬ 
tions where there is interception, or the thing is behind one’s back. 

4 Even though this is there' —i.e. evon though the Soul is there, nofc- 
modified into the form of the Cognition of the Jar and other tilings. 

(Says the Opponent)—“Even though cognition other than those 
based on real objects are thore, this is cognition of the place as devoid of the 
Jar and such real substances,—and it is this that is meant by ‘ non-modifica¬ 
tion ’; ns the Soul (under the states) is not modified into the form of the 
cognition of the Jar, etc. [and thus this precludes the cases of sleep, swoon 
and tho like).—* Tasya ’ stands for the Soul .—‘ Asau ’ stands for non-modifi¬ 
cation 

If this is what is meant (by the first definition), then there would be 
notliing said (in the first definition) which differentiated this definition from 
the second definition (put forward in Text 1649) to the effect that ‘Negation 
is tho cognition of some other object ’; so that the putting forward of two 
alternative views would be useless.—(1662-1664) 

The following Text points out the defect in the second definition of 
Negation (put forward under Text 1649):— 

TEXT (1665). 

IF THE SECOND KIND OF ‘ NEGATION ’ WERE ADMITTED, THEN, WHEN THE 
‘ COGNITION OF SOME OTHER THING ’ WOULD COME ABOUT, THERE 
WOULD BE 4 NEGATION ’ OF EVERYTHING ELSE,—EVEN THAT 
WHICH IS NOT PERCEPTIBLE.—(1665) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Even that, etc. etc. ’—i.e. things removed in time, place and nature. 

4 Second kind of Negation '—i.e. that in the form of ‘ the cognition of 
something else ’.—(1665) 
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TEXT (1666). 

“What is cognised through the said cognition of some other thing, 

IN THE SHAPE OF THE PLACE DEVOID OF THE THING IN QUESTION, 

IS THE NON-EXISTENCE OF ONLY THAT WHICH IS AS CAPABLE OF 
BEING COGNISED AS THE OTHER THING COGNISED,—WHEN 
OTHER CAUSES ARE PRESENT IF THIS IS WHAT 
IS MEANT [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE 

following Text].— (1666) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho following might bo urged—“ What we mean to prove is not the 
non-existence of all that is not perceived ; it is tho non-existence of only that 
which is os capable of boing cognised as tho place devoid of the Jar and other 
things, —i.e. that only which would bo perceptible if it were there. 

‘ Through the cognition of some other thing i.e. on tho cognition of the 
place devoid of the Jar and other things." —(1G66) 

The answer to the above is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1667-1670). 

[Under the circumstances] the ‘ non-existence ’ should be said 

TO BE OF ONLY THAT PERCEPTION WHICH ENVISAGES THE PER¬ 
CEPTIBLE OBJECT,—NOT OF OTHERS ] AS THAT WOULD BE FALSE.— 

How TOO is it known that the cognition of the other thing has come 

ABOUT, WHEN COGNITIONS THEMSELVES ARE NOT PERCEPTIBLE ? 

If it is known through Presumption, that too is of the nature 
of Cognition,—how then is it itself cognised ? If another 
Presumption is suggested, then there is an infinite regress.— 
If the ‘ negation of cognition ’ is an entity, the 4 negation 
OF the cognised object ’ also should be the same. Under 
the circumstances why do you not include 4 Negation under 
4 Perception ’ itself ?—(1667-1670) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Shakyadarshana ’ is that thing tho Perception of which is possible, i.e. 
what is perceptible. 4 Abhd ' is form, figure hence what is meant is that 
Perception which envisages the perceptible thing. 

‘ Not of others ’—i.e. of Inference and the rest; becauso what is cognised 
through these is imperceptible ; and tho absence of these is not followed by 
the absence or negation of tilings removed in time, place and nature ; so that 
the absence or negation of these would be false (if brought forward as bringing 
about the Negation of these things). Hence there would be no sense in 
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adding the term ‘ and tho rest ’ in the phrase * negation of Perception and 
the rest 

Further, if ‘ the cognition of a tiling otlior than that ’ were definite and 
certain,—then it must he admitted that it proves tho absence of tho counter- 
entity. Otherwise, if the Negation wore proved as merely existing, then 
it would moan tliat the negation in question has become cognised by all 
men, through the said ‘ cognition of the other tiling ’ appearing in any one 
person only. In that case, how could the Mitndin&aka, who regards Cogni¬ 
tion as imperceptible, becomo cognisant of that ‘ Cognition of another 
thing ’ ?—He would never be able to cognise it. 

' If through Presumption ';— 1 if it is cognised ’—this lias to be construed 
here, from the Context;—as has been asserted in tho statement—‘ As there 
can be no idea of the object that is not cognised, the cognition of tho tiling 
is inferred from the inferential indicative in the shape of tho Idea of tho 
thing ’;—here tho term * inferential indicative ’ stands for Presumption ;— 
and ‘ cognition of the thing ’ means that cognition which can be explained 
otherwise than on the basis of the said Presumption;—* inferred ’ stands for 
definitely cognised. 

In that caso, as this Presumption also would be a Cognition,—it lias 
to be explained how it is itself cognised. 

If the answer be that “ it is cognised through another Presumption ”,— 
then, there would bo an infinite regress. 

Then again, if tho idea of Negation being an entity is admitted, then, 
just as the ‘ negation of the Means of Cognition * is an entity, the ‘ nega¬ 
tion of the object cognised ’ also should bo an entity; and in that case, 
being an entity, why cannot Negation bo regarded as cognised through 
Perception itself ? In that caso there would be no need for postulating a 
distinct Means of Cognition for tho Cognition of Negation.—(1667-1670) 

The following Text supports the same idea of Negation being included 
under Perception:— 

TEXT (1671). 

The ‘ Negation of the effect ’ consists in the presence of the 

Cause ; and this latter is of a nature distinct from the 
other, and is apprehended by Perception 
itself.—(1671) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has beon declared (by Kumdrila himself, see Text 1655 above) that 
‘ The Negation of the effect consists in the presence of the Cause ’; and this 
‘ prosonco of the Cause ’ is of a nature—character—distinct from the Effect ; 
and it is apprehended by Perception itself; so that what other aspect of 
* Negation ’ is left to be cognised, for the sake of which Negation would be 
a distinct Means of Cognition ? 
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This argument may be formulated as follows :—When one Means of 
Cognition has no cognisable object other than that of another Moans of 
Cognition, then it cannot be a distinct Means of Cognition; —e.g. a seventh 
Means of Cognition,—‘ Negation ’ lias no cognisable object apart from what 
is cognised by Perception; hence the assumption of such a distinct Means 
of Cognition would bo failing in the fulfilment of the wider condition.—(1671) 

The Opponent urges the 1 inadmissibility ’ of the Reason adduced in this 
argument— 


TEXTS (1672-1073). 

“Asa matter of fact, in the case of everything which is always 
existent in its own form, and non-existent in the form of other 

THINGS,—IT IS ONLY A CERTAIN ASPECT THAT IS COGNISED 

through certain Means at certain times ; and it is 

ONLY WHEN THE existent (POSITIVE) ASPECT IS TO BE 
COGNISED THAT PERCEPTION AND THE REST COME 

in ; and when the non-existent (negative) 

ASPEOT IS TO BE APPREHENDED, THE 
OPERATION OF THE ‘ NON-APPEAR¬ 
ANCE of Perception and the 
rest’ (i.e. ‘Negation’) 
comes in.”— 

(1672-1673) 

COMMENTARY. 

« There would have been no object left to be cognised by Negation if 
objects had only one aspect; as a matter of fact, however, objects have two 
aspects—they are existent (positive) in their own form, and non-existent 
(negative) in the form of other tilings ; there thus being two aspects of every 
object, there is only a certain aspect of it that is cognised through a certain 
Means,—all aspects are not cognised by all Means of Cognition. 

“ This same idea is further explained—* It is only when the Positive aspect, 
etc. etc . ’—When the Positive aspect of the Object is apprehended, then 
there is the operation of the five Means of Cognition, Perception and the 
res t—and not of Negation ; when however it is the Negative aspect that is 
meant to bo apprehended, then there is operation of the ‘ non-appearance of 
Perception, etc.’,—i.e. of ‘ Negation ’.”-(1672-1673) 

Our Reason would have been ‘ inadmissible ’ if one and the same thing 
had both (positive and negative) characters ; as a matter of fact however 
the presence of two characters in the same object is incongruous.—This .a 
what is shown in the following— 


T ATT V AS AN G RA HA : CHAPTER XIX. 


818 


TEXT (1674). 

It is the form {aspect) of the Thing itself that is held to be ‘ dif¬ 
ferentiated ’ ; IT IS IN THAT SAME FORM THAT IT EXISTS, AND 
IT IS IN THIS FORM THAT IT IS PERCEIVED.—(1674) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the thing is ‘ differentiated ’ from another thing, it is not in any 
other form ; in fact it is differentiated in its own form ; honco it is the form 
of the thing itself which is apprehended as differentiated from the other thing ; 
as it remains in its own form. That form in which it is differentiated,—in 
that form, the Tiling is always existent, never non-existent. This tiling is 
perceived in the form in which it is differentiated from other things; so that 
there is no apprehension of any second form or aspect of that thing.—(1674)- 

It has thus been shown that the postulating of the two forms (aspects) 
of things is incompatible with Perception ; the following Texts show that it 
is incompatible with Inference :— 

TEXTS (1675-1677). 

What is capable of effective action is said to be ‘ existent ’,— 

OTHER THAN THAT IS SAID TO BE * NON-EXISTENT ’ *, THE TWO CAN¬ 
NOT EXIST TOGETHER IN THE SAME SUBSTRATUM, AS THEY ARE CON¬ 
TRADICTORY.—“ But the same thing may be capable of that 

EFFECTIVE ACTION WHICH IT CAN ITSELF ACCOMPLISH, BUT INCAPABLE 
OF ANOTHER (EFFECTIVE ACTION) ”,—It IS FOR THIS REASON THAT 
THE DUAL CHARACTER CAN NEVER SUBSIST IN ANY SINGLE THING. If 
IT IS SOMETHING ELSE THAT IS REGARDED AS ‘ INCAPABLE ’ OF THE 
OTHER ACTION,—THEN THERE ARE TWO THINGS ; AND THE DUAL 
CHARACTER DOES NOT BELONG TO ONE AND THE SAME THING.- 

(1675-1677) 

COMMENTARY. 

(A) That wliich is capable of effective action is ‘existent’,—for 
examplo that aspect of the thing which is regarded as ‘ existent ’;—and 
wliat is held to be ‘ non-existent ’ is not capable of effective action ;—hence 
this is a Reason based upon the nature of things. 

(B) Things that are mutually contradictory can never coexist in the same 
thing,—e.g. I-ight and Shade, or Heat and Cold,—the existent and non¬ 
existent aspects are mutually contradictory;—so the idea that they coexist 
is contrary to a universal proposition. 

The Opponent urges the objoction that the Reason adduced is ‘inad¬ 
missible ’—“ The same thing, etc. etc .—That is to say, one and the same 
thing is capable of the effective action which can be accomplished by itself. 
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and also incapable o£ that effective action which can bo accomplished by 
others ; hence the Probans based upon the capability for effective action can¬ 
not bo admissible; because tho thing is not admitted as capable of efficient 
action, in regard to such action as can bo accomplished by others. Nor 
is there any contradiction between ‘existence’ and ‘non-existence’, as the 
two aro in roforonce to distinct aspects of the thing; for instance, the 
thing is called ‘ existent ’ in reference to such effective action as can be accom¬ 
plished by itself, and that same thing—not another—is called ‘non-existent ’, in 
reference to such action as can be accomplished by others ; there would have 
been ‘ contradiction ’ if it had been called ‘ non-existent ’ also in reference 
to the action accomplished by itsolf.’’ 

The answer to this is as follows—* As a matter of fact, etc. etc.' That 
same tiling which is ‘ capable ’ of tho action that can be accomplished by 
itself, is ‘ incapable * of that which can be accomplished by others;—and it is 
not any other thing. Things do not diffor through difference in their rela¬ 
tives or through difference in words ;—because tho tiling is impartite. 

* Tat ’ stands for ‘ tasmdt ’, ‘ for these reasons ’.— For these reasons, the 
dual character can never belong to tho same thing. 

If it be held that—“ the aspect that is incapable of such action as can 
be accomplished by others is different from that which is capable of effective 
action ”. This is what is introduced by the words ‘ If it is something else, 
etc. etc.'. 

The answor to this is that there are two things ;—that which is 
capable of effective action is one thing, and that which is incapable is the 
second tiling ; so that in saying what you have said, you have asserted the 
existence of two things, and not the dual aspect of one and tho same thing.— 
(1675-1677) 

The following text points out defects in the third definition of ‘ Negation ’ 
put forward—that it consists merely in the absence of Means of Cognition. 


TEXT (1678). 

The idea of ‘ Negation * being an entity having been previously 
ACCEPTED, WHY IS IT DESCRIBED TO BE featureless ?—(1678) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Previously accepted ’—in the assertion that ‘ Negation consists in the 
non-modification of the Soul or in the cognition of something else’ 
(Text 1649). 

‘ Featureless ’.—It has been assorted (by Kumdrila, see under Text 1657) 

that_“ Just as the cognisable Object is negative, so should the Means of 

cognition also be understood to be ”; from which it is clear that the Means 
or Form of Cognition consists in the apprehension of the Object; hence it 
cannot bo right to attribute the character of ‘ Moans or Form of Cognition ’ 
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to what is entirely featureless ; this is what is meant; and this samo idea is 
going to be put forward again (in the following Text). —(1678) 

This same idea is further explained— 


TEXT (1679). 

The object that is featureless being devoid of the form of 

Cognition, cannot be a Means or Form of Cognition ; as this 
is always of the nature of Cognition.— (1679) 

COMMENTARY. 

' This ' —i.e. Means or Form of Cognition. 

That which is not of the nature of the cognition of things cannot bo ft 
4 Moans or Form of Cognition \—e.g. the Jar and such things ;—and Negation 
is devoid of the nature of the cognition of things;—hence there is non¬ 
apprehension of the wider character (which must mean the absence of the 
less wide character).—(1679) 

The following might be urged :—“Tho Eyo and the other organs are not 
of the nature of the cognition of things,—and yet, as they serve as causes 
bringing about tho cognition of things, they are called 4 Means of Cognition ’; 
tho same would be the case with 4 Negation * also ; so that tho Reason adduced 
is not true (Inconclusive) ”. 

This is the argument anticipated and answered in the following— 


TEXT (1680). 

If it is urged that—“ Negation is a Means of Cognition because— 
LIKE THE Eye, ETC.—IT SERVES AS THE CAUSE OF COGNITION ”, 

—THEN (OUR ANSWER IS THAT) WHAT IS ENTIRELY 
FEATURELESS CAN NEVER SERVE AS THE 

Cause of anything.—(1680) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is not right to make assumptions on tho basis of tho figurative idea 
of being the 4 cause of cognition ’; because what is entirely featureless and 
hence devoid of all capacity, cannot be rightly regardod as a Cause. If it 
were so regarded, it would ceaso to be featureless ; and further, as what is 
featureless cannot be specially related to any particular time or place, if a 
cognition were brought about by it, it would never cease at all.—( 1680 ) 
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TEXTS (1681-1683). 

Then again, being devoid of the form of Cognition, how would 
the ‘ Negation * be apprehended ?—If it were held to be 
apprehended by the absence—i.e. Negation—of the Cognition 
relating to it,—then there would be no end (to the assump¬ 
tion of such Negations).—If, then, the non-existence of the 
Cognition were apprehended through the absence of the 
cognised thing, —and the non-existence of the cognised thing 
were apprehended through the absence of Cognition, —there 

WOULD BE MUTUAL INTERDEPENDENCE.—HENCE THE FACT IS THAT 

WHAT is THE Perception of one thing is called the Non-perception 

OF ANOTHER ;—AND THE SAID Perception COMES ABOUT BY ITSELF, 
BECAUSE BY ITS VERY NATURE IT IS not-dark (SELF-LUMINOUS).— 

(1681-1683) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, what is itself not known cannot bring about the Cognition 
of anytliing olso ;—if it did, it would lead to absurdities ; this has been already 
explained ; so it has to bo explained in what way ' Negation ’ itself is known. 
It cannot bo cognised by itself ; as if it were so, then the negation , or absence, 
of tho object also would be cognised by itself, and there would be no need 
for postulating a Means of Cognition in tl»e shape of ‘ Nogation ’; as this is 
meant only for the purpose of bringing about the cognition of the negation 
of tiie object, —and this negation of the object will have been cognised by 
itself, like tho negation of the Means of Cognition. —Nor can it be regarded as 
cognised by its own Cognition, because, ex hypothesi, it is ‘devoid of the 
form of Cognition ’;—how then could it bo cognised by its own Cognition ? 
It is only what is of tho nature of Cognition that can be so cognised. 

It might bo argued that it could bo known from another negation of the 
Means of Cognition bearing upon itself.—But then there arises the question 
—how is this latter Negation known ?—If it were held to be due to yet 
anothor Negation,—then there would be an infinite rogross. This has been 
thus declared:— ‘ Otherwise the non-existenco of the Object is known 
through Non-apprehension, and tho non-existence of the Apprehension is 
known by anothor Non-apprehension ; so there is an infinite regress ’. 

In order to avoid this Infinite Regress, it may be held that the Cognition 
of Negation is due to the absence (Negation) of the Object.—But in that case 
there is mutual interdependence. For instance, tho Negation of the Means 
of Cognition is cognisod through the cognition of the Negation of tho Object, 
and the negation of tho Object is cognised through the Cognition of the 
negation of the Means of Cognition ; thus the defect of mutual interdependence 
is quite clear.—Thus you aro reduced to that condition where the thrust of 
the Javelin throws out the Eye-ball! 

From all this it follows that tho Non-apprehension of one thing consists 
only in the apprehension of another thing,—and ‘ Negation ’ need not be a 
Means of Cognition different from Perception. 

6 
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Tiie following might bo urged :—“ How is that apprehension of one 
thing known ? What has been urged against tho Cognition of Negation would 
apply to that also ", 

The answer to this is that— 4 the said Perception, etc. etc . ' —That is, the 
Perception of the one tiling becomes cognised by itself, —not tlirough any¬ 
thing else ; henco in this case there is no Infinite Regress.—“ Why ? ”— 
Because, by its very nature ,—in its own form,— it is not-dark, —i.e. it is of the 
nature of Light (which is self-luminous).—Nor would cognition through mere 
presence lead to incongruities, as nothing else (except Cognition) is of tho 
nature of Light (i.e. self-luminous).—(1681-1683) 

Question :— 44 Why should there be this hostility towards the appre¬ 
hension of Cognition through something else ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (1684-1686). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, TIIE APPREHENSION OF COGNITION THROUGH 
SOMETHING ELSE IS NOT POSSIBLE IN ANYWAY,—EITHER (a) THROUGH 

the Inferential Indicative,—or (b) through another cogni¬ 
tion (Perception),—or (c) through Presumption. — There being 

A POSSIBILITY OF OBJECTIONS BEING RAISED AGAINST ALL THESE 
THREE, THERE WOULD BE SEVERAL INFINITE REGRESSES CREEPING 
IN FOR YOU.—[IT MUST BE ADMITTED THEREFORE THAT] AS AMONG 
THINGS EQUALLY CAPABLE OF BEING APPREHENDED, THE APPRE¬ 
HENSION OF ONE LEADS TO THE DEFINITE COGNITION THAT THE 

OTHERS ARE non-existent.— (1684-1686) 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) Some people hold that Cognition is cognisable through the Inferential 
Indicative ;—this Inferential Indicative being either in the form of the idea 
of a tiling, or in that of an Action, or in that of a thing perceptible by the 
senses, or some manifest object, and so forth. 

(2) Others hold that Cognition is perceived tlirough another Cognition,— 
and not self-cognised,—because the operation of anything upon itself involves 
an incongruity. 

(3) Others again hold tliat it is cognised through Presumption based 
upon the inexplicability (otherwise) of what is duly known ; i.e. the idea of 
a thing being known would be inexplicable if tho Cognition of the thing were 
not there, the Cognition itself being by its nature dull (non-intelligent, dark). 

Thus these three theories have been put forward. 

Now there being a possibility of objections being brought up against 
each of these three theories—relating to the Inferential Indicative and the rest, 
—such as— 4 How is the Inferential Indicative itself known ? ’, and so forth, 
— there will be several Infinite Regresses creeping in: —For instance, the 
Inferential Indicative and the rest could not be cognised, until Cognition 
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is cognised ; hence its cognition should be sought for from somewhere else ; 
—and for that also, it would bo necessary to have recourse to another In¬ 
ferential Indicative and so forth- This same process being urged against 
each of the three theories,—there would be an endless Infinite Regress. 

From all this, the right conclusion would be that the apprehension of 
one thing brings about the Cognition of the non-existence of other things.— 
When one has to deny the time and place of things, the negation 
(denial) is made of the perceptible things themselves, as it is these latter 
that stand on the same footing as the thing that lias been apprehended; it 
being impossible to deny anything else. If sameness were denied, then all 
would be denied,—as has been seen before; because all things become 
included under 4 what is not—that thing—which is apprehended ’,—according 
to the principle that 4 what is not the same as one tiling is another thing ’.— 
(1684-1086) 

Question :— 


TEXT (1687). 

“What is that one thing on the cognition whereof the sky is 
cognised AS moon-less ? How too is the absence or • 
all Sound cognised anywhere ? ”—(1687) . 

COMMENTARY. 

[Says the Opponent)— 44 When a man notices the absence of the Moon 
in the Ak&sha, there is no apprehension of any one thing, by virtue of which 
it could be said that from the apprehension of tliat one thing follows the 
apprehension of the non-existence of other things ; specially as there is no 
such real thing as Akdsha which could be apprehended as devoid of the 
Moon. Even that Akdsha which others have postulated as something real 
is beyond the reach of the senses.—Then again, when at a certain placo the 
absence of sound is noticod,—from the apprehension of what one thing does 
that follow ?—It cannot be urged that it follows from the apprehension of 
tho spot on the ground concerned ; because the ground is not equal to the 
Sound as regards its perceptibility,—because the ground is visible, while 
the Sound is audible; and what are meant to be mutually related in the 
present context are things that stand on the same footing regarding their 
perceptibility.—This is clear from the assertion that * one thing is other than 
the other when both are related to the same cognition and yet are not depend¬ 
ent upon one another \—Nor can the cognition in question be said to proceed 
from the apprehension of Time ; because there is no such category as 4 Time ’ 
apart from tho other categories, whose apprehension could be there. The 
Time that is accepted by the other party is also something beyond the senses 
—(1687) 


The answer to the above is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (1688-1689). 

As A MATTER OF FACT (ALL THAT IS PERCEIVED IS) THE MaSS of Light 
and Shade, which the observer regards as ‘ Akdsha ’; anything 

APART FROM THAT HAS NO EXISTENCE J NOR IS IT PERCEIVED.—In 
the case of the absence of aU Sounds also, its cognition 
IS DUE to the non-perception of its effect ; AND 
this non-perception is cognised ultimately 
THROUGH THE SELF-COGNITION OF OTHER 

Cognitions.—(1688-1689) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Of the mass of Light and Shade ' ; —odd—' on the perception of ’ ; — 
this same—mass of Light and Shade—is regarded by the observer as 
‘ Akdsha nothing apart from that. For instance, during tho day or night, 
the man perceives the ' Akdsha ’ to be ‘ like sapphire ’ or ‘ like the Cloud *; 
and for tho other party, tho Akdsha lias neither colour nor shape. 

‘ Anything apart from that ’;—that is, anytliing like the Akdsha postulated 
by tho other party has no existence apart from the said Mass of Light and 
S’utde; and if it docs exist, it is not porceptiblo by tho senses. 

As regards the absence of all sounds also, it is cognised through the non- 
opprehension of its offcct in tho shape of Auditory Cognition ; and this non- 
apprehension is cognised through the apprehension of the Visual and other 
Cognitions; so that here also there is tho apprehension of one thing, in the 
sliapo of the apprehension of these other Cognitions. 

Says the Opponent:—“ All cases of the existence of the Causes nro not 
covered by the existence of the Effect, by virtue of which tho existence of the 
Effect, on its cessation, would preclude the existence of the Cause also. That 
tliis cannot be tho case is due to the fact that Causes are not always effective 
(oven though present).” 

[Answer }—Wo do not say that all cases of tho existence of the Cause 
ore covered by the existence of the Effect; what wo say is that particular 
cases of tlie existence of tho Cause,—whose effectiveness is never obstructed, 
—are those that are meant to bo oxcludod by tho non-existenco of the effect 
(auditory Perception),—not the existence of all causes. For instance, even 
in a caso where the apprehension of the bare place brings about tho cognition 
of tho absence of the Jar, what brings about tliis latter cognition is tho non¬ 
apprehension of tho effect in the sliapo of the apprehension of the Jar ; because 
the absence that is cognised is only that of the Jar which would have been 
perceptible (if it wore there),—and not of all Jars. And what would bo 
that which is perceptible ? That alone whoso capacity has not been obstructed. 
Because Perceptibility has been described as a particular character ,—and 
what is the character of a tiling must be porceptiblo. Otherwise, hero also, 
all cases of the Existence of the Jar would not be covorcd by the Apprehension 
of the Jar; and hence the absence of the non-pervading factor could not load 
to tho absence of the un-pervaded factor ; and there would be no cognition 



OTHER FORMS AND MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE. 


825 


of the absence of die Jar. It is for this reason that in all cases, the 
non-approhension of the character of tho thing loads to the thing being 
regarded as non-existent. In reality however what has to be perceived is 
the non-apprehension of the effect (which leads to the cognition of the 
non-existenco of the Cause). —(1G88-1689) 

Tho following Text proceeds to show tho ‘ Inconclusive ’ character of the 
Reason—‘ because it is spoken of by the name Negation [therefore Negation 
should be regarded as different from Perception and the rest ’ ; see 
Text 1658] 


TEXT (1690). 

Thus, it being established that Negation is essentially a positive 
entity, THE fact of its being spoken of by the name Negation is 

NOT INCOMPATIBLE WITH ITS BEING INCLUDED (UNDER OTHER 
MEANS OR FORMS OF COGNITION).—(1690) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Thus ’,—i.e. under the principle that ‘ the perception of one thing is 
what is called tho non-perception of other things * and so forth. 

‘ The fact, etc. etc. '—Even when ‘ Negation ’ is included under ‘ Percep¬ 
tion the fact of its being spoken of by the name ‘ Negation ’ does not 
become incompatible. 

This shows tliat the Probans put forward by the Opponent is not absent 
where the contrary of the Probandum is present.—(1690) 


TEXT (1691). 

AS REGARDS THE CONTENTION (UNDER Text 1659) THAT “ NEGATION 

MUST BE COGNISED BY A MEANS WHICH IS OF THE SAME NATURE 
AS ITSELF ",—THIS IS ENTIRELY SUPERFLUOUS J AS 
EVEN IN WHAT WE ASSERT THERE IS THAT 

sameness of nature. —(1691.) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ There is that sameness of nature the ‘ non-apprehension in the 
shape of the apprehension of something else, being negative in character. 

In this connection, some people urge the following objection" The 
cognition that envisages merely the absence of things cannot be included under 
Perception and the rest,—because it envisages only the absence (negation) 
of things, while Perception and the rest envisage positive thingsnor 
can it be regarded os invalid,—as it is in conformity with the real state of 
things. When you (Buddhists) postulate the absolute destruction of things, 
you cannot deny the absence of things .” 
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What has been explained above disposes of this objection also. In the 
case in question, what the particular Conceptual Thought envisages is not 
pure negation devoid of all specifications of time, ploce, etc.,—it envisages 
the qualified Negation in the form that at a certain place * the Jar is not ’; 
and that it is so is due to the fact that the Place, etc. have the capacity of 
being perceived. Thus it is that Negation is not regarded as a distinct Means 
or Form of Cognition; because what is conceived is only such empty place 
as lias been apprehended by Perception.—Even if there were apprehension 
of pure, unqualified. Negation, tho cognition apprehending it could not bo 
regarded as valid, because it would be envisaging a non-entity ; and all con¬ 
sideration of the validity of cognitions, by men seeking for effective action, 
relates to entities onty.—What has been urged therefore is beneath notice.— 
(1691) 


End o} Negation. 


CHAPTER XIX. 

Section (E). 

On * Yukti' {Ratiocination) 

and 

4 Anupalabdhi ’ {Non-Apprehension). 

The author argues as follows, in connection with * Ratiocination ’ and 
4 Non-apprehension * (as distinct Means of Cognition):— 

TEXTS (1692-1695). 

(A) “ That thing comes about whjn this thing is there, and it 

DOES NOT COME ABOUT, WHEN IT IS NOT THERE,—THEREFORE IT 
PROCEEDS FROM THAT ”,—THIS IS CALLED 4 RATIOCINATION THE 
sage Charaka has declared that it is a distinct Means of 
Cognition ; because it cannot be Inference, as no Corrobora¬ 
tive Instance is available”.— 

(B) “ When a certain thing is cognisable by an apprehension,— 

THEN, FROM THE ABSENCE OF THAT APPREHENSION, ONE DEDUCES 
THE NON-EXISTENCE OF THAT THING J— THIS IS REGARDED AS 4 NON- 
APPREHENSION THIS ALSO IS A DISTINCT MEANS OF COGNITION, 
AS IT DOES NOT NEED A CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE AND OTHER 
FACTORS. IN FACT, IN THE INSTANCE ALSO, NON-EXISTENCE WOULD 
BE COGNISED BY MEANS OF THIS SAME 4 NON-APPREHENSION - 

(1692-1695) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a thing is cognised as being the effect of a certain thing, on the 
ground of its being produced only when the latter is present,—it is regarded 
as a case of ‘ Ratiocination \—As it is conceptual, it cannot be Perception ; 
nor can it be Inference, as there is no Corroborative Instance; and if there 
were an Instance, then also the notion of being an effect would be duo to 
being produced only when the other is present ; and in support of that, another 
instance would have to be sought for; and so on and on, there would bo 
an infinite regress.—Hence this is a distinct Means of Cognition ; so says the 
sage Charalca, the medical doctor. 

Similarly, whon there is cognition of the non-existence of a thing derived 
from the absence of its apprehension, it is a case of 4 Non-apprehension ’ ; 
and the reasons for regarding this also as a distinct Means of Cognition are to 
be found as in the case of ‘ Ratiocination \—(1692—1695) 


The above is refuted in the following— 
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TEXT (1696). 

There is xo restriction regarding the cognition of Cause and 
Effect, and the cognition of Non-existence ; and in the 

CASES CITED THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE 

Probans and the Probandum.— (1696) 
COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ Kdryakdranatd, etc.' is to bo expoundod as the ‘ prali- 
paUi cognition, of ‘ Kdryakdranatd ’, the relation of Cause and Effect, and 
of ‘ abhdta 4 non-existence ’; the cognition of the relation of Cause and 
Effect is said to bo by means of 4 Ratiocination ’, and the cognition of 4 non¬ 
existence by means of Non-apprehension ’. 

4 Asydm ’—in the two cases cited—of 4 Ratiocination ’ and 4 Non-appro- 
honsion —there is no difference between the Probans and the Probandum. 
—(1696) < 


How there is no difference is shown in the following— 


TEXT (1697). 

The relation of 4 cause and effect ’ is nothing other than that 

ONE THING IS PRODUCED ONLY WHEN THE OTHER IS THERE ; 

nor is non-existence known to be any thing other 

THAN THE ‘ NON-PERCEPTION ’ OF WHAT IS 

perceptible .—(1697) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of 4 Ratiocination ’, thore is no difference between the 
Probans and the Probandum ; because the reason (Probans) is the fact of one 
thing being produced only when the other is there, —the relation of Cause and 
Effect is the Probandum ; and we find no difference between these two ; the 
two are synonymous, like the terms 4 tarn ’ and 4 pddapa ’ (both meaning 
Tree). 

In the case of 4 Non-apprehension ’ also, there is no difference between tho 
Cause and the Effect. For instance, if more absence of apprehension is meant 
(by 4 Non-apprehension ’), then as nothing like it is known, it would be open 
to the Infinite Regross and other objections urged above. If, on tho other 
hand, the 4 Non-apprehension ’ of a thing is only the 4 apprehension of some¬ 
thing else then it becomes included under 4 the Non-apprehension of what 
should have been apprehended ’; and this does not prove the non-existence, 
which is cognised by Perception itself. It is for this reason that the text 
has declared— 4 Nor is non-existence, etc. etc. ’—(1697) 
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It might be argued that—“ what are meant to be proved are not the 
Relation of Cause and Effect and Non-existence themselves, but the ordinary 
usage regarding these.” 

Tl»e answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1698). 

For the proving of the capability of being used (spoken of, 

regarded) as such,—there is the example of the thing 
cognised at the time of the Convention.— (1698) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tadbhuvavyavahdra '—is the 1 vyavahdra ’, usage,—of the 4 bhdva 
character, of 4 cause and effect ’ and 4 non-existence \—That is, what is meant 
to bo proved is the capacity of being spoken of as expressed by a certain 
name.—[And in this way, the two Means of Cognition become included undor 
Inference]—The arguments being formulated as follows :— 

(A) Things that, by their nature, are perceived after the operation of a 
certain thing, are capable of being spoken of as the 4 effect ’ of that tiling,— 
e.g. the tilings perceived at the timo of Convention: the Jar is found to be 
perceived only after the Operation of the Potter ; so also Words ore found 
to bo perceived only after the Operation of the Palate and other portions of 
the Mouth;—this being a Probans based upon the nature of things. 

(B) Similarly in tho case of 4 Non-apprehension ’, if usage is what is 
meant to be proved, thon the Inferential Reasoning may bo formulated as 
follows :—Whon certain things capable of boing apprehended are not appre¬ 
hended in certain places, they are to be spoken of as non-existent in those 
places ;—o.g. the Head of tho Hare is one that can be spoken of as a place 
whore the Horn is non-existent ;—and as regards the doctrine of 4 Universals ’, 
it is found that the 4 Universal * and other categories postulated by others, 
which are held to bo perceptible, aro not perceived at all in individuals— 
like the spotted Cow for instance,—which aro supposed to be the substratum 
of the said 4 Universal ’; so that hero 4 Non-apprehension ’ is in the very 
nature of these things. As regards the Individuals,—tho spotted and othor 
cows—these are duly perceived, hence these are not rejected ns non-existent. 

Nor can tho Probans be said to be 4 Inconclusive ’; because the idea 
that there is only manifestation (by the Cause, of what already exists) is going 
to be rejected. 

It is only on the basis of these facts that things are spoken of as 4 non¬ 
existent \ 

Nor can the Probans be said to bo ‘Contradictory’, as it is actually 
present in all cases where the Probandum is known to bo present.—(1698) 


CHAPTER XIX. 


Section (F). 

On 4 Sambhava 4 Probability \ 

COMMENTARY. 

“ ‘ Sambhava ’, (Probability) serves to bring about the cognition of th© 
components of the Aggregate after the Aggregate itself has become cognised. 
For instance, the idea of 4 a hundred ’ follows after the existence of 4 a 
thousand ’ has been cognised. This cannot be Inference, as there is no 
Corroborative Instance available.” 

The objection against this is set forth in the following— 


TEXT (1699). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE MEMBERS OF THE AGGREGATE ARE THE CAUSES 
OF THE IDEA OF THE AGGREGATE ; HENCE THE COGNITION OF THE 
PROBABILITY OF 4 A HUNDRED * PROCEEDING FROM THAT OF ‘ A 
THOUSAND ’ IS ONLY PRODUCED BY THE INFERENTIAL 

Indicative.—(1699) 

COMMENTARY. 

Because the Aggregate is not something apart from the components of 
the Aggregate, —and these components are the cause (basis) of the very notion 
of the 4 Aggregate \—therefore the cognition of 4 a hundred ’ that proceeds 
from 4 a thousand ’ is only a case of cognition produced by the Inferential 
Indicative, in the shape of Effect. —(1699) 


End of Section (F). 



CHAPTER XIX. 


Section (G). 


On * Aitihya ‘ Tradition' and ‘ Pratibha 4 Intuition ’. 


COMMENTARY. 

There are others who regard ‘Tradition’, etc. also as distinct Means of 
Cognition.—Of these 4 Tradition ’ is that Means or Form of Cognition whose 
original promulgator cannot be discerned, but has come down through a 
long-continued assertion ;—e.g. 1 A yak$a resides in this Banyan-tree ’. 

4 Intuition ’ is that cognition indicative of the existence or non-existenco 
of things, which appears suddenly without any restrictions of Timo or Place ; 
e.g. when the virgin has the notion 4 my brother will como to-day ’; and 
this does come about; hence it is valid cognition. 

The objection to the above is set forth in the following— 


TEXT (1700). 

4 Tradition 4 Intuition ’ and the rest are found to be false 

IN MANY OASES ; HENCE THESE CANNOT BE REGARDED AS ‘ MEANS 

of Right Cognition ’; as such assumption would lead to 
incongruities.—(1700) 

COMMENTARY. 

The phrase ‘ and the rest' includes 4 Recognition ’ and others ; these also 
are regarded by some others as 4 Means of Right Cognition 

4 Would lead to incongruities' e.g. Dream-Cognition might be found to 
be true in a certain case and thereby come to be regarded as a valid Means or 
form of Cognition,—(1700) 


End of Section ((?)• 


CHAPTER XIX. 


Section (H). 

Summing up. 

CCttDIENTARY. 

Having thus rejected all other Means or Forms of Cognition, in detail, 
the author briefly proceeds to discard them (and thus sums up the 
question):— 

TEXT (1701). 

Or, all this effort is out of place ; SINCE things exist in 
two forms only—viz. : Perceptible and 
Imperceptible.— (1701 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

Things are of only two kinds—Perceptible and Imperceptible.—(1701) 

Objection :—“ There is also another kind—which is both Perceptible and 
Imperceptible, and wliich is neither Perceptible nor Imperceptible." 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (1702-1708). 

Any other kind is not possible,—in the shape of Both Perceptible — and 
Imperceptible, or neither Perceptible—nor — Imperceptible. Because 
in any single thing, both action and inaction WOULD be self¬ 
contradictory. That thing is called ‘ Perceptible ’ which 
produces its cognition directly (immediately) ; the contrary 
OF THIS IS REGARDED BY THE WISE, AS ‘IMPERCEPTIBLE \—NOW VER¬ 
BAL Cognition, Analogical Cognition and the rest cannot envis¬ 
age THE FORMER (PERCEPTIBLE) THING ; AS IN THAT CASE THEY 
WOULD BECOME INOLUDED UNDER ‘PERCEPTION ’, OR BE FUTILE, LIKE 

Remembrance.—Even if they envisage Imperceptible Things, 
IN WHAT WAY COULD ANYTHING BE ENVISAGED BY ALL ? If DIRECTLY 
(IMMEDIATELY), THEN THE THING WOULD NOT BE ‘ IMPERCEPTIBLE ’, 
BEING EXACTLY LIKE THE PERCEPTIBLE THING. If THE COGNITIONS 
are dependent upon something else (i.e. indirect, mediate), WOULD 
THE COGNITION BE RELATED TO IT OR NOT RELATED ? WOULD 
it envisage distinction OR not ?—If it arose out of what is 
not related, then there could be no restriction ; and if it 
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ENVISAGES distinction, THEN there could be no invariable con¬ 
comitance. If, lastly, the Cognition envisages an imperceptible 

THING,—IS BASED UPON A RELATED OBJECT—AND DOES NOT ENVISAGE 

DISTINCTION FROM IT,—THEN IT IS CLEARLY ‘ INFERENCE \—(1702- 

1708) 

COMMENTARY. 

It cannot bo right for any ono thing to contain within itself a mixturo 
of mutually contradictory properties ;—if it did contain such, it would cease 
to bo one thing. For instance, that thing is called f Porcoptiblo ’ which 
brings about the cognition of the thing as it exists, directly, —i.o. without 
the intervention of the Inferential Indicative or such other means of cogni¬ 
tion. On this principle, such cognitions as ‘ Sound is momentary ’ would 
bo ono envisaging an imperceptible Thing. One and the same thing cannot 
be regarded as both active and inactive as regards anything; by virtuo of 
which anything could be both — Perceptible—and — Imperceptible —as producing 
and not-producing a certain cognition. 

Nor can a thing bo neither — Perceptible — nor—Imperceptible ; becauso in 
regard to anything, the negation of one character always implies the affirma. 
tion of the contrary character. If there are more things than one, then thoro 
is no incongruity in there being both action and inaction in any given caso ; 
e.g. the action and inaction of Colour and Taste (both) in regard to Visual 
Perception. Nor is there uny incongruity in both action and inaction of 
even one thing, if it is in reference to more things than ono ; e.g. that of Colour 
with reference to both Visual and Auditory Perceptions.—It is in view of 
this that the Text says—‘ In any single thing, both action and inaction would 
be self-contradictory \ 

For all these reasons, tilings are of only two lands—(I'ercoptiblo and 
Imperceptible). 

Now, if the Word and other Means of cognition were distinct Means of 
Cognition, —there could be ouly two alternatives regarding them—they 
envisage either (a) the Porceptiblo Tiling, or (b) the Imperceptible Thing. 

They cannot envisago the Porceptiblo Thing.—“ Why ? ”—Bocause in 
that case they would bo liable to become included under * Perception *; 
as the Verbal and other Cognitions, in that case, would onvisag© those same 
tilings that are envisaged by Perception.—It might be urged that—“ the 
other Means of Cognition bring about the Cognition of the thing concerned 
after it has been envisaged by Perception ” ;—the answer to that is that 
• it would be futile ' ; that is, apprehending what is already apprehended, the 
Cognitions would be invalid, —like Remembrance. 

Under the second alternative also (that Verbal and other cognitions 
envisago Imperceptible Tilings)—when the Imperceptible tiling is cognised— 
would it bo cognised directly, or indirectly, tlirough the intervention of some¬ 
thing else ?—It caimot bo cognised directly ; as, in tliat caso it would be 
like any perceptible tiling and would cease to be imperceptible. Because it 
is called ‘ Imperceptible ’ only becauso it does not produce cognitions directly ; 
if then, it wore to produce cognitions directly, how could it be called ‘ Im¬ 
perceptible ’ ? 
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If the cognition of the Imperceptible thing were produced through 
the intervention of something elso,—( 1 ) would it bo produced through the 
intervention of somotliing related to it ? ( 2 ) of some tiling not related 
to it ? (3) would it envisage distinction ? or (4) envisage non-distinc¬ 
tion ? —These four alternatives are possible.—As an example of cognition 
envisaging distinction, there is the cognition of a particular Fire—produced 
by Leaves or Grass, produced through smoke in general. An example of 
cognition envisaging non-distinction, there is the cognition of mere Fire as 
excluded from other unlike things, produced by Smoke. —Now if this latter 
cognition wore brought about by the intervention of a thing (Smoke) not 
related to the thing concerned (Fire),—there would be no restriction at all ; 
anything might bring about the cognition of anything.—If the cognition 
envisage distinction, then there would be no Invariable Concomitance between 
the Probans and the Probandum; as there would be no concomitance regarding 
the qualifying factor; and to that extent, the Probans would bo Inconclusive. 
—If then the cognition envisaged non-distinction, thon it would be included 
under ‘ Inference \ 

All this is what is urged in the Text —‘ Ij, lastly, the Cognition, etc. etc. ; 
— and does not envisage distinction, etc. etc. ’.—That is, devoid of all tinge of 
distinction, envisaging the mero object as excluded from all unlike things ; 
e.g. the cognition of more Fire, from Smoke.—If the cognition in question is 
of this kind, then it is clearly Inference, as brought about by the perception 
of Eolation,—as the cognition of Fire, from Smoke.—(1702-1708) 


End of Chapter XIX. 


CHAPTER XX. 

Examination of 1 Syadvada ’ (Jaina Doctrine) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been declared in the Introductory bases (Text, 3) that the ‘ True 
Doctrine * is ‘ not mixed up with any foreign element, to the smallest detail \ 
—In support of this idea, the Author proceeds with the next chapter ; and 
starts off with an objection (from the standpoint of the other Party):— 


TEXT (1709). 

“ AS A MATTER OF FACT, EVERY ENTITY HAS MORE THAN ONE ASPECT,— 

LIKE THE GEM SAPPHIRE ; WHY THEN SHOULD THERE BE ANY 
INCOMPATIBILITY AMONG ‘ EXISTENCE \ * NON¬ 
EXISTENCE ’ AND THE REST ? ”- (1709) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been asserted (under Text 1675, above) that ' What is capable 
of effective action is said to be existent,— other than that is said to bo non¬ 
existent, —the two cannot exist together in the same substratum, as they are 
contradictory \ 

Against this, Ahrika (a Jaina writer) and others urge the following 
objections :— 

“ Every entity has more than one aspect, —the General and the Particular ; 
just like the lustrous gem which appears to be of variegated colour; why 
then should there be any contradiction (incompatibility) between existence 
and non-existence, —in view of which it is said that ‘ the two cannot co¬ 
exist in the same substratum ’ ?—The term ‘ adi * in * sad&di ' is meant to 
include * activity and inactivity ‘ unity ’ and so forth 

Though this objection has been already refuted under Text 1676, by the 
sentence ‘ Nanu taditaddhi, etc. \ yet it has been introduced here for the 
purpose of expounding the matter in detail, or for setting forth a fresh theory. 
—(1709) 


For proving the General and Particular character of things, Ahrika has 
formulated the following arguments in due order :— 
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TEXT (1710). 

“ If an entity were not-eqiud to (entirely different from) other 

ENTITIES, THEN IT WOULD NOT DIFFER FROM THE ‘ SKY-FLOWER.’ 

On THE OTHER HAND, IF IT WERE ENTIRELY DEVOID 
of non-equality (Difference), then it could not 

BE REGARDED AS ANYTHING DIF¬ 
FERENT FROM THOSE THINGS ”. 

—(1710) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ If a certain thing spoken of—the Jar, for instance,—were nol-cqual 
to (i.e. different from) all other things,—such as the Cloth and the like,— 
i.o. if it wore always oxcluded (differentiated) from theso,—then there would 
bo no difference between the Jar and the ‘ Sky-flower ’; as it would be always 
differentiated from all other tilings; and a thing that is always differentiated 
from all other things can have no other state save that of the * sky-flower ’. 
Consequently, ono who is not willing to admit the equality of that thing to 
the ‘ sky-flower *, must admit that it is oqual (similar) to other entities, 
in being an entity ; hence this general character (commonalty), in the shape 
of the universal ‘ entity has to be admitted. 

It may bo asked—“ In wliat way then is there the Particular ? ” 

The answer is—‘ 7/ it were entirely devoid of non-equality, then it could 
not be regarded as different from those things. —If that same entity, Jar, 
were devoid of non-equality to other things liko the Cloth,—i.e. if it 
wore not non-equal to them,—then the Jar could not bo regarded as any tiling 
different from the Cloth, etc., in the form— 4 Tliis is Jar, that is Cloth ’; 
just like the spocific individuality of tilings ;—and yet, as a matter of fact, it 
does ditfor from othor tilings ; hence it becomes established that it has the 
Particular character also.—(1710) 

TEXTS (1711-1713). 

“ IF THE INTENDED ENTITY IS ENTIRELY UOt-equal TO OTHER THINGS, 

THEN IT CEASES TO BE AN entity \ FOR THAT WHICH IS EXCLUDED 

from ‘ Entity where could there be any other 
position, except non-existence, —as in the case of 
the ‘ Sky-flower * ? Thus then, one who 
wishes the Entity to be not-equal to the 
‘ Sky-flower must accept the Uni¬ 
versal ‘ Entity ’ as the character 
common to all entities.” — 

(1711-1713) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Texts set forth another argumont in favour of the view 
that every entity has a commonalty, a general character :— 
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TEXTS (1714-1716). 

“ If it were not as asserted, then, to what would this fact be 

DUE—THAT THE COMMON NOTION OF ‘ ENTITY ’ DOES NOT APPEAR IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE ‘ CROW’S TEETH WHILE IT ALWAYS APPEARS 
AS RESTRICTED TO Entities ALONE ?—If IT BE URGED THAT—‘ THE 
SAID RESTRICTION IS DUE TO similarity THEN OUR ANSWER IS 
THAT, THAT SAME (SIMILARITY) IS WHAT WE CALL ‘ COMMONALTY \— 

This same remark applies also to the view that ‘ the said 
RESTRICTION IS DUE TO A CERTAIN CAPACITY IN THE NATURE OF 
things '.—Absolute difference (from other entities) therefore 

IS NOT POSSIBLE FOR ANY ENTITY ; BECAUSE ENTITIES DO NOT DIFFER 
FROM EACH OTHER, ON THE POINT OF BEING * ENTITIES ’.”—(1714- 

1716) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 If it were not, etc. etc.' —If an entity were ‘ not-equal * to—different 
from—every other entity,—then how is it that the common idea of 4 being 
an entity ’ is found to appear only in connection with the Jar and such things, 
and not in connection with tho 4 crow’s teeth ’ (and other non-entities) ! 
The basis for this has to be explained. 

It might be urged that— 4 the basis for this lies in the similarity (among 
entities) ’. 

Then it becomes established that that same Similarity is the 4 Com¬ 
monalty the Common character; * similarity * being synonymous with 
4 Commonalty ' (Common character). 

It might be explained that— 4 tho said comprehensive potency subsists 
in tho Jar and other entities only, and not in the Crow’s Teeth and such 
non-entities; hence 4 the capacity of the nature of things ’ is what forms the 
basis of the notion in question ’. 

This view also is dispensed with by what has been just explained ; i.e. the 
answer to this is the some as that to the view regarding 4 Similarity ’ ; because 
the said capacity may be regarded as the required 4 Commonalty 

From all this it follows that, in the form of 4 entities \ all things—the 
Jar and the rest—are noi-different from one another.—(1714-1710) 

The following Texts provide reasons for accepting the 4 difference ’ 
(particular character) of things from one another :— 


TEXTS (1717-1710). 

44 IF THE SAID ENTITY WERE ENTIRELY DEVOID OF DISSIMILARITY FROM 
THE OTHER STANDARD ENTITIES,—THEN THAT ENTITY WOULD NOT 
BE DIFFERENT FROM THESE; THERE WOULD BE COMPLETE NON- 
DIFFERENOE,—AS FROM THEIR OWN SELVES. WHAT IS CALLED 
4 DISSIMILARITY * IS ONLY A FORM DIFFERENT FROM THOSE J HENCE 
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THE IDEA THAT ‘ THERE IS U0 dissimilarity, AND YET THE THING IS 
different ’ would involve a self-contradiction. Consequently, 
WHEN ONE HAS TO ACCEPT SOME SORT OF difference AMONG THINGS, 
HE HAS TO ACCEPT ‘ DISSIMILARITY ’ ALSO, AND THENCE ALSO THE 

‘PARTICULAR’ CHARACTER OF THINGS.”—(1717-1719) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ Standard entities' —tlio Cloth and the rest (to which tho Jar is being 
compared).—If the Jar were entirely devoid of dissimilarity to these other 
tilings—Cloth, etc.—then, there being no difference between them, tho Jar 
could not be any thing different from those things ; as it would bo non- 
differont from it, like the form of its own solf. For instance, what is colled 
‘ dissimilarity ’ is only that form of tho Jar which is different from the Cloth, 
—nothing apart from that form ; hence to say that ‘ there is dissimilarity 
in tho Cloth, etc., and yet there is no difference from the Jar', would involve 
self-contradiction ;—as ‘ difference ’ and ‘ dissimilarity ’ are synonymous 
terms.—(1717-1719) 

Having thus established the fact that every entity lias the two-fold 
cliaracter—the General and the Particular, the Jaina proceeds to show that 
these two aspects serve as the basis of usage free from all confusion :— 


TEXTS (1720-1721). 

“The ENTITY ITSELF IS ONLY one IN ESSENCE, BUT IS REGARDED AS 

HAVING SEVERAL ASPECTS ; AND THESE ASPECTS ARE THERE IN 
THE FORM OF BEING APPREHENDED BY inclusive AND 

exclusive Cognitions; the former ones, being 
inclusive, are spoken of as ‘ Common ’ 

(Universal, General), while the 
LATTER, BEING exclusive, ARE CALLED 
‘ PARTICULAR ’.-(1720-1721) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The real truth of the matter is as follows :—Like the gleaming Sapphire, 
every entity, while being ono, lias soveral aspects; of these aspects, some aro 
apprehended by inclusive notions, and others by exclusive notions. Those 
that are apprehended by inclusive notions are inclusive and hence spoken of 
as ‘ Common while others, which are apprehended by inclusive notions, are 
exclusive and lienee said to bo ‘ Particular *. Tho inclusive notion appears 
in the ono non-dislinclive form of ‘ Entity ’; while tho exclusive notion appears 
in tho distinctive form ‘this is jar, not Cloth —(1720-1721) 

The following Texts proceed to refute the above Jaina view :— 
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sn 


If the ‘ General ’ and the ‘ Particular’ were of the nature of 

EACH OTHER, COMMINGLING AND CONFUSION WOULD BE INEVI¬ 
TABLE ; HENCE IT CANNOT BE POSSIBLE THAT EVERY 
ENTITY HAS TWO ASPECTS.—If THEY ARE NOT OF THE 
NATURE OF EACH OTHER, THEN THEY ARE DIVERSE 
(TWO DISTINCT THINGS), AND HENCE IT DOES 
NOT FOLLOW THAT THERE ARE ‘ TWO 
ASPECTS ’ (OF A SINGLE ENTITY). 

—(1722-1723) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are two alternatives possible: (1) The ‘ General» is the same as 
the * Particular * and (2) The ‘ General ’ is something different from the 
4 Particular ’. 

In the former case, the Particular and the General being of the nature of 
one another, there would be commingling and confusion ; the result of which 
would be that it could not bo discerned that 4 this is General and that is 
Particular *; which means that there cannot be two aspects of the same 
entity. 

If, in order to avoid the confusion, the latter alternative is accepted, 
even so, the two being regarded as not of tho nature of eacli other,—there 
would be 4 diversity'—difference of nature between the General and the 
particular; thus there would be no confusion between the two, only if the 
two were entirely difforont; but even so,—even when the two aro different,— 
there are two things, and not two aspects of one thing. 

The following might be urged—“ Even when there has come about a 
difference in the nature of the General and the Particular, the entity that 
exists in tiro form of tho General and the Particular is one and the same 

This however will bo a contradiction in terms. For instance, if the 
General and the Particular are regarded as non-different from one and tho 
same thing, how could there be any difference in the nature of those two 
themselves ? Being rum-different from one and the same thing, they must 
be non-different from one another,—like the nature of any single entity. 
When however the difference between the nature of the General and that of 
the Particular is accoptcd, there could not be any single tiring that would 
bo non-different from those two ; because being non-different from the two, 
what is meant to be one would have to be regarded as two, —like the form of 
tire General and the form of the Particular. 

From all this it follows that the assertion that 44 every entity has two 
aspects ” involves self-contradiction.—(1722-1723) 


Tho following Texts put forward the view of Sumati (a Jaina writer of 
tho Digambara School):— 
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TEXTS (1724-1725). 

“ Though the entity may be op one nature only, yet it can have 

DIFFERENT PROPERTIES ; THERE COULD BE NO INCONGRUITY IN THE 
PRESENCE OF DIFFERENT STATES (OF THE SAME THING) ; WHICH 
IS FOUND, FOR EXAMPLE, IN THE CASE OF THE POTENCIES 
OF THE ACTIVE AGENCIES NOR CAN THERE BE ANY 
. INCONGRUITY IN WHAT IS ACTUALLY SEEN ; AND 
IT IS ACTUALLY SEEN THAT EVEN THOUGH 

the General and the Particular are 

ASPECTS OF ONE AND THE SAME 
THING, YET IN ACTUAL PRACTICAL 
LIFE THERE IS DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THEM.”— 

(1724-1725) 

COMMENTARY. 

Sumali 1ms offered the following explanation in connection with the 
objection urged against the Jaina doctrine :—“ It has been urged that if the 
General and the Particular were not regarded as different, there would be 
confusion.—But this does not affect the case at all. Though, by reason of 
their being of the same nature there may bo confusion,—thero can bo difference 
in their properties,—as is found to be the case with the potencies of Active 
Agencies. For instance, thore are such expressions os ‘ BaWiako vidyotatS 
4 The Cloud flashes ’ (where the Cloud appears as the active Agent), and 
‘ Baluhak&dvulyotatc ‘ flashes from the Clouds ’ (where the Cloud appears 
as the Source, the Ablative); in such cases we find the potencies of the 
active agencies varying through the diversity of their effects ; even though 
they being all of the nature of 1 substance ’ there is a certain amount of con¬ 
fusion. If this is not admitted, that would be quite contrary to common 
experience as well as scientific (Grammatical) principles. 

Then again, thero can bo no incongruity urged against what is actually 
seen. For instance, in the case of the General and the Particular, though 
they are aspects of one and the same tiling, and are quite distinct and never 
confounded, yet, all practical business is actually found to be carried on on 
the basis of their difference.—The compound ‘ bhedalokayGtrd ’ is to be ex- 
pounded as ‘ Practical business on the basis of difference * ; and this is carried 
on, though the entity is one only embracing both the aspects.—Tho argument 
may be formulated as follows :—Wlien any one thing is treated as diverse, 
it is on the basis of tho diversity of its properties,—as in the case of tho 
Potencies of active agenciesthe idea of tho General and Particular being 
aspects of one and the same thing involves treatment of the thing as diverse ; 
—this is a Reason based upon the nature of things.—(1724-1725) 


The above argument is answered in the following— 
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TEXT (1726). 

In FACT, IF THE THING HAS ONLY ONE FORM, IT CANNOT HAVE DIVERSE 
PROPERTIES ; A DIVERSITY THAT IS NOT A CREATION OF FANCY 
IS WHAT IS CALLED ‘ PLURALITY’.—(1726) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows tliat the Reason adduced by the Jaina is ‘ contradictory ’ •, 
inasmuch ns it provos the contrary of what is intended to bo proved. For 
instance, what the other party intends to prove is real diversity of properties ; 
but no such ‘ diversity of properties —which is not a creation of fancy— 
is proved by the Reason adduced ; as ‘ ono-ness ’ of the tiling itself is admitted ; 
and what is one entity cannot be compatible with Diversity ; as Diversity 
is what is called ‘ Plurality ’; and how can a tiling that is Plural bo one ?— 
(1726) 

The Corroborative Instance that lias been cited (by the Jaina writer) 
is ‘ devoid of the Probandum ’, and the Probans also is one tliat is con¬ 
comitant with the contrary of the Probandum.—This is wliat is shown in 
tile following— 

TEXT (1727). 

AS REGARDS THE POTENCIES, THEIR DIVERSITY IS MERELY A CREATION OF 

the Speaker’s ‘ desire to speak *; here also no Diversity 

CAN BE REASONABLE IN WHAT IS ESSENTIALLY ONE.—(1727) 
COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged (by the other party):—■“ Even though 
Diversity is what is called 4 Plurality \—why should such real Plurality of a 
single entity bo incompatible,—by virtue of which the Reason is said to be 
4 contradictory as proving the contrary of the desired conclusion ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1728-1729). 

Things are said to be ‘ one ’ when it is said ‘ this is that ’; where¬ 
as THEY ARE SAID TO BE ‘ DIV’ERSE ’ WHEN IT IS SAID ‘ THIS IS 

NOT THAT ’. Being that and Not being that thus being 
MUTUALLY CONTRADICTORY, CANNOT, IN ANY 
WAY, BE ATTRIBUTED TO ANY One 
ENTITY.—(1728-1729) 

COMMENTARY. 

When it is stated categorically that 4 this is that \ then the things are 
said to be 4 one *; as in the case of Consciousness and Spirit. On the 
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other I land, when the identity between tilings is denied, they ore said to bo 
4 diverse, different ’; as in the case of Matter and Consciousness. As it is 
impossible for both affirmation and denial to pertain to any one thing, there 
is clear contradiction between 1 Unity ’ and 4 Plurality wliich are based 
respectively upon the said identity and difference. Hence any diversity 
of properties of a single entity can be only a creation of fancy.—(1728-1729) 

Quaslion :—“ Why should there be contradiction between Identity and 
Difference (Affirmation and Denial) ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1730). 

Affirmation and Denial are mutually contradictory; and they 

CANNOT BE MADE BY ANY SANE-MINDED PERSON, IN RECARD 
TO ONE AND THE SAME THING.—(1730) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might, bo urged—“ What is the basis of the assumption of 
the diversify of properties ? There must be a distinct basis for it; otherwise 
there would be confusion among tilings. Hence it follows that that wliich 
would be that distinct basis would be the real 4 diversity of properties ' for 
us. ” 

The answer to this is os follows :— 

TEXTS (1731-1732). 

When an entity, excluded from several like and unlike things, 
is differentiated from this and that, —that is called 4 the 

diversity of properties \ In this way even a single 

THING MAY BE OSSUTtied TO HAVE NUMBERLESS DIVERSE 
forms ; but in reality, NO single THING CAN REASON¬ 
ABLY HAVE TWO FORMS.—(1731-1732) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound 4 sajdtiya, etc. etc. ’ is to be expounded as—there is first 
a kannadha-raya compound between 4 like and unlike ’ and 4 several ';—and 
from these the entity is 4 excluded \—When such a single entity is dif¬ 
ferentiated from this and that, —like and unlike thing—this is wliat forms 
the basis of tho idea of the * diversity of properties \ Thus, inasmuch as 
there can be an assumed 4 Plurality —there can be no reason for postu¬ 
lating a real duality of form for any single thing. 

The particle ' api ’ implies that thero would bo 4 superfluity ’ in the Jaina 
writer’s argument if wliat were meant, to be proved were the mere fact of the 
thing having in a general way, a diversity of properties.—(1731-1732) 

The following might be urged :— 44 The argument urged (by the Buddhist) 
is Inconclusive, in view of entities like Narasimha and others ; though these 
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beings are of a single nature, yet the real presence of the dual cliaracter (Half 
Man, Half Lion) is not found to be incompatible 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1733-1735). 

Such entities as Narasimha and others which have been de¬ 
scribed AS HAVING DUAL CHARACTERS,—IN THEIR CASE ALSO THE 
DUAL CHARACTER IS NOT REAL. AS A MATTER OF FACT, Narasimha 
IS OF THE NATURE OF AN AGGREGATE OF MANY ATOMS, AND IS NOT 
ENDOWED WITH ANY ONE UNIFORM FORM; WHAT IS Variegated 
(VARIOUS) CANNOT BE one ,—AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF THE COL¬ 
LECTION OF SEVERAL KINDS OF GEMS.—If THERE WERE ONE FORM, 
THERE COULD NOT BE A DUAL CHARACTER AND THE CONSEQUENT 
APPEARANCE OF SEVERAL SHAPES ; AND EVEN IF THE SMALLEST 
PART OF THE BODY THAT COULD BE COVERED BY THE LEG OF A FLY 
WERE HIDDEN, THE BODY COULD NOT BE SAID TO BE NOT-HIDDEN.— 

(1733-1735) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term * ddi.' includes the gleaming Sapphire. 

' Sa ' stands for Narasimha. 

4 Sandoha ’—is aggregate. 

* Naikarupavan' —not having a single form. This shows that the 
Instance cited by the Jaina writer is not one 4 admitted ’ by the opposite 
party; as for the Bauddha, Narasimha is not one composite whole, he being 
only an aggregate of many atoms. 

The author cites the reason for denying the said oneness — What is 
variegated cannot be one ; e.g. a collection of several lands of gems ;—and 
Narasimha has a variegated form.—So that the Jaina reasoning involves 
an idea contrary to the nature of things. 

The fact that ‘ if it were one, it could not have a dual character and 
•consequently there would not bo appearance of several forms ’, provides an 
argument against the said 4 unity ’;—this argument being based on the 
fact the idea of 4 diversity ’ is based entirely upon the appearance of diverse 
forms. 

4 If any one part of the body were hidden, the whole might become 
hidden ’ (under the Jaina's idea);—this provides another argument against 
the conclusion of the Jaina writer ; because it cannot be right that one and 
the same thing should have the contradictory characters of being hidden 
and being not hidden at the samo time.—(1733-1735) 


Question :— 44 If Narasimha is only an aggregate of many atoms ,—then 
how is it tliat there is an idea regarding lum as being a single entity with a 
•dual character ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXTS (1736-1737). 

By their very nature, the said atoms are the basis of the Recogni¬ 
tion THAT ENVISAGES THE SALIENT FEATURES OF THE Man AND THE 

Lion ;— as is clear from the fact of its arising from 
a particular Idea. In this same way are the varie¬ 
gated GEMS AND OTHER CASES DISPOSED OF.—THE 
VARIEGATED CHARACTER, BASED UPON THE 
PRESENCE OF SEVERAL FORMS, IS CER¬ 
TAINLY INCOMPATIBLE WITH 

unity. —(1736-1737) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Recognition tliat envisages the features of the body of the Man and 
the Lion (in the body of Narasimha),—ot that tho only cause or basis consists 
of the atoms (composing those features); what then, would be the use of 
assuming tho composite whole (Body) ? 

If it bo asked—Whence tliis ‘ nature ’ of the Atoms ?—Tho answer is— 

‘ As is clear from the fact of its arising out of a particular Idea '; i.o. because 
it proceeds from a particular cause; tho ‘ particular idea ’ in this case is in 
tho shape of the past deed leading up to the particular state of existence, 
and also tho factors and other parts of tho body peculiar to the particular 
animal-species. 

What lias been said regarding the case of Narasimha also serves to dispose 
of the case of the glittering gems, etc.;—and it is not necessary to criticise 
thorn separately.—(1730-1737) 

It has been argued (by tho Jaina writer, under Text 1716) that—“in 
the form of entities all things are not-different from one another. ”—This is 
answered in the following— 

TEXTS (1738-1744). 

‘ Being an Entity ’ is said to consist in 4 capacity for effective 

ACTION * J IF THIS WERE ALL-PERVASIVE, THEN EVERY THING WOULD 
BE CAPABLE OF DOING EVERY THING. GENERALLY, ONE THING 
IS HELD TO BE PRODUCTIVE OF ANOTHER, ONLY BY REASON OF THE 
PRESENCE, IN IT, OF THE CAPACITY FOR THAT ACTION ; IF THEN, 
THAT CAPACITY IS EQUALLY PRESENT IN ANOTHER THING, WHY 
SHOULD NOT THIS BE PRODUCTIVE OF THE SAME ?—If THE ‘ BLUE ’ 
AND OTHER OBJECTS THEMSELVES ARE HELD TO CONSTITUTE 
THE ALL-EMBRACING CHARACTER OF ‘ ENTITY THEN THE white 
AND yellow THINGS ALSO WOULD DO WHAT IS DONE BY THE Blue 
ONE ; AND IN THAT CASE, THE WHOLE UNIVERSE WOULD BECOME 

a single 4 Entity ’, devoid of a second ; and thus it would 
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NOT BE TRUE THAT A SINGLE THING HAS SEVERAL ASPECTS.—IF THE 

Blue , etc . themselves do not constitute ‘Entity',—and this is 
like the ‘ Being ’ ( Saliva ) posited by ‘ KaySda *,—then it can¬ 
not BE AS YOU HOLD, THAT ONE THING CANNOT HAVE SEVERAL 
ASPECTS; AS THERE WOULD BE CLEAR DIFFERENCE.—FURTHER, WHAT 
CONSTITUTES ‘DIFFERENCE’ AMONG THINGS IS THE PRESENCE OF 
CONTRARY PROPERTIES, AND NO OTHER KIND OF ‘ DIFFERENCE ’ IS 
HELD TO LIE BETWEEN ‘ BLUE ’ AND ‘ YELLOW THIS SAME 
CONDITION IS PRESENT BETWEEN THE ‘ GENERAL ' AND THE 

‘ Particular ’; because while the former ls ‘ inclusive the 

LATTER IS OTHERWISE. WHY THEN SHOULD NOT ‘ DIFFERENCE ’ BE 
ADMITTED AS CLEARLY LYING BETWEEN THEM ?— (1738-1744) 

COMMENTARY. 

The * Entity ’ in said to be that which is capable of effective uclion,— 
nothing else.—If tins capacity is present in all tilings, then every tiling 
would lie capable of doing ovory tiling. It is only in this sense that tilings 
are hold to bo productive. This ca/xicity then being equally present in 
all cases, anything might be produced out of anything. 

Further, is the 4 Entity * the same as the Blue, the Yellow and other 
things ? Or is it something different ?— -If it is the same, then, as it would 
bo all-pervasive, even the white and yellow could bring about the colouring 
in the cloth that is brought about by the Blue. —Then again, there being 
no other character or nature possible, the entire Universe would become a 
single conglomeration of things ; and this would upset the proposition that a 
single entity lias several aspects.—If on the other hand, the 4 entity ’ is 
sometliing different from the Blue, etc.,—like the 4 Being ’ posited by Kandda, 
—i.e. just as Kandda has postulated the 4 Entity ’, called 4 Being ’,—as some¬ 
thing different (from the particular tilings),—then it becomes all the more 
unreasonable to attribute * Plurality ’ to any single thing; as in this case 
there would bo clear absolute difference. 

Then again, any two things are ‘ different ’ only when they have contrary 
poportios,—e.g. Hot and Cold ;—the General and the Particular ore found to 
havo contrary properties; because while the former is 1 inclusive', the latter 
is otherwise ; 4 otherwise ’ —i.e. not-inclusive, 1 exclusive —If, even on the 
presence of contrary properties, difference were not admitted, then there 
would be no difference even between the Blue and the Yellow, which is 
admitted in some way, by the other party;— Kumarila himself having 
declared (in Shlokavdrtika —Sense Perception, 158) that—“ as their cognitions 
are different, Colour, etc. cannot be one and the same ” ;—where it lias 
been declared that there is difference among the Blue and other things.— 
(1738-1744) 

The author puts forward—from Rumania's point of view—the objection 
against the Buddhist argument, the objection that the Reason put forward 
is 4 Inconclusive ’:— 
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TEXTS (1745-1746). 


“ As IN THE CASE of the Variegated Colour, one may emphasise any 

ONE COLOUR AS HE CHOOSES,—BECAUSE THE COLOUR IS VARIEGATED,— 

IN THE SAME WAY ‘ DIFFERENCE ’ OR ‘ NON-DIFFERENCE ’ OF AN 
ENTITY MIGHT BE EMPHASISED.'— ( Shlokav&rtika- — Akrti, 

57-58).—When a thing of a mixed character is 
COGNISED SIMULTANEOUSLY, THEN ALL DISTINC¬ 
TIONS LIKE ‘ DIFFERENCE ‘ SAMENESS ’ AND 
SO FORTH, DISAPPEAR— [Ibid., 62-63).” 

-(1745-1746) 

COMMENTARY. 


* Kalmaga-variia' —is the variegated colour. —In this case one enn fix 
upon, as ho wishes, upon any of the several colours present—regarding the 
thing either as Blue, or Yellow or Red; —in the same manner, in the case 
of the Entity which has a variegated or mixed cliaracter,—being existent in 
its own fonn, and also non-existent in the form of other tilings,—and also 
having the two-fold character of the General and the Particular,—one can 
fix upon Unity or Diversity, ns ho likes. When a man wishes to emphasise 
the diversity-aspect, then he fixes upon diversity; and when he all at once 
cognises a thing as being both General and Particular,—then all that has 
been urged regarding its difference or non-difference, etc. disappears ; i.o. it 
does not apply at all; because what is clearly cognised through Perception 
is the tiling of the mixed character. The objection that lias been urged 
regarding the thing being different or non-different, etc. etc. is as follows :— 
[a) The General tiling being non-different from the Particular tilings in the 
shape of the Horse, etc. should also have a diversity of forms like these 
particular things ;—(6) the Particular things, being non-different from the 
General, all Particular things should become the same, like the General 
tiling;—(c) how could difference and non-difference, which are mutually 
contradictory, reside in the General and the Particular ? The other objections 
are such as— Unity and Plurality being mutually contradictory, how can 
one and the same thing be General as well as Particular ?—(1745-1746) 


It might bo argued against the above (argument of Kumar Ha's) that— 
* If so, then in all cases, there would be cognition of the Mixed Character, 
and it would not be successive and simultaneous \ 

The answer to this (from Kumfirila’s point of view) may be as follows :— 
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TEXT (1747). 

When a thing has several forms, one may emphasise any one 

ACCORDING TO HIS OWN WHIM, EITHER SUCCESSIVELY OR SIMUL¬ 
TANEOUSLY ; THERE CAN BE NO OTHER WAY WITH 
VERBAL EXPRESSIONS.—(1747) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, in the* case of everything whether its ‘ General ’ 
and * Particular ’ aspects are emphasised, one after the other or simul¬ 
taneously, depends upon the wish of the Speaker ; so that when one wishes 
to speak of the ‘ existence ’ and the ‘ non-oxiatence ’ aspects of a thing,— 
or the * General ’ and ‘ Particular ’ aspects of it,—simultaneously, lie em¬ 
phasises its form in that way. If he wishes to speak successively, one after 
tlie other, of the ‘ existence * and ‘ non-existence ’ aspects, or the ‘ General * 
and ‘ Particular ’ aspects—then ho emphasises tliat form. Tn fact, all its 
forms are emphasised successively and simultaneously (ns one wishes),— 
just like the Emerald and other gems in a Mass of jewels. 

It may be asked—* Why cannot it bo indicated in a way other tlian 
successively or simultaneously ? ’ 

The answer to that is—‘ There can be no other way , etc. etc. ’—i.e. no way 
other than ‘ successively or simultaneously ’. 

1 Vidhi '—is way, method. —(1747) 

The following Text answers the above argiunents (of Kumurila ):— 
TEXTS (1748-1749). 

It CANNOT BE AS EXPLAINED ABOVE. THAT WHAT IS ‘ VARIEGATED ’ 

CANNOT BE ‘ ONE ’ HAS JUST BEEN POINTED OUT. ‘ VARIEGATION ’ 
CONSISTS IN ‘ SEVERAL FORMS AND IT CAN NEVER BE CON¬ 
COMITANT WITH ‘ UNITY \—ALL THE REAL FORMS 
THAT THERE MAY BE OF A CERTAIN THING WOULD 
BE SO MANY (DIFFERENT) THINGS ; AND THE 
THING IN QUESTION ITSELF REMAINS ONLY 

ONE.—(1748-1749) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea that ‘ a single entity is variegated * involves a contradiction in 
terms, as already explained under Text 1734 above; and the reason for this 
is that the term ‘ variegated ’ itself connotes Plurality ; and between 4 Unity ’ 
and * Plurality ’ there is ‘ contradiction * consisting in the fact of the presence 
of one implying the absence of the other. Consequently one thing cannot 
have several real forms. Even if it had.—this fact would not prove the 
plurality of the single thing ; as all that it would mean would be that there are 
so many things come about; but that also only if these forms could bo proved 
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to be* real. But in no case can Plurality belong to what is one, as the two 
are mutually contradictory.—(1748-1749) 

It 1ms been argued (under Text 1712, above)—** For that which Ims been 
excluded from ‘ Entity where could there be any other position ? ” 

The answer to this is ns follow's :— 


TEXT (1750). 

If a certain thing were excluded from ONE ‘ ENTITY IT WOULD 
BE DEVOID OF SAMENESS ONLY WITH THAT ENTITY J IT WOULD 
NOT BECOME LIKE THE ‘ SKY-FLOWER ’ ;—AS IT WOULD 
STILL BE CAPABLE OF EFFICIENT ACTION. 

• -(1750) 

COMMENTARY. 

If what is cited as the Reason is ‘exclusion of all entities’,—and 
similarity to the ‘ sky-flower ’ is meant to be proved by it,—then the Reason 
is ‘ inadmissible ’; because the exclusion of the Jar from all entities, cannot 
be admitted ; all that can be admitted is that it is excluded or differentiated 
from things other than itself. 

If, on the other hand, the Reason meant to bo adduced is exclusion 
from some thhu/s, then it is * Inconclusive ’. 

For instance, the Jar, excluded or differentiated from the Cloth and 
other things, could be recognised only as devoid of sameness with the Cloth, 
and it could not be recognised as absolutely devoid of essence (existence), 
as oven as thus excluded, it would bo capable of efficient action.— (1750) 

The following Texts show the ‘ Inconclusive ’ character of the Opponent’s 
Reason:— 

TEXTS (1751-1752). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE Capable (POTENT) FORM OF ONE ENTITY DOES 
NOT RESIDE IN OTHER ENTITIES,—BECAUSE THE EFFECT PRODUCED 
AND THE FORM OF THE APPREHENSION ARE FOUND TO BE 
DIFFERENT AND SO FORTH; THIS HAS BEEN EXPLAINED 
BEFORE.—‘ That ’ A CERTAIN ENTITY IS NOT THE SAME 
AS THE OTHER’,—THIS ALONE CAN FOLLOW FROM 
THE EXCLUSION (OR DIFFERENTIATION) THERE¬ 
FROM ;—AND NOT THE FACT OF ITS BEING 
A NON-ENTITY DEVOID OF ALL PRO¬ 
PERTIES.—(1751-1752) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the character of ‘ Entity consisting of capacity for effective action, 
were something embracing all ‘ entities ’ collectively, then alone could tho 
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thing differentiated from others be said to be featureless (non-existent),— 
the 1 entity ’ being something that is characterised by capacity for effective 
action. As a matter of fact however, the 4 capable (or potent) form of one 
entity—the Blue for instance—cannot subsist in other things,—like the 
while and the rest; as has been explained under Text 1740. 

Question “ Why cannot it subsist in other things ? ” 

Answer :—Because the effect produced is different, and the form of 
Apprehension (Idea) is different. The term 4 Upalambha ’ hero stands for 
Apprehension, i.e. Cognition ; and 4 nirbhasa ' for the form of that Cognition 
(i.e. the Idea). 

The phrase 4 and so forth ’ stands for diversities of birth, of existence, of 
•destruction, etc. 

For these reasons all that 4 non-contact'—differentiation—from another 
•entity can prove is only that 4 the entity in question is not the same as this 
latter ’; it cannot prove it to be devoid of properties, a mere non-entity. 

44 Why ? ” 

Because the capacity for effective action, which constitutes the essence of 
4 Entity ’, is present in it.—(1751-1752) 

Objection :—“ If there is absolute difference among entities,—how can 
there bo such all-embracing notions as 4 this is entity 4 this is entity ’ (in 
regard to all things) ?—how too can there be any difference between the 
Entity and the 4 sky-flower ’, etc.—if there were no similarity ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (1753-1754). 

’ The conception being there THAT ‘ THAT also is capable of effective 

ACTION —THERE WOULD BE THIS IDEA THAT ‘ IT IS AN entity ’ ;— 
THUS THERE WOULD BE SUBJECTIVE SIMILARITY CONSISTING 
IN ‘ DIFFERENTIATION FROM WHAT IS INCAPABLE ’. 

Thus, even though there is absolute dif¬ 
ference, there IS a subjective similarity ; 

AND THUS AN 4 ENTITY ’ BEING 4 EQUAL ’ 

TO OTHER ENTITIES, BECOMES DIS¬ 
TINGUISHED FROM THE 4 SKY- 

flower (1753-1754) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Differentiation from the Incapable ';— 4 the incapables ’ meant are such 
non-entities as 4 the son of the Barren Woman \—there is 4 differentiation ’ 
from theso,—i.e. the entity is not the same as these. 

Because the subjective Similarity is there, therefore it cannot be admitted 
that “ If an entity were not equal to other entities, it would not differ from 
the sky-flower”—(as asserted by the Opponent under Text (1710). 

In the following Texts, the Author sets forth the objections urged by 
Sumati (against the Buddhist point of view):— 
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TEXTS (1755-1757). 

“ If the form in which a certain thing is differentiated from 

OTHER THINGS,—HOMOGENEOUS AND HETEROGENEOUS—WERE THE 
SAME IN WHICH IT IS similar TO THE HOMOGENEOUS THINGS,— 
THEN IT SHOULD BE RECOGNISED AS SIMILAR TO THE HETERO¬ 
GENEOUS THINGS ALSO ; AS THE FORM WOULD BE THE SAME 
IN BOTH CASES.—AND YET IT IS NOT SO RECOGNISED — 
Hence it follows that the form in which the thing 
is not similar to the homogeneous things, and the 
form in which it is similar to these,—must be 
different from one another."— (1755-1757) 

COMMENTARY. 

Sumali argues ns follows :— 

“ That form in which a certain thing is differentiated from homogeneous 
and heterogeneous things,—if, in that same form, it were similar to the 
homogeneous tilings,—then it should be recognised as similar to the hetoro- 
goncous things also ; as the form would be the same in both cases.—And 
yet as a matter of fact, it is not so recognised.—Hence it follows that that 
form in which it is dissimilar to the homogeneous tilings,—and that form in 
which it is similar to these things.—between these two forms, there must be 
difference.—It might be asked—‘ when it is homogeneous to them, how can 
it be dissimilar ? And if it is dissimilar to them, how can it be homogeneous 
to thorn ? The two are contradictory \—This however does not affect our 
position. Because the other party regards everything as having two aspects, 
the General and the Particular; hence in the * General ’ aspect, all tilings 
arc said to be ‘ homogeneous ’ to tliat thing, while in its ‘ Particular’ aspect, 
it is held to be ‘ heterogeneous ’; and in this latter sense, it is said to be 
dissimilar ; so that the objection urged does not affect the position. 

The compounds 1 Samdndparavastu ' stands for the ‘ Samdna tho 
Homogeneous , and the ‘ apara \ Contrary,—i.e. the Heterogeneous .— Tho 
rest is easily intelligible, hence it is not explained in detail.—(1755-1757) 

This is answered in the following— 

TEXT (1758). 

It is in that same form that it is understood to be similar , because 

the cause of such understanding is present, in the shape 
of being the cause of one and the same con¬ 
ception, as differentiating these from 
other things.—(1758) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is in the same form that it is said to be 1 similar ’,—because they form 
the basis of the same conception. What is meant is tliat those that do not 
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form the basis of the same conception are treated as ‘ dissimilar \ while 
those that do serve as that basis are regarded as ‘ similar ’.—(1758) 


Question :—“ Why do not all things become the basis of the same con¬ 
ception,—the difference being equally present in all ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1769). 

IT IS ONLY CERTAIN THINGS THAT CAN SERVE AS THE BASIS OF ONE AND 
THE SAME CONCEPTION,—THE RESTRICTION BEING DUE TO THE 
CAPACITY OF THE FORM OF THINGS, EVEN WHEN THERE 
IS DIFFERENCE,—AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF 

the Sense-organs and the AmflS 
AND THE LIKE.—(1759) 

COMMENTARY. 


Xo question can be raised regarding the nature of things—such as— 
why should Fire, and not Water, burn or be hot ? All that can be reasonably 
asked is—to what is this nature due ? For, if the nature of tilings wcro not 
due to any cause, there could lie no restriction, which would lead to incon¬ 
gruities. Hence it should be said that it is duo to its own cause ; but then 
the question would be—to what is that due ? And so on and on it would 
go on to a boginningless series (of causes). 

‘ ’ is sense-organ.—‘ Amrta ' is the herb GudUchi ,—‘ and the like' 

goes with each of the two. 

What is meant is that it is only the Gutluchl and other herbs that have 
the capacity to allay fever and other diseases,—not other tilings. And it 
is the Sense-Organ, the object, the Light and Attention that have the capacity 
to produce particular cognitions. 

In the same way, it is only certain things to which belongs the capacity 
to bring about a singlo conception. 

Or, the term ' ak$a' may stand for the Vibhitaka fruit ; and the term 
‘ and the like ’ goes with the whole compound.—(1759) 


In the following Texts, tho objection is raised that “ the Corroborating 
Instance cited cannot be admitted ” :— 
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TEXTS (1760-17(52). 

“ How can the Eye be productive of the cognition of the Blue 

AND OTHER THINGS,—IF IT IS HEED TO HAVE THAT FORM ALONE 
WHICH IS DIFFERENTIATED FROM THE Blue AND OTHERS ? IN FACT, 
JUST AS THE EAR IS NOT REGARDED AS PRODUCTIVE OF THE COGNI¬ 
TION OF Blue, ETC., ON ACCOUNT OF ITS BEING DIFFERENT FROM 
THE Blue, etc. which are productive of THE COGNITION of Blue, 

ETC.,—SO ALSO THE EYE SHOULD NOT BE REGARDED AS THE CAUSE 
OF THAT COGNITION.—HOW COULD ANY OTHER THING, WHICH IS 
DIFFERENT FROM THE PRODUCTIVE CAUSE, BE PRODUCTIVE OF IT ? 

—From all this follows the conclusion that there must 
BE INCLUSIVENESS ALSO AMONG THINGS.”—(1760-1762) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ If the Eye be held to be that which lias a form exclusive of the Blue, 
•etc.,—and not any that is inclusive ; this is what is meant by the particle 
‘ eva \ 1 alone 'in that case the Eye cannot bo the cause of the perception 
of tho Blue, etc.; because it has been differentiated (excluded) from what is 
productive of that perception ;—when a thing has been excluded from the 
•Cause of a certain thing, it cannot bo the Cause of that thing ; e.g. the Ear 
which, being differentiated from tho Blue, etc., which are the cause of the 
perception of the Blue, etc., is not the cause of the perception of the Blue, 
etc.;—the Eye also is (ex hypothesi) differentiated from tho Blue, etc., which 
are the cause of the perception of Blue, etc.;—hence thoro is the possibility of 
an apprehension contrary to a universal truth. 

As a matter of fact however, it is not so [i.e. the Eye is not non-pro¬ 
ductive of tho perception of Blue, etc.].—Hence the truth should be otherwise 
than this ; that is, when one thing is productive of another, it cannot be 
excluded from the nature of being so productive,—e.g. the Blue, which is 
productive of the perception of Blue, cannot be excluded from its own nature ; 
—and tho Eye is actually productive of the perception of the Blue, etc. So 
-this is a Reason based upon the nature of things. 

In the same way Blue, etc. may be made the Minor Term in tho 
Reasoning. 

From all this it follows tliat there is inclusiveness among things. 

Thus through tho contrary of the Reductio ad absurdum, it lias been 
shown that the example cited is not admissible.—(1760-1762) 

The following might be urged—" The thing could be excluded from the 
other things and yet be productive of the Cognition; so that the Reductio 
ad Absurdum is Inconclusive ”. 

This is what is answered in the following— 
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TEXT (1763). 

“ If IT WERE NOT AS ABOVE, THEN, ‘ DIFFERENTIATION ’ BEING THE SAME 
IN BOTH CASES, WHY IS NOT THE EAR ALSO REGARDED AS PRO¬ 
DUCTIVE OF THE COGNITION OF BLUE, ETC.,—JUST LIKE 
THE Eye, WHICH ALSO IS DIFFERENT FROM 

the Colours ? ”—(1763) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The possibility of the Ear also being regarded as the cause of the 
cognition of Blue, etc. is a proof of the contrary of the conclusion (arrived at 
by the Buddhist); but the difference is the same in both cases. The difference 
that there is between the Eye and the Blue is the same as the difference be¬ 
tween the Ear and the Blue ; i.e. the Ear is as different from the Blue, etc. 
us the P2yo is ”.—(1763) 

The answer to the above arguments of the Opponent is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1764-1775). 

The ‘ EXCLUSION ’ (differentiation) OF THE Eye, etc. from the Cause 
(of the Cognition of Blue) is not admitted, without qualifica¬ 
tion. Because the nature of the Eye, etc. is also regarded 
as the Cause ; and it is not possible for anything to be 

‘ EXCLUDED ’ FROM ITS OWN NATURE ; IF THERE WERE ‘ EXCLUSION ’ 
OF A THING FROM ITS OWN NATURE, THE THING WOULD BECOME 
DEVOID OF ALL CHARACTER. WHEN ‘ EXCLUSION ’ IS SPOKEN OF, 
IT IS EXCLUSION FROM ANOTHER CAUSE THAT IS MEANT; WHAT 

IS meant being that the Eye is 7iot of the form, of that other 
Cause ;—and this is quite acceptable to us.—It is not 

THAT WHAT IS PRODUCTIVE OF THE COGNITION IS DESCRIBED 
PRECISELY AS IT EXISTS. IN FACT, ALL COGNITIONS PROCEED 
FROM THEIR OWN SPECIFIC CAUSES. IF, ON THE GROUND OF 
THEIR BEING OF THE SAME NATURE, THEY WERE REGARDED AS 
A SINGLE PRODUCTIVE CAUSE,—THEN, AS THE SAID NATURE 
ITSELF IS THERE (AS THE CAUSE), WHAT WOULD BE THE USE OF OTHER 
AUXILIARIES ?—IF IT BE HELD THAT—‘ ON ACCOUNT OF DEFECTS 
IN OTHER PARTICULARS, THE ONE (NATURE) IS NOT PRODUC¬ 
TIVE (of the Cognition) ’,—then (the answer is that) those 
causes are incapable (of bringing about the cognition in 
question), by reason of difference. If there were no dif¬ 
ference, HOW COULD THEY BE DEFECTIVE ?—JUST AS, EVEN WHEN 
THERE IS DIFFERENCE—AS AMONG PARTICULAR THINGS,—EVERY¬ 
THING IS NOT THE CAUSE OF EVERY OTHER THING,—IN THE SAME 
8 
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WAY, EVEN THOUGH THERE WOULD BE NO DIFFERENCE IN 

‘ Plurality yet there would be restriction (of only some 

CAUSES BRINGING ABOUT SOME EFFECTS). EVEN WHEN THERE IS 
DIFFERENCE, IT IS ONLY A CERTAIN THING THAT WOULD BE PRO¬ 
DUCTIVE OF THE PARTICULAR EFFECT BY REASON OF ITS NATURE. 
In TOE CASE OF 1 INCLUSIVENESS ’, HOW COULD THE ONE THING BE 
PRODUCTIVE AND NON-PRODUCTIVE OF THE SAME ONE THING ?— 
If THERE IS DIFFERENCE IN THIS CASE ALSO,—THE DIFFERENCE 
MAY BE THERE ; BUT IS THAT DIFFERENCE FROM THAT THING ONLY ? 

There can be no difference apart from the ‘ Inclusive ’ 

(PRODUCTIVE CAUSE) ; AND THIS IS NON-PRODUCTIVE. In FACT, THAT 
ALONE IS A REAL ENTITY WHICH. IS CAPABLE OF EFFECTIVE ACTION J 

and this entity is non-inclusive ; and from what is inclusive, 

THE EFFECT IS NOT PRODUCED. IN FACT DIFFERENCE AND NON¬ 
DIFFERENCE CAN BE NOT-IMAGINARY (REAL) ONLY IN RELATION TO 
THAT FORM OR NATURE IN REFERENCE TO WHICH THE MAN HAS RE¬ 
COURSE to activity. Otherwise the difference is there by its 

VERY ‘ NATURE AND THE ‘ GENERAL ’ CHARACTER ALSO IS THERE 
BEING DUE TO ‘ EXCLUSION ’. THE THING ITSELF IS NOT ' INCLU¬ 
SIVE ’ (COMPREHENSIVE) ; AS IN THAT CASE THERE WOULD BE MOST 
INCONGRUOUS ACTIVITIES.—(1764-1775) 

COMMENTARY. 

If mere * differentiation from the character of the productive ’ is put 
forward without any qualification, as the Probans, then it cannot bo ‘ ad¬ 
mitted \ Because as a matter of fact it is not admitted that there is 
unqualified ‘ differentiation ’ of the Eye, etc. from the character of being 
productive; for the nature of the Eye, otc. also is rogardod as productive ; 
why should then there be any such restriction as that tho effect must always 
bo produced by this Cause, not by another f This Causo may produce it, 
and the other may also produce it; wo see no incongruity in this. Under 
the circumstances, if the ‘ differentiation of tho Eye, etc. ’ meant woro 
without reservation of any kind, then there would bo thoir differentiation 
from their own nature, winch would mean tliafc they are ‘ devoid of nature or 
character ’ (foatureloss). It is for this reason that thore can bo no differentia¬ 
tion of tilings from their own nature. 

If then, ‘ the differentiation of tho Eyo, otc. ’ meant to bo tho Probans 
be that from other productive causes (of Cognition)—than thoir own nature,— 
then tho Probans is ‘ inconclusive ’; as in that case what is differentiated 
from tho other nature may not bo of that nature, but it need not cease to be 
productive (of the cognition); because everything is productive, in its own 
form, not in tho form of something elso; and from that nature of itself in 
which it is hold to bo productive, it lias not been differentiated ;—why then 
•should it cease to be productive ? So that the Probans put up is found to be 
‘ Inconclusive 
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If then, what is meant by ‘ not having the nature or charactor of a 
cortain thing ’ is exclusion by way of ' contradistinction',—then the argu¬ 
ment is superfluous ; because ‘ differentiation of character ’ among things 
mutually is what is admitted by both parties. 

The compound ‘ atajjanakarHpalvam' is -to be thus explained :—‘ That 
other cause' is the Colour, —there is the nature or form of this,—-which is 
‘ atajjanakarupa \—and that which does not possess this form or character of 
the other Cause (Colour, etc.);—that is, it lias not the same character or form 
as Colour, otc.—Or, it may bo taken as a Karmadhdraya first and then com¬ 
pounded with the negativo term as Bahuvrihi. —Or again, it may be taken 
os a threo-membered Bahuvrihi. —[Tho sense remains the same under all 
these explanations]. 

There arises the following question :—“ In the bringing about of a 
certain effect,—why should the independent (unmixed) productive character 
be attributed to tho Eye, etc. themselves, by virtue oi which those alone 
could be restricted to that effect ? ” 

The answer to this is that 1 In fact, all cognitions jrrocecd, etc. etc.’ — 
Tliis serves also to answer the objection urged to the effect that—“ the dif¬ 
ference of the Ear from tho cognition being tho same as that of the Eye, 
why should not the Ear bo rogarded as productive of it ? —Thus then 

the ‘ nature ’ of things being restricted, evon when there is difference, it is only 
one thing that is productive, not the othor. There is notliing incongruous 
in this. 

If thon the Eye, etc. wore regarded as productive, on the ground of their 
1 laving a common character, though different,—then that one nature of 
them would bo productive and hence the only Cause ; which would moan that 
the offoct proceeds from that alono ; and in that case, tho othor contributarv 
causes would have to be regarded os usoless. 

If it bo urged that “ the one Cause cannot produco tho effect, on account 
of defects in other particulars ”,—then those particulars that are regarded 
. os ‘ defective ’ would be incapable, impotent, —why ?— by reason of difference ; 
i.o. —because they are different from that comprehensive ‘ nature ’ which 
has boon regarded as capable (of producing the effect in question); and if 
what is incajxible happen to be defective, then that cannot hamper the 
production of the offoct; as in that case anything might cooso to be produced 
at all. 

It might be urged that—“ we do not regard the General and Particular 
aspects of things to be absolutely distinct, and hence tho Reason put forward 
‘ by reason of difference ’ becomes inadmissible ”. 

The answer to tliis is as follows :—If there were no differenco, how could 
they be defective ? Tliat is, if the Particulars are non-different from the 
General, then it should not bo said that ' Tho one tiling is not productive 
by reason of the defective charactor of particulars ’. Hence, when the 
General is there in its perfect form, those Particulars that are non-different 
from that General cannot be defective. When between two tilings, one does 
not always sliare the fat© of tho othor, they cannot be of the samo 
4 nature ’. 
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Further, the incongruity urged is there in your ease also : 4 Presence ’ 
or ‘ Inclusion ’ being the same in all things, why does not everything pro¬ 
duce everything ? Just as, in your case, though the Presonce or Inclusion 
is there in all cases, everything does not produce everything, so it would 
bo in our case also. So there is no force in this. 

Then again, even when tho difference is equally present in several things, 
it is only one thing, not others, that produces a certain effect; and tliis might 
be due to the restriction on tho productiveness of things,—on the principle 
that the ‘ nature ’ of ono thing is not the ‘ nature ’ of the other ; and there 
can be no incongruity in this. 

When however, the productiveness belongs to one comprehensive entity, 
—then one and tho samo ontity would be productive as well as non-productive, 
—how could these two mutually contradictory affirmation and denial sub¬ 
sist in the same entity ? There could bo no incongruity if they subsisted in 
different entities. This is what is meant by the words of the text—‘ Skasya, 
etc.\ 'How could the one thing be both productive and non-productive, etc. 
etc. \ 

The following might be urged— 44 We do not regard anything to be 
absolutely comprehensive (inclusive), on account of which there would be 
tho incongruity of the same tiling being both productive and non-productive 
of an effect;—what we hold is that there is difference also ; so that non- 
productiveness would not bo incongruous 

There may be difference ; but it bus to be explained whether this dif¬ 
ference from the 4 productive ’ nature is meant to belong to the same com¬ 
prehensive 4 productive nature ’, or to another. It cannot belong to that 
same ; because there con bo no exclusion (difference) of a thing from its own 
nature ; as in that case it would become nature-less (devoid of its character). 
Nor can it belong to another; if it is different, then, as it would be of the 
productive nature, and not imperfect, it could not be regarded as non¬ 
productive ; if it were, that would lead to an absurdity. 

Wo grant that that samo thing may be different from its own nature; . 
even so, the incongruity of one and the same thing being both productive and 
non-productive remains unanswered. For instance, even when the difference 
is there, it could not be effective in bringing about tho one effect in question. 

4 There can be no difference apart from its inclusion (or comprehensive¬ 
ness) ; in fact, it would be that same inclusion ; so that the incongruity of 
the same tiling being both productive and non-productive would still be there. 
—The term 4 anvaya ' (Inclusion) hero stands for that which is comprehensive 
or inclusive, —i.e. the productive nature. —The particle 4 nanu ’ is meant only 
to emphasise wliat is said. 

Then again, it is found from positive and negative concomitance that the 
Effect is produced from Particulars only,—hence these Particulars thorn- 
selves should be regarded as associated with Specific Individualities, which 
latter therefore do not necessarily indicate the 4 Universal ’ or General 
aspect of things ; because the character of the 4 Entity ’ consists in capacity 
for effective action. Under the circumstances, whether the General is different 
from the Specific Individuality—or non-different from it—docs not con- 
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cern the man who seeks only for effective action and who is not concerned 
with the said difference or non-difference ; as a matter of fact, when the 
Man seeks for effective action, ho lias recourse to that which he considers 
fit for that action ; and he ponders over the difference or non-difference of 
only that thing ; and he does not ponder over them simply because he likes 
to do it. 

‘ O them we; —i.e. if Difference (Exclusiveness) and Non-difference (Incon¬ 
clusiveness) are not regarded as real, —then, of the thing capable of effective 
action, there would be real difference or exclusiveness, in its own form,—and the 
General or inclusive character would be there, through the ‘ exclusion ’ (of 
all other things), which would be determined by the Conceptual Content. So 
that there would be no dispute on this point. 

It is only to tins extent that the man seeking for activity lias recourse 
to the consideration of Difference in general; and where would there be any 
need for his considering any such General entity as is not capable of 
effective action ? 

It might bo argued that—“ The thing itself may bo the General, —(the 
comprehensive factor),—why assume exclusion at all ? ” 

The answor to that is— 1 The Thing itself, etc. etc. That is, if the form 
of the Cloth were present in the Jar, then the man seeking to carry Honey 
or Water might take up tho Cloth ; and there would be other such incongruous 
activities. The other likely incongruities meant are all tilings being produced 
and destroyed at the same time and so forth.—(1764-1775) 

It may be that other people also, like the Buddhists, accept tho view 
that ‘ the various Generalities (Universals, Commonalties) are assumed on 
tho basis of things from which a certain thing is not not-excluded, and these 
Generalities embrace the Particulars (Individuals) ’.— 

In view of this, tho following remark is made :— 


TEXT (1776). 

In case THE * VARIEGATED CHARACTER ’ OF things spoken of refers 
ONLY TO CONCEPTUAL CREATION (FANCY),—THEN WHAT WOULD 
BE THE DIFFERENCE IN THE ASSERTIONS MADE BY 

‘ Vipras \ ‘ Nirgranthas ’ and ‘ Kapilas ’ ? 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Variegated character' —Difference, Diversity.—(1776) 

The following Texts set forth Kum&rila’s view on the subject:— 
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TEXTS (1777-1778). 

“ When the Pot is broken up and a Dish is made (of the same 

gold), the man wanting the former becomes sorry, while 

THE MAN WANTING THE LATTER BECOMES GLAD, WHILE 
ONE WANTING ONLY THE GOLD REMAINS NEUTRAL. 

Thus the thing has three aspects ; and the said 

THREE IDEAS WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE IF 
THERE WERE NO PRODUCTION, CONTI¬ 
NUANCE AND DESTRUCTION OF 

things.” [Shlokavartika — Vann- 

vdda, 21-22].—(1777- 
1778) 

COMMENTARY. 

KumarUa argues as follows :—“ Inasmuch as all things are capable of 
being born, continuing to exist and being destroyed,—they have tlvree 
aspects. That this is so is shown by the fact that a single thing can bring 
about tlu-ee effects : For instance, when the Pot is broken up and made into 
n Dish, sorrow is produced in the man who wanted the former, while 
pleasuro is produced in one who wanted the latter, while there is indifference 
in the man who wanted only gold. If the thing had only one aspect, then 
the idea produced by it would be of only one kind, not of three kinds. 

‘ Vardhamdnaka ’ and ‘ Ruchaha ’ are particular kinds of utensils.— 
(1778) 

The following might be urged (against KumarUa) —If it is admitted that 
the Entity has tliroe aspects,—oven so, how does it follow that the three 
aspects consist of Destruction (Continuance and Production) ? 

Answer (from KumarUa ):— 


TEXT (1779). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE CAN BE NO SonOW WITHOUT destruction, 
AND THERE CAN be NO Happiness WITHOUT production ; and there 
can be no Neutrality without continuance.. It is in 

THIS WAY THAT THE UNIVERSAL (COM¬ 
MONALTY) is ETERNAL.”—f Shlokavdrtika 

— Vanavdda, 23].—(1779) 

COMMENTARY. 

* It is in this way, etc. etc. ’;—Because thoro can be no indifference 
without Continuance, therefore—i.e. on account of the invariable con¬ 
comitance between Neutrality and Continuance,—the Universal—‘ Cold ’ 
is understood to bo eternal.—(1779) 

The answer to the above arguments of KumarUa is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (1780-1783). 

This is not right ; because of the absence of a common substratum ; 
Production, Continuance and Destruction cannot have the 
same substratum ; FOR if they had, it would involve the pres¬ 
ence at the same time of all these mutually contradictory 
properties. All this would be free from difficulties under 

THE DOCTRINE OF ‘ PERPETUAL FLUX ’ ; FOR WHY SHOULD ANY 
MAN BE SORRY AT THE ABSOLUTE DESTRUCTION OF GOLD IN THE 
FORM OF THE POT ? WHY TOO SHOULD THERE BE ANY JOY AT THE 
PRODUCTION OF THE GOLD IN THE NEW FORM OF THE DlSH ? AS 

FOR continuance , there is none, of anything at all.—(1780— 
1783). 

COMMENTARY. 

The principal sentence is ‘ because of the absence of a common substratum '; 
tliis is explained in what follows— 4 Production, Continuance, etc. etc. —If ft 
single entity had the three Aspects of Production and the rest,—then it 
would mean tliat all these three—Production, Continuance and Destruction— 
are thero in the tiling at ono and the same time; and yot it cannot be 
possible for these mutually contradictory properties to be present in anytliing 
at one and tho same time; as otherwise, they would not be contradictories 
at all. 

Question —“ How then can thero bo the three notions described ? ” 

In answer to this the Text shows how this is possible— 4 All this, etc. etc.' 
When the Gold in the shape of the Pot is destroyed by itsolf—why should 
any man so wanting it be sorry for it ? Why too, on the production of a 
new thing in tho shape of the Dish out of tho Gold, should ono bo happy ? As 
for continuance, there can bo no such thing for anything of the nature of 
Gold ; as both Production and Destruction aro absolute without any con¬ 
nection with anytliing (past or future).—(1780-1783) 

Question If that be so, thon how is there tho fooling of Indifference ? ” 
Answer :— 

TEXTS (1784-1785). 

When the dull-witted man perceives the two things made of gold, 

HE LOOKS UPON IT AS A CASE OF THE APPEARANCE OF SIMILAR 
PRODUCTS AND THEREBY COMES TO THINK OF IT AS SOMETHING 
LASTING.—IF THE GOLD ITSELF HAD A LASTING FORM, THEN 
THAT FORM, IN THE SHAPE OF THE Disk, COULD BE 
PERCEIVED IN ITS PRECEDING AND SUCCEEDING 
STATES ALSO J OR ELSE, THERE WOULD BE 

DIVERSITY.—(1784-1785) 

COMMENTARY. 

When tho dull-witted man perceives the two things—the Pot and the 
Dish—made of gold,—though perceiving it, he is not able to distinguish 
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between the characters of the two things, being deceived by the appearance 
of another similar thing,—and then he has the idea of being similar pro¬ 
ducts, which is the cause of his illusion, ho concludes that the Gold has 
continued to remain all the time. 

‘ Samdndparabhdvtna'; —though the common character of being negation 
of not-gold, the two articles are regarded as the same or similar; and tho 
man regards it as a case of the birth of two tilings with a common character. 

Question : —“ How do you know that the man regards tho gold tvs some¬ 
thing lasting, on account of being deceived by the appearance of common 
products ;—and not on accoxuit of the gold being really lasting ? ” 

Answer ‘ If the gold, etc. etc. ’—If eternality did belong to tho gold, 
then tho Dish also would bo perceived in the Pot, which is perceptible. ‘ Other¬ 
wise ' —if the Dish is not perceived when the gold is in the state of the Pot, 
wliich should be perceptible,—or if the Pot is not perceived when tho gold 
is in the state of the Dish, which should bo perceptible,—then there is clear 
difference between the two (Dish and Pot); and as the gold is not-difforent 
from them, like its own nature—the gold also becomes diverse. It is in 
view of all this that the Text says—‘ Or else, there would be diversity ’. 

Under Text 1717—“ If the said entity, etc. etc. a Reason luis been 
put forward in proof of the Diverse character of things. 

The only objection we hnvo to urge against that is that it is superfluous 
[proving what is already admitted].—(1784-1785) 


Knd of Chapter XX. 



CHAPTER XXI. 


Examination of the doctrine of ‘ Traikalya ’— 4 Things 
continuing to exist during three 'points of Time.' 

COMMENTARY. 

Under Text 4, the True Doctrine has boon called ‘Immobile’; the 
Author proceeds to support that idea. 


TEXT (1786). 

On the ground of the Gold continuing to be the same, when 
IT comes to be regarded as something permanent,—some 
Buddhists also hold (on the basis of Tins) that 

THE THING (BY ITSELF PERMANENT) PASSES 
THROUGH DIVERSE STATES.—(1786) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Buddhist Doctrine is that ‘ there >s nothing that has continued 
existenco *; against this, the following objection is urged :—“ How can it 
be said that ‘ there is nothing that has continued existence ’—when as a 
matter of fact, some Buddhists (of the Vaibh&dka-Realistic-School) also — 
like Dhannatrata and others—have accepted the view that an object con¬ 
tinues to exist at three points of time, through its divorse states; this 
view is hold on the analogy of the Gold (discussed above) continuing to exist 
(in the state of the Pot and that of the Dish) ? ” 

This same idea is further expounded in the following texts : — 


TEXTS (1787-1790). 

“ Just as Gold does not abandon its colour, even when there are 

DIFFERENCES IN ITS STATE,—SIMILARLY UNDER ALL ITS STATES, 
THE ENTITY DOES NOT ABANDON ITS CHARACTER OF ‘ SUBSTANCE \— 
IF IT WERE NOT SO, THEN THE COGNITION OF PAST AND FUTURE 
THINGS WOULD BE OBJECT-LESS.—HOW AGAIN, IS IT THAT IT HAS BEEN 
ASSERTED BY T&yin THAT COGNITION RESTS UPON THESE TWO ?— 

How again is Action, which is past and has no further 

EXISTENCE, HELD TO BE PRODUCTIVE OF RESULTS ? HOW TOO 

could Mystics have the distinct cognition of past and future 
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things l —From all this it follows that Past and Future 

THINGS ARE NOT THE OBJECTS OF MERE ‘ NEGATION OF SUBSTANCE \ 

—BECAUSE THEY ARE INCLUDED UNDER THE CHARACTER OF THE 

‘ STATES ETC.,—JUST LIKE THE PRESENT THING.”—(1787-1790) 

COMMENTARY. 

Among the Buddhist writers (reforred to under Toxt 1786) nre tho 
following :— 

(1) Bhadania-Dharmatrdta —tho upholdor of the view that while the 
thing undergoes changos, it remains substantially tho same. He argues 
ax follows :—When a certain tiling has entered into its course of existence, 
there is change only in its mode of existence, not in the substance ; for instance, 
the substance Gold undergoes sevoral changes through which it comas to bo 
caviled the ‘ armlot ’, ‘ necklet ’, ‘ ear-ring ’ and so forth—but there is no 
change in tho Gold itself. In the same way, the object is something different 
from the Future, and other ‘ modes ’. For instance, when a certain object 
abandons its * future ’ Mode and roaches the * present ’ Modo ;—and when it 
renounces its * present ’ Mode, it reaches tho ‘ past ’ Modo,—and yot the Object 
itself does not change ; as throughout the three Modes, tho same diameter 
of the ‘ substance ’ continues. If it were not so, tho ‘ future ’, * present ’ 
and * past ’ objects would be entirely different from one another.—What is 
it that is meant by the term 'bhdva', ‘Mode’, here ?—It is a particular 
quality on which tho notions of ‘ Past,’ etc. are based.” 

(2) Bhartanla-Qho$aka —holds that tho changes undergone by the Object 
nre in its character. Ho argues as follows :—“ When tho Object lias entered 
into its course of existence, it is said to be * past when it has tho diame¬ 
ter of tho ‘ past’, but is not entirely deprived of the character of the ‘ future ' 
and tho ‘ presont ’ : for example, a man may be attached to one woman, 
but he need not be disgusted with other women. Similarly when the Object 
is ‘ future ’ or ‘ present ’ [it has tlieso diameters, but is not entirely devoid 
of the other two characters].’’—The difference between this view and the pre¬ 
vious one is that under this view things are spoken of as ‘ past ’ on account 
of the actual presence of a particular cliaractor. 

(3) Bhadanta-Vasumilra— holds the view tliat the changes undergone 
by tilings is in their aspects or states. Ho argues as follows :—“ When 
a thing has entered the course of existence, it is spoken of variously, according 
to its varying aspects (or conditions); and those variations relate to the 
aspect, not to the substance ; as the Substance remains the same at all three 
points of time. For example, when the day counting-piece is placed in the 
place of Units, it is denominated ‘ one ’, when placed in the place 
of Hundreds, it is denominated ‘ hundred ’, and |in place of Thousands , 
it is denominated a 1 thousand ’. Similarly when the thing is in the state 
of activity, it is called ‘ present ’; and when it has ceased from activity, it 
is ‘ past ’, and while it has not become active at all, it is ‘ future ’. So that 
things are spoken of in accordance with their states, os in the case of the 
clay counting-piece, where there is no change in the nature of the Substance ; 
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only different denominations are assigned to it in accordance with its varying 
position, which makes it indicative of varying numbers 

(4) Buddha-deva (a writer of the second century A.D.)—holds the 
view that the changes are due to changes in ‘ Relativity —He argues as 
follows :—“ When an object has entered its course of existence, it is called 
one or the other in relation to what has gone before and what is to come. 
For instance, the same woman is called ‘ mother ’ as well as ‘ daughter' ; 
and the usage in question is also dependent upon the past and the future ; 
when a thing has something before it, but no tiling aftor it, it is called ‘ future ’ ; 
when it has something before it and also something after it, it is called 
' present ’; and when it has something after it, but nothing before it, it is 
called ‘ past’.” 

All those four Buddhists are Asti-vadins, Realists (upholding the view 
that things have real and permanent existence),—called respectively: (1) 
‘ Mode-changers’, Bhava-vddin, (2) Lakqanavdslin. ' Character-changers ’, (3) 
AvaslhavSdin, ‘Aspect-changers’ and (4) Anyathdnyathika , ‘Rolativochangors’. 

(1) Of these, the first (Dharmatrata—the Mode-changer) does not differ 
from the S&nkhya, who holds the ‘ Modification ’ theory. So that tlio refuta¬ 
tion that has been put forward against the Sdnkhya is applicable to this 
Buddliist Realist. For instance, would the * modification ’ come about without 
the abandoning of the previous mode or after its abandonment ? If the 
former, then there would be comingling and confusion of the Modes. If the 
lattor, then that would be incompatible with the permanent existence of 
tilings. 

(2) As regards the second view (that of Oho?aka ),—here also there would 
be the same comingling and confusion; as all tilings may liavo all characters. 
As regards the man (falling in love with one woman, which has been cited 
ns an example), he is spoken of as 4 attached ’ (or ‘ in love ’) on account of 
the appearance of .A ItacJtmenl, which is a totally different tiling; and he is 
said to bo 1 not disgusted’, when there is mere association (meeting together); 
in the case of the ordinary thing however, there is no appearance of the 
‘ character ', nor the mero association of ‘ character ’,—which would con¬ 
stitute the 4 attainment ’ of it by the thing ; ns, if it were, then like ‘ attain¬ 
ment ’, the 4 cliaracter ’ also would become something different from the 
thing. Thus there is no analogy between the two cases—the case in question 
and that of the example cited. 

(3) As regards the third view (of Vasumilra), —that the changes in things 
are due to variations in their aspects or states of activity, —its refutation is 
going to be sot forth in detail below. 

(4) As regards the fourth view (that of Buddhadiva), it involves the incon¬ 
gruity of tliree states occurring under the same state. For instance, under the 
4 Past ’ state, the preceding and the succeeding moments would be 1 past ’ 
and 4 future ’ and the 4 middle ’ moment would be the 4 present This 
criticism against this is quite clear. 


The Examination of the 4 Idea of things continuing to exist during the 
Throe Points of Time’ proceeds in the Text, only with reference to the 
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third among the above views—[i.e. the view of Vasumitra, that the changes 
in things are due to the variations in thoir states of activity].—What lias 
been stated in connection with the example of Gold (under Texts 1786-178*) 
is only an indication of the thesis of all those writers,—and it is not in strict 
reference to the view of Dharmatrata only (the first of the views described). 
This is clear from what is going to bo said (under Text 1791)—‘ As regards the 
distinction among tilings due to thoir states of activity, etc. etc.' ; and 
under the view of Dharmatrata the distinction is not based upon states of 
activity ; it is only under Vasumitra's view that it is so. 

This view ( Vasumitra's ) is as follows :— 

“ If tho ‘ Past ’ and the ‘ Future ’ were not there, then such notions as 
• There lived Mahdsammata \ * Shahkha is going to be an all-world sover¬ 
eign ’ and so forth,—which involve the idea of what is past and what is 
going to be —would be entirely baseless; in fact, the Object not being there, the 
Idea also could not be there ; because in regard to the case of everything, the 
Idea is in tho form in which the Objoct is cognised ; so that if tho cognised 
Object is not there, tliero is nothing that could bo apprehended by the Cogni¬ 
tion ; honce there would be no Cognition (or Idea) at all. 

"Further, tho Blessed One has declared that ‘Every cognition is produced 
on the basis of two tilings.—Which two things ?—The Eye and the Colours 
and tho Mental Function ’. If then the Past and the Future are not there, 
tho cognition based upon these would not bo on the basis of two things ; so 
that there would be incompatibility with the scriptures. 

“ Further, a past act could not bring about its fruit, if it were devoid of 
ossenco and devoid of existence, at the time of the appearance of the fruit, 
as tho cause of that fruit would not bo there; what is non-existent cannot 
have the capacity to produce an effect; as ' non-existence ’ consists in tho 
absence of all capacity. 

“Then again, such ideas as ‘Mfindhfina Devadatta lived’, ‘the world- 
sovereign Shahkha shall be Maitreya Tathagata which appear distinctly 
and severally in the minds of Mystics, in regard to the Past and the Future, 
could not be possible; as there can be no distinction among things that are 
non-existent. 

“ From all this it follows that past and future ontities, like Shriharpi 
and others, cannot bo regarded as mere ‘ negations of substance ’,—because 
they have been declared as ‘ to be included under the states \—The Blossed 
Lord has declared as follows :— 1 O Bhikyus, if the Past form had not existed, 
then the noble Shrdvaka would not lrnve heard and been entirely in¬ 
different regarding past forms ; hence, because there is a Past form of 
things, therefore the noble Shrdvaka has heard and lias thus become indifferent 
to the Past. All this severally would be much too detailed; hence thus 
whatover form lias been past or is in future, —all this is spoken of briefly as 
Colour-phase 

In the compound (in the text)—' Adhvasaiigraha, etc. etc.', —the term 
4 adhvasatlgralui' stands for Colour, etc., in the sense that they are ‘ included 
undor tho states \ 

The 4 Etc.’ includes 4 Sensation ’ and other Phases. 
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The second * adi ’ implies the further reason that all these have been 
taught as consisting of suffering, transitory as a whole, devoid of the Soul, 
and so forth.—(1787-1790) 

The following might be urged :—‘ Like Akasha, all things are always 
existent; hence there can be no idea of the Past, etc.’ 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (1791-1793). 

“ In this connection, there should be no such cogitation as TO 

HOW THIS DIVERSITY IN THE States COMES ABOUT. BECAUSE THIS 
DISTINCTION AMONG THE STATES IS CONCEIVED ON THE BASIS OF 

activity. That which is engaged in activity is called ‘ Present *; 
THAT WHICH HAS CEASED FROM ACTIVITY IS CALLED ‘ PAST ’ ; AND THAT 
WHICH HAS NOT YET ATTAINED ACTIVITY IS CALLED 4 FUTURE ’.— 
The 4 ACTIVITY ’ OF THINGS SERVES ONLY TO ‘ PROJECT ’ THE RESULT, 
NOT TO PRODUCE IT. As THERE CAN BE NO SUCH 4 PROJECTING ’ IN 
THE CASE OF PAST THINGS, THERE IS NO POSSIBILITY OF ACTIVITY 

IN THEM.”-(1791—1793) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho various states are determined through activity; that which is 
engaged in activity is 4 Present ’ ; that of which the activity lias ceased is 
‘ Past ’ and tliat which has not yet attained Activity is 4 future 

Objection : — 44 What is it that is meant by 4 KGritra 4 Activity in this 
connection ?—If it is operation, in the shape of seeing and the rest,—e.g. 
seeing and the rest are the 4 activity ’ of the Eye and other organs,—since 
the Eye sees, the Ear hears, the Nose smells, the Tongue tastes, —and Cognition 
also is tho Cogniser, as it is that which cognises tilings; and thus Colour, 
etc. become perceptible by the Senses ;—if this is what is moant by 
4 activity \ then, even when the Man has been born, if the Eye, which shares 
the fate of tho body, has no activity, the man (or the Eye)—could not be 
regarded as 4 present ’.—Secondly, activity may bo hold to consist in the 
giving (producing) and receiving of tho fruit,—for instance, the caste and other 
properties of man, which are born along with the Eye, are tho result (fruit) 
of human effort; the Visual organ (Eye) or the supervising Deity, or 
Vibration brings about human effort; and it is by reason of bringing about 
this result that the Eye becomes a cause, and hence comes to be spoken of as 
• present ’.—Tinder this definition of 4 activity ’, even Past things, being 
held to bo productive of all-embracing results sharing the same fate, would 
have to be regarded as * Present’.—Thirdly, it may be held that the 
4 Aotivity ’ meant here is tliat which gives and takes all sorts of results.— 
In that case, the Post, being the cause of some part of such results, would 
liavo to be regarded as 4 Half-present 
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In view of this objection, Achu.rya Sahantabhadra has offered the following 
explanation :—What is called the ‘ activity * of things is the potency of 
projecting the Result,—not of producing it; the Past and other things, which 
are only partial causes, do not project the result; it is only in the ‘ present ’ 
state that the Result is projected (thrown out) by its cause. Nor can there be 
‘projection’ of what has been already projected, as that would lead to an 
infinite regress. Thus there being no ‘ activity ’ passible in what is ‘ past 
there can be no confusion in the character of these (Past, Future and Present). 
-(1791-1793) 

The following Texts answer the above arguments (of the Realist 
Buddhist):— 


TEXTS (1794-1796). 

These people will have to admit that this ‘ activity ’ is either 

DIFFERENT FROM, OR TnE SAME AS, THE OBJECT CONCERNED ; AS 
THERE CAN BE NO OTHER WAY IN WHICH IT CAN REALLY EXIST.— 
IF IT IS SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM THE OBJECT, THEN THE PAST 
and Future states of * Present ’ things would have to be 

REGARDED AS FORMLESS,—BECAUSE THEY ARE ‘ CAUSES ’ AND ARE 
4 EMBELLISHED *, AND SO FORTH,—LIKE THE ACTIVITY. OTHERWISE, 
THE THINGS WOULD BE EVERLASTING ; AS THE ‘ FORM ’ WOULD BE 
THERE ALL THE TIME ; AND APART FROM THIS, THERE IS NO OTHER 
CHARACTERISTIC OF THE * EVERLASTING \—(1794-1796) 

COMMENTARY. 

The said Activity will have to bo regarded by these people either as 
different from, or tho same as, the Entity; as tlioro can be nothing apart from 
both ‘ difference ’ and 1 non-difference ’, as these are mutually exclusive; the 
affirmation of one being invariably concomitant with the denial of the other ; 
and there is no other way in which the thing can exist. 

If then tho Activity is something different from tho Entity, then the Past 
and Future states of Present tilings would havo to be regarded as ‘ formless 
—because of their being causes and being embellished, —like the Activity.— 
The term ‘ and so forth ’ is meant to include ‘ being an entity ’ and so forth.— 
Otherwise —that is, if, they wore not formless in tho Past and in tho Future,— 
then, all ‘ embellished ’ things would have to be rogarded as eternal; as the 
‘ form ’ (or Nature) would bo always there ; and the ‘ etemality * of a tiling is 
nothing more than being aluxiys there ; as declared in tho following words— 
1 The learned men regard that Fonn as eternal which is never destroyed ’.— 
(1794-1790) 

The following might be urged :—“ If etemality is a potency,—then how 
can the two Reasons—‘ boiug cause ’ and 1 being embollishod ’—escape from 
being not incompatible with the contrary of the Probandum ? ” 

This is answered in the following— 
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TEXTS (1797-1798). 

The idea of the eternal thing being a cause has already been 
REJECTED BEFORE—ON THE GROUND OF THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF ITS 
EFFECTS APPEARING EITHER SUCCESSIVELY OR SIMULTANEOUSLY. 

As FOR being embellished , this ls clearly impossible in 

AN ETERNAL THING.—WHEN ‘ ACTIVITY ’ IS DESCRIBED 
AS SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM THE ‘ PHASES ’ AND 
OTHER THINGS (POSTULATED BY BUDDHISTS), 

THERE IS THE IRRESISTIBLE CONTRADIC¬ 
TION OF YOUR OWN DOCTRINES.— 

(1797-1798) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Before ’—i.e. under the chapter on the ' Permanence of Things \ 

All that is ‘ embellished ’ has been held to bo non-eternal, hence the 
cliaraeter of being embellished cannot belong to an otomal entity;—this is 
clearly understood. 

Further, whon the ‘ Activity ’ is described as something different from 
the ‘ Phases ’ (Skandhas) and the ‘ Inner Receptacles ’ {Ayalana*), —there is 
clear contradiction of your own (Buddhist) doctrine ; as the Blessed Lord has 
declared as follows—“ All things, 0 Brahmaria, ore included in the Five 
* Phases ’ and the Twelve ‘ Receptacles ’ and the Eighteen 1 Substances — 
(1797-1798) 


•TEXTS (1799-1800). 

If, ON THE OTHER HAND, THE * ACTIVITY * IS 7lOt different FROM THE 
Entity, then, being inseparable from the entity, it would 
BE THERE AT ALL TIMES, JUST LIKE THE NATURE OF THE 
Entity; and in that case, the division among the 

STATES COULD NOT BE MADE ON THE BASIS OF 
THIS ACTIVITY ; AS THERE COULD BE NO SUCH 
DISTINCTION AS THAT BETWEEN Ce.SSOfion, 
and non-attainment, of the said 
Activity.—(1799-1800) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tf the Activity is hold to bo non-different from the Entity, then like the 
nature of things, it would bo inseparable from the Entity; the Activity also 
would bo something existing at all timos ; and in that coso there could be 
no such distinction among states as that—that which has ceased from activity 
is ‘ Past that which is still activo is * Present \ and tliat which lias not yet 
attained Activity is ‘ Future \ Because if the Activity were clistinguisliablo 
into ‘ attained ’ and ‘ not attained \—then alone could the said distinction bo 
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possible ; the said distinguishing however is not possible ; because there can 
be no such distinction in the case of what is always present in the same form 
-(1799-1800) 


TEXT (1801). 

Or (conversely), because it would be non-different from the 
Activity—the Entity, like the Activity, would be devoid 

OF THE ‘ PREVIOUS ’ AND ‘ LATER ’ CONDITIONS, AND 
WOULD HAVE ITS SOLE EXISTENCE IN THE 
middle (present).—( 1801 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, being non-different from Activity, the Entity also would have 
only such existence as is devoid of the previous and later ends,—like Activity 
itself. 

The compound 4 Purvupara, etc' is to be explained as 4 that which has 
its all—sole existence—in the middle,—being devoid of the two ends of the 
4 previous ’ and tho 4 later ’.—(1801) 


In the following Texts the Author laughs at tho other party for expounding 
mutually contradictory doctrines :— 


TEXTS (1802-1803). 

Activity is not there always,—and the entity is described as 
being there at all times,—and yet the Activity is said 

TO BE NON-DIFFERENT FROM THE ENTITY ;—CERTAINLY THIS 
IS CONDUCT WORTHY OF A DIVINE BEING !—EVEN IF IT BE 
HELD THAT THE EXISTENCE OF THE STATES (iN THE 

Activity itself) is dependent upon other 

ACTIVITIES,—THE SAME QUESTION WOULD BE 
EQUALLY WELL RAISED AGAINST THAT 

view also.—(1802-1803) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the circumstances, it comes to this that the Entities, Colour and 
the rest, do not exist at all times, as they are non-different from Activity. 
This is shown in the Text— 4 The Entity, etc. etc' 

For the following reason also the Activity must be something different 
from tho Entity— 4 And the Activity is non-different, etc. etc.'. 

4 Divine Beings ’—God and the like ; who act and live independently, 
not minding what is proper and what is improper ; and just as their behaviour 
is unreasonable, so also is the conduct of the philosopher under review. 
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Then again, if the Activity itself is regarded as ‘ future \ without another 
Activity, then it should not be said that the states are determined by Activity ; 
as that would not be true ; inasmuch as in the case of Activity itself its 
* future ’ and other ire determined on the basis of its own existence; 
and in the same manner the ‘future’ and other states of Entities also could 
be determined on the basis of their own oxistence. 

In order to avoid this objection it might be held that, in the case of 
Activity also, there would be another Activity, which would be the deter¬ 
mining factor.—But in that case also the same question—as to its being 
different or non-different from the former Activity,—would arise. And this 
would be open to the further defect that it would involve an infinite regress — 
(1802-1803) ' 


It has been pointed out that if the Activity is non-different from the 
Entity, it must be there at all times,—like the form or nature of the Entitv 
itself .-Bhadanta-Sahantabhadra has offered an answer to that, which is 
anticipated and answered in the following— 


TEXTS (1804-1805). 

“ PROPERTIES DISTINCT FROM THE ENTITY HAVE ALSO BEEN FOUND TO 

QUALIFY IT ; FOR INSTANCE, THE QUALITY OF ‘ RESISTANCE ’ ”,_ 

IF THIS IS URGED, THIS CANNOT HELP THE MATTER UNDER 
DISCUSSION; SUCH CHARACTERS AS THAT OF RESISTANCE 
AND THE LIKE ARE NOT PRESENT IN THE ENTITY 
AT ALL TIMES; THEY HAVE BEEN REGARDED AS 
OCCASIONAL ; BECAUSE THE ENTITY 
ITSELF IS PRODUCED IN THAT WAY. 

—(1804-1805) 

COMMENTARY. 

“As a matter of fact, Properties distinct from the Entity and yet 
qualifying it have been found; for example, the character of Resistance 
and the like found in Earth and other things. These things—Earth, etc.— 
as Categories, —are all the same; and yet these are found to be ‘ resistant ’ 
and ‘ non-resistant ’, ‘ similar ’ and ‘ dissimilar ’,—thus being qualified by 
properties which are distinct from the form of the things themselves. In the 
same manner, the Entity could be qualified by Activity, which may be 
different from the Entity itself.” 

This explanation will not help the present topic. Tho topic under con¬ 
sideration is this—If the Activity is regarded as non-different from the 
Thing,—then there can be no distinction in the Activity which, being of the 
same nature as the Entity, could not serve to determine the distinction 
among the states (as ‘Past’, etc.).—As regards Earth and the other things 
(that have been cited by Bhadanta-Sahantabhadra), —they are distinct from 
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one another by reason of their being associated with mutually divergent 
characters,—and hence it is that while some aro 1 resistant others are * non- 
resistant ’; as is found in the caso of 4 Sensation ’, etc. ; but it is not t hat 
those same aro ' non-resistant * which are 1 resistant ’; and this for tlie same 
reason that there is no comprehensive entity in the form of ‘ Category by 
virtue of which the qualities of 1 Resistance etc. could be occasional. In 
fact, what happens is that the Entity itself, which is impartite, and is 
' excluded from like and unlike things ’,—is produced in that vxiy. For 
these reasons it is not right that any property, other than the form of the 
Entity itself, should distinguish any single Entity.—(1804-1805) 

Question “ How then is it that there is such an expression as 4 RQpasya 
sapralighalvam', 4 Resistance of the Form \ where the two appear as different 
from one another,—if a property non-different from a tiling cannot serve to 
distinguish it ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1806). 

It is the Entity itself, when it does not indicate ‘ difference 

FROM OTHER THINGS THAT IS SPOKEN OF BY THE WORDS 4 IT IS 
OF THE FORM ’ ; JUST AS ‘ DISPOSITION * IS SPOKEN 
OF AS 4 OF THE MlND \—(1806) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 When it does not, etc. etc.' tliat is, when it ignores the difference from 
other things. 

4 Spoken of as, etc.' —i.e. as if it were something different. 

4 It is of the form, etc .'— 4 It ’ stands for 4 Resistance ’. 

4 By the words ', —i.e. by the expression 4 Resistance of the Form 

An example is cited— 4 As Disposition, etc. etc. 

The term 4 api cha' should be understood in the cumulative sense.— 

( 1800 ) 

The same writer (Bhadanta-Sahantabhadra) has argued as follows :— 
44 Activity is not something different from the Entity,—as it is not found to 
have any nature apart from that.—Nor is it the Entity only ; because oven 
though it forms its very nature, yet it is non-existent at times.—Nor is it 
a particular (form of it), as the Activity has liad no previous existence. In 
fact, the 4 Activity ’ is like the 4 Chain ’ (Series): the consecutive birth of 
the Entity is called the ‘Chain’ (or Series),—and yet it is not something 
different from the Entity, as it is always apprehended as not-separate from it; 
nor is it the Entity only, as in that cose even a single 4 Moment ’ would have 
to be regarded as tho 4 Chain ’;—and yet with all this, it cannot be said that 
the Chain does not exist; because its effects are found to exist.—{Similar 
is tho case with 4 Activity ’).—All this has been thus asserted— 4 It is admitted 
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that there are effects of the Chain,—and yet the Chain, as such, is nowhere 
existent (by itself, apart from the Entity); similar should be understood to 
be the case with 4 Activity as bringing about the states 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1807-1809). 

If the ‘ Activity ’ is described as ‘ neither same nor different 
like the 4 Chain etc.,—then it becomes purely 4 illusory ’; 

AND THUS BEING PURELY IMAGINARY, .LIKE THE ‘CHAIN’, IT 
COULD SERVE NO USEFUL PURPOSE IN REGARD TO ANY 
EFFECT ; AS IT IS ONLY A REAL ENTITY THAT IS CAPABLE 
OF EFFECTIVE ACTION. THUS THEN, AS THE 
PRESENCE OF THE ‘ ACTIVITY ’ WOULD NOT BE 
REAL, ANY DETERMINING OF THE STATES 
BASED UPON THAT ‘ ACTIVITY ’ 

could not be real. — 

(1807-1809) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Like the Chain, etc.' —the 4 etc.’ is meant to include the 4 Aggregate * 
and such things.— 

The 4 Chain ’ is incapable of being spoken of as either different or 
non-diffcrent from the links of the chain ; hence, like the 4 Pudgala ’ (Body) 
it is featureless, devoid of form ;—in the same way tho 4 Activity ’ in question 
also would be featureless;—when there is some feature (or form), it is necessary 
that it should bo either different or non-different. Thus then, the Activity in 
question being purely imaginary, it could not serve any useful purpose in the 
bringing about of any effect; just like the 4 Chain \ The 4 Chain which 
is purely a creature of fancy, does not serve any useful purpose towards any 
effect, because it is featureless ; and the appearance of an effect is inseparably 
connected with some feature (or character). Hence it is only an entity, 
which lias the form of a 4 link in tho chain ’ that is capable of effective action, 
—not the imaginary 4 Chain From this it follows that the 4 Activity ’ in 
question having a purely imaginary existence,—there can be no real presence 
of it, either before or after anything, and consequently any notions of the 
distinct 4 states ’ determined upon the basis of such Activity must also be 
imaginary, not real. —(1807-1809) 

Says the other party—“ It may be that the Activity has a purely 
imaginary existence ; and lienee the distinction of the states based thereupon 
may also be only imaginary ;—what is the harm in that ? ”—This is the 
view taken up in the following— 



872 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XXI. 


TEXTS (1810-1815). 

Firstly, the Activity in question consists in ‘ the capacity to throw 
oct Results ’ and is capable op being spoken of ; how can it 

BE SAID TO HAVE AN IMAGINARY EXISTENCE, WHEN THE CAPACITY 
OF THINGS IS AN ENTITY ?— Secondly, THE FORM THAT IS ADMITTED 
TO BE BRINGING ABOUT SUCH EFFECTS AS hurtling, COOktng AND THE 
LIKE,—IS THIS SAME FORM HELD TO BE IN THE * PAST ’, ‘ PRESENT ’ 
AND ‘ FUTURE ’ STATES ?—If IT IS THE SAME, HOW CAN activity, 
inactivity and cessation of activity belong to the entity that 

HAS A SINGLE FORM ?—HOW CAN THESE MUTUALLY CONTRADICTORY 

MODES BE PRESENT in what is only one and undifferentiated ? — 
If IT IS ARGUED THAT—“ BECAUSE IT ABANDONS ONE ‘ STATE ’ AND 
THEN TAKES UP ANOTHER, THAT ENTITY CANNOT BE UNDIF¬ 
FERENTIATED, WHICH PASSES THROUGH THE STATES ”,—THEN THE 
QUESTION ARISES—ARE THESE ‘ STATES ’ DIFFERENT FROM THE 

Entity ?—[The other party answers)—“ No; as in that case, 
the Entity would not be an active Agent. Because it is 
ONLY THROUGH THE EXISTENCE OF THE ‘ STATES ’ THAT THE EXISTENCE 
OF THE EFFECTS IS APPREHENDED.”— (1810-1815) 

COMMENTARY. 

You (Sahantabhadra) have explained that the capacity of entities to 
throw up their effects is what is meant by ‘ Activity ’now, how can this 
capacity to throw up effects have a merely imaginary existence ? That is, 
it can never be so. Consequently the distinction of the ‘ states ’ based there¬ 
upon should also be accepted as real. 

Further, the Form of Fire is found to be one that is capable of such 
efficient actions as those of Burning, Cooking, etc.is this the same that 
continues in the ‘ Past' and othor states ? Or is it different ? If it remains 
the same,—then how can such contradictory properties as 1 activity ’, 

‘ inactivity ’ and ‘ cessation from activity ’ belong to the said form which 
is one and the same, totally undifferentiated ?—And it is only through the 
presence of these properties that the Entity could have such states as the 
4 Future ’, ‘ Present ’ and ‘ Past ’ respectively. If, even in the presence of 
contradictory properties, the ontity remained the same, then all ideas of 
Difference would become uprooted, and the entire universe would have to be 
regarded as one only. And such one-ness would mean that all things should 
be produced together at one and the same time. 

It might be argued that—“ By virtue of the variations undergone in the 
process of abandoning one state and talcing up another,—the Entity in the 
three states is not entirely undifferentiated ”. 

But even so, are these states different or non-different (from the Entity) ? 
This has got to be explained. 

Says the other Party—"They are not differenti.e. they do not differ 
from the Entities.—* Why ? ’—Because, in that case the Entity could not bo 
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an active agent; i.e. it would be inactive ; as through positive.and negative 
concomitance, it lias bcon ascertained that efficient activity (causal efficiency) 
to produce effects belongs to the states only. [Hence by being different from 
the States, the Entity could not be an active agent] —(1810-1815) 

The objections against this last view [that “ the States are not different 
from the Entity ”] are pointod out in the following— 


TEXTS (1816-1820). 

HOW DO THESE PEOPLE ACCEPT THE VIEW THAT THERE IS NON-DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THE ENTITY AND THE STATES ?—THEY (THE STATES), 
NOT HAVING BEEN IN EXISTENCE, COME INTO EXISTENCE AND THEN 
BECOME DESTROYED HOW THEN COULD THEY BE THE SAME AS 

the Entity ?—In the middle ‘ state ’, the Entity is ‘ active ’ 

IN ITS OWN FORM,—THEN, AS THE SAME FORM PERSISTS IN OTHER 
TWO STATES ALSO, HOW COULD * ACTIVITY * AND ‘ CESSATION OF 
ACTIVITY ’ BE THERE IN THESE TWO STATES ?—If IT IS ' ACTIVE ’, 
IN THE FORM OF SOMETHING ELSE, THEN IT CEASES TO BE ACTIVE 
AGAIN.—IF, LASTLY, IT BE HELD THAT THE FlRE AND OTHER THINGS, 

in the Past and Future states, are different from the same 

IN THE PRESENT STATE,—THEN IT IS TRUE THAT THERE WOULD BE 
NO ROOM FOR THE OBJECTION THAT COMINGLING AND CONFUSION 
WOULD BE INVOLVED ; BUT EVEN SO, AS THE ENTITY IN THE MIDDLE 
(Present) state becomes capable of fruitful action only 

WHEN IT COMES INTO EXISTENCE AFTER THE TIME DURING WHICH 
IT WAS NOT IN EXISTENCE, AND AFTER HAVING COME INTO EXISTENCE, 
IT DOES NOT CONTINUE TO EXIST,—THERE WOULD BE NO CONTINUITY 
OF EXISTENCE FOR THE ENTITY.—(1816-1820) 

COMMENTARY. 

How can any one accept the view tliat the states are non-different from 
the Entity ?—No one can accept it.—Because the States come into existence 
after having been non-existent, and after liaving come into existence, they 
become destroyed ;—while nothing like this happens to the Entity ; because 
it has been held to be existent at all times. Under the circumstances, having 
been non-existent, then coming into existence and then ceasing to exist,— 
how could the States bo the same in essence as the Entity ’—They can never 
be so; because, they stand upon entirely different footings.—Otherwise, 
being the same as the Entity, the States also would have to be regarded as 
existing at all times,—just like the nature of the Entity; because they are 
non-different from the Entity ; or (oonversely) the Entity itself would have 
to be regarded as subject to non-existence before existence and so forth,—like 
the form of the States. 
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Even granting the assumption that the States are non-different from the 
Entity,—the objection based upon the attributing to them of mutually con¬ 
tradictory properties still remains unanswered. For instance, when the Entity 
is in the 4 middle ' (Present) state,—is it active in its own form ? Or in the 
form of something else ? 

If it is active in its own form, then, as that same form would be there in 
the Past and Future states also,—how could this fonn of the active entity 
become active and inactive ? 

If it is active in the form of something else, then it ceases to lie active ; 
and hence becomes a non-entity. 

Thus it is clear that it is not right to say that the same form is there in 
the Past and Future states also. 

If then there is some other form (of the Entity) in these States,—then, 
under this view, there would bo no room for the objection that it involves 
the confusion and comingling in the same thing of mutually contradictory 
proportios of Activity and Inactivity,—because the Entity would not be the 
same. But (the other difficulty will remain, that) if the Entity, Fire, which 
is capable of such action as Burning and Cooking, comes into existence after 
having been non-existent, and having come into existence, it disappears,— 
this is incompatible with the doctrine of the permanent existence ot the 
Entity; because there is no continuity of existence.—(1816-1820) 

The following might bo urged— 44 It is true tliat the Entity, not being 
capable of action before it becomes capable of action, and having become 
capable of action, it censes to be so; but oven so, in these Past and Future 
states also the Entity is there all the same, though not capable of action ; 
so that our theory is not incompatible with the idea of the Entity being there 
at all times 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (1821). 

As A MATTER OP FACT, THAT ENTITY ALONE IS REAL WHICH IS Capable 
of action ; hence prom that which is not so in the two states, 

— NO EFFECT CAN PROCEED.—(1821) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Thai alone ’—wliich is capable of action. 

‘ In the two states '—in the Past and Future states. 

4 That which is not so ' —i.o. not capable of action.—(1821) 

The following might be xirged " In the case of such 4 Past ’ ontities as 
the 4 Partial (or divided) cause ’, capacity for action is actually hold to be 
thoro; hence the conclusion that ‘no effect can be produced’ cannot be 
admitted ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (1822-1828). 

Seen a Past Entity would be one that has come into existence, 
NOT HAVING BEEN THERE BEFORE, AND AS SUCH IT WOULD CLEARLY 

be ‘ Present ’, —just like any other 4 Present ’ entity ; also 

BECAUSE IT WOULD BE OCCASIONAL.—If AN ENTITY HAS NO CAUSE, 
IT CAN BE EITHER ETERNALLY EXISTENT OR NON-EXISTENT, 
BECAUSE IT WOULD NOT BE DEPENDENT UPON ANYTHING ELSE. 
That however, which has its existence dependent upon a 
Cause must be called 4 Present —-Then again, other 

PEOPLE HAVE POSTULATED THAT 4 MODIFICATION ’ OF FORM, ETC. IS 
DIFFERENT IN CHARACTER FROM 4 PraTISANKHYANIRODHA ’ (DIS¬ 
SOCIATION from Impurities brought about by transcendental 
KNOWLEDGE), AND OTHER 4 ETERNAL VERITIES ’ ; AND THIS ‘ MODIFI¬ 
CATION * OR EMBELLISHMENT OF FORM AND OTHER THINGS, COMES 
ABOUT THROUGH BlRTH, EXISTENCE, ETC. ; NOW WHAT IS THAT PECU¬ 
LIARITY BY PRODUCING WHICH, BlRTH IS SAID TO BE ‘PRODUCTIVE’ OF 
THE THING ? Is IT SOMETHING UOU-different FROM THE 4 UNBORN * 

form ? Or different from it ? If the Peculiarity is non- 
different from the Form, then there can be no 4 production ’ 

OF IT ; AS IT WOULD, IN THAT CASE, BE THERE EVEN BEFORE THE 

‘ Birth ’, just as after it. As for a different peculiarity, 

THERE CAN BE NO SUCH,—BECAUSE BY REASON OF THIS DIFFERENCE, 
THERE CAN BE NO RELATION BETWEEN THEM. FURTHER, AS IT 
WOULD NOT BE EXISTENT BEFORE, IT WOULD INVOLVE THE NOTION 
THAT THE EFFECT WAS NOT EXISTENT (WHICH IS INCOMPATIBLE 
WITH THE OPPONENT’S DOCTRINES).—SIMILARLY IF THERE WERE 

‘ Reversal of Character ’, 4 Continuance ’and 4 Destruction ’ 

(BROUGHT ABOUT RESPECTIVELY BY THE EMBELLISHMENTS OF 

‘ Decay ’, 4 Stability ’ and 4 Non-eternality ’),—the objections 

BASED UPON THEIR BEING 4 DIFFERENT OR NON-DIFFERENT ’, 4 DECAY ’ 
AND THE REST, WOULD BE APPLICABLE TO THESE ALSO.—(1822-1828) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Jlist like any other present Entity' —i.e. any other Entity whose 
4 present ’ character is not disputed. 

4 Also because it would be occasional' ;—this also goes with 4 it would bo 
Present ’. 

The Reason here put forward cannot be regarded as Irrelevant. Because 
as a matter of fact that thing is called 4 Present ’ which has been produced 
by the Causal Link (or Factor); and what is occasional must owe its birth to a 
Causal Factor ; because for that which has no cause, there are only two condi¬ 
tions possible—perpetual existence or non-existence ; for the simple reason 
that its existence is not dependent upon anything else; hence what is 
occasional must have an existence that is brought about by a Causal Factor,— 
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and thus it becomes established that, that which has its existence brought 
about by a Causal Factor must bo ‘ Prosont *; that is to say, 4 Being Present ’ 
is invariably concomitant with 4 being occasional 

Further, if the Entity is really objectively 4 Past * and 4 Future \ then 
all 4 Embellishments ’ (or Modifications) 'would bo everlasting ; and in that 
caso, tliere would be no difference between Form, etc. and the 4 Dissocia¬ 
tion from Impurities by transcendental knowledge ’ and other 4 eternal 
verities ’. 

It might be argued that it is only the Form and such things as are 
actually found to bo embellished (or modified) that can be regarded 
as ‘modified’—not AkGsha and the other Eternal Verities; so that there 
would be clear difference between Form, etc. and the said 4 Eternal Verities 

This is the view that has been held by other people. 

This however cannot bo right. Because there are four marks of modifica¬ 
tion —(1) Birth, (2) Decay, (3) Existence, and (4) Non-eternality. Among 
these, Birth produces things, Existence leads to their continuance, Decay 
leads to their decadence, and Non-eternality destroys them; hence among 
these, the functions of Producing and the rest havo been held to be present. 

Now the question arises—What is that Peculiarity which Birth produces 
by virtue of which it comes to be spoken of as 4 productive ’ of the Form, 
etc. ?—Is this Peculiarity something different from the Form, etc. ? Or 
non-difforent from them ? These are the only two possible alternatives. 

It cannot be non-dijferent from Form, etc. ; because the Peculiarity in 
question would, in that case, be an accomplished thing even before the 
functioning of 4 Birth ’, and as such it would be incapable of being brought 
about,—just as after its accomplishment; what is already an accomplished 
entity cannot be brought about again; if it were, then there would be an 
infinite regress. 

Nor can a Peculiarity be brought about which is different from the Form, 
etc. ; because as it would be different from them, there could be nothing to 
determine that 4 this Peculiarity belongs to that Form \ For instance, the 
relation between thorn cannot bo that of Identity,—as they are hold to be 
different; if they are not held to be different, then the above objections come 
in. Nor can the relation between them bo that of one being produced by the 
other; as the production of the thing is due to Birth itself. No other kind 
of relation is possible;—those of container and contained being included under 
that of being produced. If then the relation of being produced from it is held to 
subsist between the said Peculiarity and Form, etc.—then, as the Peculiarity 
would be capable of being produced by the Form itself alone, it would be pro¬ 
duced at all times from that alone ; and under the circumstances, what would 
4 Birth ’ do to it 1 —It might be argued that 44 the Form produces the Pecu¬ 
liarity, through Birth ", —The answer to that is that it cannot be right that 
there should bo any dependence upon the Birth which can render no help 
at all. Otherwise it would lead to an absurdity. If the Birth be held to 
actually render some help, then in rogard to this Holp, the question would 
arise as to its being different or non-different and so forth,—just as it arises 
in the case of the Peculiarity; and this would lead to an infinite regress. 
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From all this it follows that if there is difference, then there can be no 
relationship. 

Further, if it be held that the said ‘ Peculiarity ’ did not exist before,— 
then it would mean the acceptance of the view that the effect has been non¬ 
existent (which is inconsistent with the opponent’s doctrines). 

Similarly, if Decay brings about a reversal of character ,—and if Existence 
brings about stability ,—and if Non-eternality brings about destruction ,— 
then the question regarding these—* Reversal etc.—being different or non- 
different, will arise, as it arose in connection with Birth ; and all the objections 
then urged would.be applicable in the case of these also.—( 1822 — 1828 ) 

TEXTvS (1829-1830) 

These, ‘ Birth ’ and the rest, are productive of their effects, 

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LIMITATIONS OF THEIR NATURE ; 

AND THIS CAPACITY OF THEIRS IS THERE BEFORE AS WELL 
AS AFTER ; THIS POTENT FORM THUS BEING THERE AT 
ALL TIMES, WHY SHOULD THEY NOT PROCEED 
WITH THE ACTIVITY IN KEEPING WITH THEIR 
NATURE ? AT THE STARTING OF SUCH 
ACTIVITY THERE CAN BE NO LIMITA¬ 
TION ON THE ‘ STATES ’.— 

(1829-1830) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, the capacity of 1 Birth ’ and the rest to produce their effects 
is limited to their respective capacity ; and this capacity of theirs is there at 
all times ; hence they should produce their effects at all times. It cannot be 
urged that there is absenco of the ‘ Causal Factor * (which prevents the 
production). Because tho Causal Factor also is there at all times. Thus 
then, as Birth and the rest would be producing their offects in the ‘ past ’ 
and ‘ future ’ states also,—one and tho same 4 state' should include all the 
States, of which thus there need bo no division.—(1829-1830) 

TEXTS (1831-1832). 

Further, would the ‘ Past ’ and other entities be momentary, 
or not ?—If the former, then there is the same absence 
of restriction.—The ‘ Moment ’ that is born becomes 
the ‘Present’,—that which, on being born, 
becomes destroyed, becomes the ‘ Past — 

AND THAT WHICH IS YET TO BE BORN BECOMES 

the ‘Future’.—(1831-1832) 

COMMENTARY. 

Again, are tho Past, Present and Future things momentary or not ? 
Those are the two alternatives.—If the former,—if they are momentary.— 
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then there is the same absence of restriction.—The next sentence—* The 
Moment, etc. etc.' shows this same absence of restriction.—(1831-1832) 


TEXT (1833). 

If, on the other hand, the said things are not momentary ,—then 
THAT GOES AGAINST YOUR DOCTRINE ; UNDER YOUR DOCTRINE 
IT HAS BEEN SHOWN THAT ALL MODIFICATIONS 

ARE MOMENTARY.—(1833) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the other alternative is accepted—that the Past and tho rest are not 
momentary—then it goes against your doctrine.—The term * Krtanta ' 
stands for SitMh&nla, accepted doctrine.—The doctrine referred to is that 
" all modifications are momentary \—(1833) 


TEXT (1834). 

The view in question is opposed to Reason also : If the things are 

EXISTENT, THEY MUST BE MOMENTARY, LIKE PRESENT THINGS. 

The Invariable concomitance between these two 

TERMS HAS BEEN ALREADY ESTABLISHED 

BEFORE.—(1834) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, the view in question does not go against your own doctrine 
only, it is opposed to Reason also. For instance, whatever is existent must 
be momentary,—like the Present thing,—the Past and the Future are existent 
—hence they must be momentary. Previously—under the treatment of the 
Momentary Character of things (under Chapter VIII) the Invariable Con¬ 
comitance of this Probans (Being existent, with the Probanduro, Being momen- 
tary) has been established. Hence it cannot be said to be * Inconclusive * 
(Doubtful). Further, * existence ’ is characterised by capacity for effective 
action ;— what is not-momentary is not compatible with effective action, either 
successive or simultaneous ;—and when there is no effective action, there 
must be cessation of existence also, which is characterised by effective action. 
Thus Existence becomes excluded from where the Probandum (momontariness) 
is absent.—(1834) 
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TEXTS (1835-1840). 

Are these ‘ Past ’ and 4 Future ’ things capable of effective 
action ? Or not ?—If they have that capacity, then they 

MUST BE REGARDED AS ‘ PRESENT ’, LIKE OTHER ‘ PRESENT ’ THINGS. 

— If the 4 Past ’ and the 4 Future ’ are not regarded as 4 Pre¬ 
sent \ THEN THEY MUST BE DEVOID OF ALL CAPACITIES,—JUST 
like the 4 Sky-lotus ’.—The A kasha and other 4 non-produced ’ 

(ETERNAL) THINGS ARE OPEN TO THE SAME OBJECTION ; HENCE THESE 
CANNOT SERVE TO MAKE OUR REASON 4 INCONCLUSIVE ’.—IN THE 
CASE OF ALL ENTITIES, THEIR RESTRICTED CAPACITY FOR EFFECTIVE 
ACTION MUST BE DUE TO SOME CAUSE ; IF IT WERE WITHOUT A CAUSE, 
EVERYTHING WOULD BE USED FOR EVERYTHING. In FACT, THE 
RESTRICTED CAPACITY FOR EFFECTIVE ACTION MUST BE BROUGHT 
ABOUT BY A CAUSE; AND THERE IS NO OTHER CHARACTERISTIC 
FEATURE OF THE 4 PRESENT ’ THING. In THE CASE OF THE 4 PAST * 

and 4 Future * also, the said capacity is there fully complete, 

ACCORDING TO YOUR VIEW ; WHEREFORE THEN SHOULD NOT THE 
CHARACTER OF THE 4 PRESENT ’ BE ATTRIBUTED TO THEM ?—(1835- 

1840) 


COMMENTARY. 

Further, there are the two alternatives—those Past and Future things 
are capable of effective action—or not capable.—If they are capable, then, 
the capacity being there, the tilings must be regarded as ‘ Present —like 
those things whose 4 present ’ character is not disputed. The argument 
may be thus formulated—Things that are capable of offcctive action must 
be regarded as Present,—as those things whose 4 present ’ character is not 
disputed,—and the Past and Future things are capable of effective action ; 
hence there is this Reason based upon the nature of things, which provides 
the Reductio ad absurdum .—The Probans cannot be said to be 4 Inconclu¬ 
sive ’; because the absence of the 4 Present ’ character in the Past and Future 
tilings would imply the absence of all capacities,—just as in the 4 sky-lotus 
—The argument may be thus formulated :—Things that arc not-‘ Present' 
are also nol-efficicnt for any action,—e.g. the 4 sky-lotus —and the Past 
and Future things are not 4 Present *; hence there is perceived in them the 
absence of the wider character. 

Nor can this argument be said to be 4 Inconclusive in view of the three 
4 eternal verities '—Akasha, Pratisai\khyu-nirodha and ApralisankhyS- 
nirodha ,—which do not undergo modifications ;—because these also are 
included under the Minor Term (Subject of the Syllogism). 

Thus there is no ground for the Reason being regarded as * Inconclusive ’ 
(or Doubtful). 

Then again, the restricted capacity for effective action that there is in 
entities, must be admitted to be due to some cause; otherwise, if it were 
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without cause, then there could be nothing to restrict it; and the capacity of 
things would, in that case, not be restricted (or limited); with the result that 
each and every thing would be utilisod in bringing about each and every 
effect. Thus it cannot be right to restrict the officioncy of the eternal veri¬ 
ties, Akiisha and the rest. Consequently they do not supply the ground for 
regarding the Reason as ‘ Inconclusive \ 

Nor can it bo urged that the former Reason is one whose presence in 
the contrary of the Probandum is open to suspicion ; because the efficiency 
that pertains to a particular efficient activity,—the birth of which is duo to 
causal factors,—is what characterises the 4 Present'; and this characteristic 
of the 4 Present ’ is present intact in the Past and Future tilings also ; hence, 
thore being no other basis for this, why should those be not regarded as 
‘Present’ ’—(1835-1840) 


TEXT (1841). 

AS A CONSEQUENCE OF THIS, ALL ATTEMPT TO ATTAIN HEAVEN AND 
Final Beatitude would be futile; as no fruit is 

FOUND THAT COULD BE ATTAINED BY 
EFFORT.—(1841) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, for the man for whom the Past and Future are actually 
present,—tho fruit of aots also would bo there at all times ; hence any effort 
to attain Heaven'or Final Beatitude would be futile ; as there would be 
no fruit that could be attained by effort,—what would be the efficiency of 
the Austerities and Penances that constitute 4 effort ’ ?—It might be said 
that 44 they would have tho efficiency to produce the desired results ”.— 
That would mean that the said 4 Production ’ of Results is something that 
was not thoro bofore and has come about now.—But even so, what is it that 
would be efficient ’ And wherein would it bo efficient ?— 44 The efficiency 
would lie in making tho results ' present ’ ”.—What do you moan by 4 making 
them present ’ ?—If it means 4 bringing them to another place then the 
thing becomes eternal, as it would remain for all time.—How too could there 
be any such 4 bringing' in the case of Sensations, etc., which are immobile ? 
Even so, this 4 bringing ’ would be something that did not exist before, but 
lias now come into existence. 

4 Heaven ' stands for the place on the summits of mount Mini .— 

* Apavarga', 4 Final Beatitude’, stands for Deliverance;—the 1 Samsarya ’ 
of these is their attainment .—The 4 effort ’ for this consists in Observances 
and Austerities.—(1841) 
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TEXT (1842). 

If, ON THE OTHER HAND, THE PaST AND FUTURE THINGS ARE HELD TO 
be without the capacity for effective action, —then, on that 
GROUND ALONE, THEY WOULD BE non-existent, —LIKE 
the ‘ Sky-flower —(1842) 

COMMENTARY. 

If then the second alternative view (proposed under Text 1836) is accepted 
—that the Past and Future things are devoid of capacity for effective action, 
—then, in that case, for that very reason,—of being devoid of capacity 
for effective activity, —they would have to be regarded as ‘ non-existent ’, 
like 4 sky-flowers ’; as the only, characteristic of ‘ non-existonco ’ consists 
in the absence of all capacity. —(1842) 

Having thus adduced arguments in favour of the view that the ' Past ’ 
and the ‘ Future ’ do not exist, the author proceeds to rofute the arguments 
that liave been put forward in support of the view that they do exist:— 


TEXT (1843). 

AS REGARDS THE REASONS THAT HAVE BEEN ADDUCED, THEY MUST RESIDE 

IN THINGS ; AND UNTIL THESE THINGS ARE ESTABLISHED, THE 

Reasons cannot be admitted.—Or else, on account 
of the ‘ Present ’ character being established, 
the said Reasons are ‘ contradictory 

—AS GOING AGAINST THE NATURE 

of the Subject.—(1843) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ Reasons ’ meant here are those adduced by the other party, under 
the Text 1790 ; these are ‘Inadmissible in regard to their substratum’; 
because the things in which they are said to reside aro the Past and Future 
things, and it has been shown that those do not exist; as has been said— 
‘ if the thing is not thore, its property cannot be there ’. 

Even if the said things existed, as they have been proved to have the 
4 Present ’ character, the Reasons in question would be proving something 
contrary to the very nature of the Subject ; and as such/ they would be 
4 Contradictory ’.—(1843) 

Question :— 44 If that is so, then how is it that Buddhist writers have 
declared the Past and Future Forms, etc. to bo included among the 4 states ’ ? 
The Past and Future character of non-entities like the Hare’s Horns is never 
tried to be determined ”. 

Answer :— 
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TEXTS (1844-1845). 

That form which, having come into existence, has ceased to exist, 

HAS BEEN DESCRIBED AS * PAST ’ ; AND THAT WHICH IS TO COME 
WHEN THE CAUSAL FACTORS ARE COMPLETE HAS BEEN 
DESCRIBED AS ‘FUTURE’.—If THE ‘EXISTENCE’ OF THIS 
WERE INSISTED UPON, THEN THEY MUST BE 
REGARDED AS ‘ PRESENT ’ ; THIS IS WHAT HAS 
BEEN JUST PROVED ; AS THE ONLY 
CHARACTERISTIC OF THE * PRESENT ’ 

is that it should be existent. 

-(1844-1845) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(1844-1845) 

Question: —“ How is it that the presence of Form, Sensation and the rest 
has been attributed to these ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1846). 

When Form, etc. are attributed to the Past and Future things, 
it is through imposing upon them their past and future 
conditions ; and not in reality.—(1846) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tam dosham ’—that condition.—(1846) 

Question :—“ How is it then that Cognition has been declared to rest 
in two substrates ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1847). 

When the Seer of Truth declared that Cognition proceeds from 

TWO CAUSES,—THIS TEACHING WAS IN VIEW OF THE 

Cognition with an object.—(1847) 

COMMENTARY. 

Cognition is - of two kinds—-with object (objective) and without object 
(purely subjective). It is in reference to the Cognition with Object that 
Cognition has been taught by the Blessed Lord, as being based upon two 
substrates.—(1847) 

Question :—“ How is it known that there is Cognition without Object 
also’ ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (1848). 

In the case of the cognitions of ‘ Eternal things ' God ’ and so 

FORTH,—THERE IS NO OBJECTIVE BACKGROUND J AS WORDS AND 

Names are devoid of the forms of those.—(1848) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ And so forth ’, includes such other assumed things as Primordial 
Matter, Time, etc. 

No such idea should be ontertained as that these cognitions have their 
objective background in the words ; this is what is meant by the words— 
‘ As Words and. Names, etc. etc. ' —What is meant is that the ‘ form ’ of God— 
such as Eternality, Being the Cause of all things and so forth,—that is 
envisaged in the said cognitions,—of that form, the Word or the Name 
is entirely dovoid,—which Word or Name does not undergo any modification. 

The term 4 Gdi ' in 4 shabdanamadi ’, is meant to include the contingent 
cause (of Cognition), postulated by other people, in the shape of the Reflected 
Image of tilings.—(1848) 

Question :— 44 If then there is Cognition without object also, then how is 
it called 4 Cognition ’ ? Because 4 Cognition ’ stands for that which apprehen/Is 
things ; and when there is nothing to be apprehended , how could the cognition 
be there ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1849). 

It is called ‘ Cognition ’ only by virtue of the presence of the 

NATURE OF ' CONSCIOUSNESS ’ ; AND THIS ‘ CONSCIOUSNESS ’ 

ALSO CONSISTS IN THE COGNITION BEING not-dark 
which IS deduced from its being 
luminous.— (1849) 

COMMENTARY. 

44 The presence of the nature of Consciousness also is not possible without 
cognition ” ;—in answer to this it is added—‘ And this Consciousness, etc. 
etc .'— 4 Sd ’ stands for the presence of the nature of Consciousness ;-^ 4 asya ’— 
i.e. of the Cognition.— 44 What is it ? ”—It consists in the Cognition being 
not-dark ; only, on account of there being nothing else to be illumined by 
it, and also of the absence of any other source of illumination, the Cognition 
is of the nature of Light itself,—like the Light diffused in the atmosphere ; 
and it is by virtue of this luminosity that it is called 4 Cognition ’.—(1849) 

Question 44 How does the past act bring about its fruit ” ? 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (1850). 

What brings abodt the Fruit is the cause of fruition,—not 
ANYTHING ‘ PaST \ In FACT, THE FRUIT IS HELD TO PRO¬ 
CEED FROM THE ‘ CHAIN ’ OF COGNITIONS IMPRESSED 
BY THE ENTITY (WHEN PRESENT).—(1850) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Impressed' —i.e. rendorod capable of producing the fruit, through the 
long series of ‘ causal factors —(1850) 

Question :—“ If that is so, then how is it that the Blessed Lord has 
declared that—‘ Thoro is Karma, which decays, is obstructed and becomes 
modified ’ ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1851) 

In VIEW OF THE SAID IMPRESSION BEING ATTRIBUTED TO THE ‘ SERIES 
OF COGNITIONS ’, THE LORD HAS SAID THAT « THERE IS Karma \ 
WHICH ASSERTION IS FIGURATIVE ; AS THE PRINCIPAL 

(of the Debt) is said to be ‘not des¬ 
troyed (lost) ’.—(1851) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ BhaklyS ' —Figuratively. 

When in the case of a Debt, when the accrued interest has become 
equal to the Principal, the Principal actually disappears ; yet it is said to be 
‘ not lost In the same way the Karma, Act, also, though past and 
gono, is spoken of as ‘ not gone and destroyed ’.—(1851) 

Question :—“ What was the purpose for which the Teaching was given 
in figurative language ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1852). 

The matter has been explained in this way by the Teacher, for 
the purpose of removing the notion of the utter annihila¬ 
tion (of past Acts). Otherwise, how could he 

EXPLAIN THE TEACHING IMPARTED IN THE 
Aphorism declaring the ‘ Void ’ ?—(1852) 

COMMENTARY. . 

If it were declared that * the Past act does not exist ’, it might be under¬ 
stood that there is non-existence oi that potency to produce the fruit which 
had been set going by the past act; and the disciples would come to take 
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t»p the view of the utter annihilation of the Past and its Effects ; it is in viow 
of this possibility that the Lord has said that 1 the Act persists 

‘ Otherwise ’—if the Past really persisted,—then how could wo explain 
the teaching in the aphorism where we are taught that ‘ in reality all is void ’ ? 

As a matter of fact, when the Eye is produced, it does not come from any¬ 
where ; similarly when it is destroyed, it does not go away to any other place ; 
what happens is thatafter having beonnot in existence, it comes into existence, 
and liaving come into existence, it again becomes non-existent.—It might be 
urged that—“in the Present state, it comes into existence, after having 
not been in existence 1 That is not so ; because the ‘ State * is not any¬ 
thing different from the entity (Eye); as is cloar from the assertion that these 
same (things) are the ‘ States ’ and they exist as such.—If it be meant that— 
“ not having been itself, it becomes itself ” ;—then it would be established 
that there can be no ‘ future * Eye.—Further, if the Modifications are always 
there, the Cause and Effect would not bo there ; which would mean that there 
is no fixed Truth; and this would imply the absence of the two paths of 
' Repression ’ (Purification) also ; and thus the four Truths being non-existent, 
there would be no possibility of True Knowledge, Renunciation, Direct 
Intuition and Meditation. These being not there, there would be non¬ 
existence also of the Pudgalas (Bodies) which are near about the regions 
whore the Fruit of Acts come about. This would put an end to all Teaching. 
—From all this it follows that the assumption of 4 Past * and 4 Future ’ 
tilings is not wholesome.—(1852) 

It lias been asked by the Opponent (under Text 1789)—“ How .have 
Mystics distinct cognitions of the Past and Future ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1853-1856). 

The Mystics cognise that form of the ‘Present’ thing which, 

DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY, HAS BECOME EITHER AN EFFECT, OR A 

cause ; subsequently, they follow it up with conceptual cogni¬ 
tions, WHICH ARE PURELY COMMON (SECULAR) IN CHARACTER, AND 
WHICH ARE REALLY WITHOUT OBJECTS (WITHOUT A REAL OBJECTIVE 
back-ground).—Thus it is that, on the basis of the said past 

AND FUTURE SERIES OF CAUSES AND EFFECTS, PROCEED ALL TEACHINGS 
REGARDING THE PAST AND THE FUTURE.— As FOR THE Tathdgata 

Himself, His teachings proceed without circumlocution ; 

BECAUSE THE SERIES OF HlS COGNITIONS ARE ENTIRELY DEVOID 
OF TnE WEBS OF CONCEPTUAL CONTENT.—(1853-1856) 

COMMENTARY. 

It hag become the 4 Effect ’ in relation to the 4 Past —and 4 Cause ’ 
in relation to the 4 Future 
10 
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‘ VikalpdnugatOimabhih i.e. with Conceptual (Determinate) Cognitions. 

‘ Really without objects' because the Specific Individuality of things 
cannot bo envisaged by Cognitions associated with verbal expressions. 

* Tat * —Thus, Therefore. 

On the basis of the Past and Future series of Causes and Effects,— 
proceed all teachings regarding the Past and the Future,—from such Mystics 
as have not yet readied the Purest (Highest) stage. 

As regards the Biassed Lord Himself, He does not even liave the purely 
secular cognition,—bocause He is always calm and collected on account of 
the destruction of all Illusion and Ignorance ; and all tliat is Conceptual is 
the product of Ignorance and Illusion. This has been thus declared 
• Conceptual Content itself having assumed the form of Ignorance proceeds to 
impose its own form in the shape of tho External world ’.—So that, under 
the influence of the whole mass of His previous Meditations. Piety and 
Knowledge, His nature lias become like that of the Ohint&maiyi-gem ; hence 
His teacliings proceed without circumlocution of any kind.—(1853-1850) 


End of Chapter XXI. 



CHAPTER XXII. 

Lokdyata—Materialism 

COMMENTARY. 

[In the Introductory Text, 4] the Truth has been spoken of as * without 
beginning, without end —The Author proceeds to set forth arguments in 
support of this view, starting with the criticism that lias been urged against 
it:— 


TEXT (1857). 

“ I F THERE IS NO ENTITY THAT HAS CONTINUITY OF EXISTENCE, THEN 
THERE CAN BE NO ‘ OTHER WORLD *, BECAUSE THERE IS 
NOTHING THAT COULD BELONG TO THE 
‘ OTHER WORLD (1857) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ No entity ’—like tho Soul, etc.—The ‘ Soul ’ has been already rejected ; 
hence it cannot be 1 continuous ’, simply because it does not exist at all ; 
as for the Cognition and other entities, they are all momentary, and it has 
been proved in tho Chapter on ‘ The Three Points of Time ’ that there can 
be no continuity of these.—(1857) 

‘ The Body, otc. might appertain to tho other world.’ Tho answor to 
that is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1858-1859). 

“ The Body, the Cognition, the Sense-organs and the rest being 

DESTROYED EVERY MOMENT,—THEY COULD NOT PERTAIN TO THE 
OTHER WORLD ; AND THERE IS NOTHING ELSE THAT IS 
ADMITTED (BY YOU, BUDDHISTS). HENCE CONSCIOUS¬ 
NESS MUST BE REGARDED AS PRODUCED FR03I, 

OR MANIFESTED BY, CERTAIN MATERIAL SUB¬ 
STANCES,—JUST LIKE FERMENTED ACIDS, 

LIQUORS AND SUCH THINGS.”— 

(1858-1859) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term ‘ and the rest ’ includes Feeling (Vedana) Name-conception 
(Sanjhd) and Mental Faculties (SamsMra ). 
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‘ There is nothing else that is admitted ’—in the shape of the * Soul \ 

Thus tliis turns out to be the assertion of the view of the Lokuyala 
(Materialist). His aphorisms read as follows “ There being nothing that 
could belong to the other world, there can be no other world ;—there are four 
material substances, Earth, Water, Fire and Air ; and from these proceeds 
Consciousness ”. 

Some commentators upon these aphorisms offer the explanation that 
Consciousness is produced out of the material substances; others explain 
that it becomes manifested by them. Hence the author has mentioned 
both these views—‘ produced or manifested \ 

‘ Shukta ’—is fermented acid. 

* Surd * —is intoxicating liquor. 

‘ And such things ' —is meant to include things having the effect of making 
people unconscious and so forth.—(1858-1859) 


An objection is raised—‘ As a matter of fact, Consciousness (or Cognition) 
is always produced on the basis of such causes as the Eye and other Sense- 
organs, and Objects, in the shape of Colour (Forms);—this fact is too well 
known. How then is it said that Cognition proceeds from those material 
substances ? ’ 

The (Materialist’s) answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (1860). 

“ The names ‘ Body ‘ Sense-organ ’ and so on are applied to 

PARTICULAR COMBINATIONS OF EARTH AND OTHER MATERIAL 
SUBSTANCES ; THERE IS NO OTHER REALITY THAN 

THESE.”—(1860) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Lokdyata-Sdtra —“ It is to the combination of these that the 
names * Object ’ and ‘ Sense-organ ’ are applied ;—the Sense-organ, etc. have 
no existence apart from the Great Material Substances ;—the idea of those 
appear only in regard to the combinations of these; —and 4 combination ’ 
has no existence apart from the combining elements ;—these four Material 
Substances aro well known by direct Perception.—Apart from these, there 
is no other Reality, equally well known by direct Perception ;—and apart 
from Perception, there is no other Means of Cognition, which could prove the 
existence of the 4 other world ’ and such things ”,—(1860) 
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TEXTS (1861-1862). 

“There can be no relation of Cause and Effect between the 
two Minds (Consciousnesses) under dispute—because 
they subsist in different bodies,—just like the 
consciousness of the Cow and the Consciousness 
of the Horse.—Cognitions (Consciousness) 
cannot be the effects of the Cogni¬ 
tion (Consciousness) in question,— 
because they are Consciousness, 

—like Consciousness con¬ 
nected with another 
' Series —(1861-1862) 


COMMENTARY. 


“ Further, if the Mind that existed in the past body were the cause of 
the Mind (Consciousness) in the body now bom,—and the Mind in the dying 
body were the cause of the Mind in the future body,—then, inasmuch 
as there would be no cessation in the continuity of the Mind, the existence 
of the ‘ other world ’ might be postulated. As a matter of fact, however, 
there can be no relation of Cause and Effect between the said two Minds 
in dispute,—because they reside in different bodies,—just like the Cognition 
of the Cow and the Cognition of the Horse. 

“ Or, the produced Cognitions maybe made the ‘Subject’,—in regard 
to wliich there is denial of the idea of their being produced by the last cognition 
in the past (dead) body ;—the ‘ Probans ’ being the same as before, ‘ because 
they are cognitions ’ ;—the ‘ Cognitions appearing in other Series ’ supply 
the Corroborative Instance. 

“ The argument may be formulated as follows :—The (present) Cognition 
cannot be produced by the last Cognition in the Past body,—because it is 
Cognition,—like the Cognition appearing in another Series;—the Cognitions 
appearing in the Body in question are all Cognitions ;—hence there is 
approhension of what is concomitant with the contrary ; inasmuch as ‘ being 
cognition ’ is concomitant with the contrary of 1 being produced by the 
Cognition in the last Body in question ”.—(1861-1862) 

The idea of the ‘ previous birth ’ has thus been denied by the Materialist; 
he proceeds to deny the ‘ future birth ’ :— 
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TEXT (1863). 

“The Dying Consciousness of the man beset with Affections 

CANNOT BRING ABOUT THE CONTIGUITY OF ANOTHER MlND 

(or Consciousness),—because it is Dying Conscious¬ 
ness,—just like the Dying Consciousness of the 
Person free from the ‘Afflictions’ (Passions 
and Impurities) ”,—(1863) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The Dying Consciousness cannot bring about another Consciousness,— 
because it is Dying Consciousness—like the dying Consciousness of the 
* Arhat \ (the Person free from the Afflictions (of Passions, etc.) —(1863) 


Question :—How then does the Consciousness (Mind) come about ? 
Answer :— 


TEXT (1864). 

“ From this it follows that the right view is that Consciousness 
proceeds from the Body itself which is equipped with 
the Five Life-breaths— Prana, Apana and the 
rest ;—as has been declared by Kambalash - 
vatara.” —(1864) 


COMMENTARY. 

The SQtra is—“It is from the Body itself, etc.”—which has been 
pronounced by Kambaldshvatara. —(1864) 


An objection is raised—Even before the Body has been completely 
formed, and while it still exists only in the form of the foetus, etc.,—Con¬ 
sciousness is already there, though in latent condition ; and this Consciousness 
is known as being produced by the Consciousness in the past body; then 
how can it be asserted that it proceeds from the Body itself only ? 

The answor to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (1865-1868). 


“ TO ASSERT THAT CONSCIOUSNESS RESIDES IN THE FCETUS, ETC. IS SHEER 
AUDACITY ; NOTHING CAN BE COGNISED AT THAT STAGE, AS THE 
SENSE-ORGANS ARE NOT THERE J AND CONSCIOUSNESS CAN HAVE 
NO FORM OTHER THAN THE COGNITION OF THINGS J IT IS FOR 
THIS SAME REASON THAT THERE IS NO CONSCIOUSNESS IN 
THE STATE OF SWOON. NOR CAN CONSCIOUSNESS EXIST 
THERE IN THE FORM OF A LATENT POTENCY; BECAUSE 

no Potencies can exist without a substratum; 

AND AS THERE IS NO SOUL THAT COULD BE THAT 
SUBSTRATUM OF CONSCIOUSNESS, THE BODY IS THE 
ONLY SUBSTRATUM POSSIBLE FOR IT. So THAT 
AT THE END, WHEN THE BODY HAS CEASED 
TO EXIST, WHEREIN COULD THE CONSCIOUS¬ 
NESS SUBSIST ? ”—(1865-1868) 


COMMENTARY. 


“ The Sense-organ and the Object are the cause of the birth of Oonscious- 
nessbecause Consciousness consists only in tho apprehension of things ; at 
the fcetus-stage of the Body, neither the Sense-organs nor the Objects are 
there ; how then could there appear the effect of these, in the form of Con¬ 
sciousness ? Thus it is proved that on account of the absence of the Cause, 
there can be no Consciousness, even in a swoon.—Such is the upshot of the 
whole. 

“It cannot be right to assert that at that stage the Consciousness is 
there in the state of latent Potency. Because at that stage, thoro is no sub¬ 
stratum for such a Potency, oither in the shape of the 4 Soul ’ postulated by 
the Naiyayika, or in that of the 4 Chain of Cognitions ’ (postulated by the 
Buddliist); and Potency cannot be there without a substratum. Hence it 
follows that on the ground of sheer capacity, the Body alone can be the 
substratum of Consciousness. For the simple reason that there is nothing 
else that could be the required substratum,—either in the shape of the 
4 Chain of Cognitions 4 or the 4 Soul \ Consequently, at tho end when the 
Body dies, the substratum in tho shape of the Body having ceased to exist, 
how could the Consciousness exist without a substratum ? 

44 Thus it is proved that there can be no Future. BirfA. 44 —(1865-1868) 
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TEXTS (1869-1871). 

“ When the other Body has not been seen, how can it be under¬ 
stood THAT THE REQUIRED SUBSTRATUM IS THE BODY THAT IS 

BORN SUBSEQUENTLY ? HOW TOO COULD THE CONSCIOUS¬ 
NESS, RESIDING IN DIFFERENT BODIES, BE RELATED 
TO THE SAME ‘ CHAIN OF COGNITIONS ’,—BEING LIKE 

the Consciousness of the Elephant, the Horse 

AND OTHER ANIMALS ?—FOR THESE REASONS, 

AS THE SUBSTRATUM OF CONSCIOUSNESS. 

YOU HAVE EITHER TO SEEK FOR A 
BEGINNINGLESS AND ENDLESS 
TRANSMIGRATING PERSONAL¬ 
ITY,—OR ACCEPT PURE 

Materialism. ”— 

(1869-1871) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ It might be argued that—the Consciousness would be subsisting in that- 
intermediate body which would be produced immediately after death ”.— 
But that cannot, be right.; because no such intermediate body has ever 
been seen appearing immediately after death ; and there can be no certainty 
regarding the existence of what, lias never been seen; as such a tiling is always 
regarded as non-existent. 

Nor can it be right for the Consciousness of one ‘ chain ’ to subsist in 
another body ;—as in that case the character of boing related to the same 
* chain ’ would .be lost;—just as in the case of the Consciousness of the 
different animals, Elephant, Horse and so forth. 

“ The argument may be formulated thus :—Consciousness appearing in 
different bodios cannot belong to the same 1 chain ’,—like the Cognition of 
tho Elephant and that of the Horse,—the Consciousness subsisting in the 
dead body and that subsisting in the succeeding Intermediate Body subsist 
in different bodies ; hence there would bo tho possibility of the apprehension 
of what is contrary to tho wider conception ;—but as a matter of fact, there 
is no such apprehension ;—hence the contrary must be true. That is, wliat 
are related to the same ‘ Chain ’ cannot subsist in different bodies,—e.g. the 
Consciousness of the Elephant does not subsist in the body of the Horse ; 
—the Consciousness of every person is related to the same ‘ Chain ’ ;—hence 
there is apprehension of what is concomitant with the contrary; because 
‘ being related to the same Chain ’ is invariably concomitant with ‘ sub¬ 
sisting in the same body’, which is contrary to ‘subsisting in different 
bodios 

The words—‘ For these reasons, etc. etc. ’—recapitulates the Materialist’s 
view. 

‘ Adi ’—is birth, beginning ;—‘ nidhana ' is destruction, end ;—that 
which has neither beginning nor ond is ‘ beginningless and endless '. 
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Or, accept pure Materialism* ;—this indicates the Lok&yata-Sutra .— 
‘ There is no one related to the other world ; hence there can be no other 
tvarld'.— (1869-1871) 

The following Texts answer the above arguments (of the Materialist): 


TEXTS (1872-1877). 

AS REGARDS THE * OTHER WORLD THERE IS NO SUCH ‘ OTHER WORLD 

APART FROM THE ‘ CHAIN OF Causes and Effects, IN THE FORM OF 
Cognition and the rest What is spoken of as ‘ the other 

WORLD ’ OR ‘ THIS WORLD THAT IS ONLY BY WAY OF A CERTAIN 
LIMIT PLACED UPON THE SAID * CHAIN ’ WHICH IS BEGINNINGLESS AND 
ENDLESS.—WE REGARD IT TO BE THUS, IN THE SAME WAY AS PEOPLE 
ADDICTED TO THE PLEASURES OF THE PERCEPTIBLE ONLY ASSUME THE 
« OTHER WORLD ’ TO CONSIST IN SOME OTHER PART OF THE COUNTRY.— 
If what you are denying IS THE ‘ OTHER WORLD ’ DIFFERENT FROM 
THOSE JUST MENTIONED,—THEN THE ATTEMPT TO PROVE THAT 
DENIAL IS FUTILE ; AS THERE IS NO DISPUTE (BETWEEN US) REGARDING 
THE NON-EXISTENCE OF SUCH ‘ OTHER WORLD — Objection “ THE 
Chain being a non-entity, it cannot have different states ; 

HOW THEN CAN THE ‘ OTHER WORLD ’ CONSISTING OF THESE, BE 

anything real ? "—Answer— There is nothing in this ; what 
are denoted BY the term ‘ chain * are the members of the chain, 

SPOKEN OF COLLECTIVELY BY THAT TERM FOR THE SAKE OF BREVITY ; 
—JUST LIKE SUCH TERMS AS 4 FOREST ’ AND THE LIKE.—(1872-1877) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is the ' other world ’ which you are denying ? Is it something 
different from the Chain of causes and effects, consisting of Cognition and 
the other four ‘ Phases * (Skandhas) ? Or is it tliis same Chain ? 

The former cannot bo right; as no such 4 other world ’ has been ad¬ 
mitted. In fact, there is nothing apart from the Chain of Causes and Effects, 
in the shape of Cognition and the rest,—which could be accepted. What is 
actually regarded as the ‘ other world ’, or ‘ this world \ or the ‘ previous 
world’,—is only bv way of a certain limit,—in the form of a hundred 
years or so—placed"upon the said Chain of Cognition, etc., which is without 
beginning and without end. This is exactly as you (Materialists), who are 
addicted to merely perceptible pleasures, apply the name 4 othor world ’ 


* [This use of * nastikatd ’ is to be notod ; os it affords another indication of 
the truth that •ndstika’ is not the same as ‘Atheist*; ‘ ndstikatS', as wo find 
here, is the view that denies the other world. This is in agreement with the View 
• of Vdtsydyana, who also sums up the ‘ Ndstika ’ view in the words • Ndstt dtmd 
nasti paralokah \ * There is no Soul, there is no other world.') 
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to some other part of this same visible world ; as is declared in such asser¬ 
tions as ‘ The Man is only so much as is perceptible of the senses ’; and again, 
‘ The other icorld consists in another place, or another time or another state '. 

If, on the other hand, the ‘ other world ’ that is denied is something 
different from the said Chain of causes and effects in the shape of Cognition, 
etc., —then, as such a conclusion is already admitted (by both parties), any 
proving of it would bo futile ; as no such 4 other world ’ is postulated by us. 

An objection is raised—“The Chain being a non-entity, any State 
that is attributed to it must also be a non-entity ; under the circumstances, 
the 4 other world ’ based upon such limitation could not bo real 

Answer —This does not affect our position. What the term 4 Chain ’ 
denotes are the members of the chain, which are entities ;—these being spoken 
of, for the sake of brevity, and expressed collectively and simultaneously, 
by the one name 4 Chain *; just in the same way as the Dhava and other 
trees (which are real) are spoken of collectively as ‘Forest’ (though the 
Forest as such is not a real entity).—(1872-1877) 

Question :—" If it is so. then how was it that the Chain was spoken of 
as a non-entity under Text 1807. where the Chain or Series has been declared to 
be 4 illusory ’ (unreal) ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (1878-1885). 

It is because it is conceived as ‘ ONE ’ (composite), and is feature¬ 
less AND INCAPABLE OF BEING INDICATED EITHER AS THE Same, OR 

as different (from the component members of tiie Chain), 
—that the Chain nAS been regarded as a ‘ non-entity ’:— 
JUST LIKE THE 4 LINE OF SKY-LOTUSES —AS IT IS, WHY CANNOT THE 
Chain be accepted as being without beginning and without 
end ?—If [it had a beginning and] the first member of the 
‘ Chain ’ consisted of the first cognition, —this could be held 
TO BE EITHER (1) 4 WITHOUT CAUSE \—OR (2) AS PRODUCED BY AN 
ETERNAL CAUSE,—OR (3) AS ETERNAL BY ITSELF,—OR (4) AS PRO¬ 
DUCED FROM ANY SUBSTANCE,—OR (5) AS PRODUCED BY ANY OTHER 
Cognition.—(1) The first cognition would appear at the very 

INCEPTION OF THE FCETUS, AND IT COULD NOT COME ABOUT WITHOUT 
CAUSE ; BECAUSE OTHERWISE, ITS EXISTENCE, WHICH IS ONLY OCCA¬ 
SIONAL, WOULD BE QUITE THE REVERSE- (EVERLASTING).—(2) NOR 
COULD IT BE BROUGHT ABOUT BY SUCH ETERNAL CAUSES AS MlND, 

Time, Space, God, Soul and so forth ; because on that very 
ACCOUNT IT SHOULD BE ETERNAL.—(3) On ACCOUNT OF THE ABSENCE 
OF THE SAID ‘ ETERNAL EXISTENCE ’ IT WOULD BE SHEER AUDACITY 
TO ASSERT THAT THE COGNITION IS ONE AND ETERNAL; AS DIFFERENCE 
IS CLEARLY PERCEIVED AMONG THE COGNITIONS OF COLOUR, SOUND 
AND OTHER THINGS.—(4-5) NOR COULD IT BE PRODUOED FROM, OR 
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MANIFESTED BY, THE MATERIAL SUBSTANCES—EARTH, FlRE, WATER 

and Air; as, in that case, all Cognitions would be simul¬ 
taneous ; AS the other party regard these substances as of 

PERMANENT FORM ; AND THE IDEA OF A PERMANENT THING RE¬ 
QUIRING THE HELP OF AUXILIARIES HAS BEEN ALREADY REJECTED. 

-(1878-1885) 

COMMENTARY. 

That 4 Chain ’ which has been postulated as one has been found to be 
incapable of being indicated as the same as, or different from, the members 
of the Chain, and on that ground, it has been regarded as a 4 non-entity ’ 
just like the 4 Series of sky-lotuses ’; and we do not base our notion of the 
‘ other world ’ upon the states of any such one 4 Chain ’.—If it is this 4 Chain 
of Cognitions, etc.’, called the 4 other world ’, which you are denying,— 
then, it cannot be right to deny this 4 other world ’ on the basis of the denial 
of the very form or existence of the said 4 Chain ’ ; because what is actually 
perceived cannot be denied. All the denial that could be made of it would be 
with regard to its qualities of beginninglessness and endlessness.— But why 
cannot these— endlessness and beginninglessness — be accepted ? 

If beginninglessness is denied, and the first cognition at birth is held to 
be the first cognition (the beginning),—then this initial cognition would be 
either (1) without cause,— or ( 2 ) produced by an eternal cause, like an eternal 
Cognition or Cod and so forth,—or (3) it would itself be eternal—or (4) 
it would be produced from any Substance,—or (5) produced by a Cognition 
appearing in another 4 chain ’.—These are the five alternatives possible. 

If each cognition in the chain were the effect of another previous cognition 
in the same Chain,—then alone could the Chain be beginmngless, not 
otherwise. That is why the Author has set forth these alternatives that are 
possible (under the idea of the Chain being not beginningloss,—and then to 
show the untenability of every one of these alternatives). 

(1) The first alternative cannot be accepted; as under that view the 
Cognition would have permanent existence. Things are occasional only 
when they are dependent upon other things, and what is without cause is 
not dependent upon anything,—why then should it cease to exist ? 

(2) Nor is the second alternative tenable; as for that same reason it 
would be eternal. Effects become non-existent only by reason of the absence 
of their cause; when the cause is present in its perfect form, you have to 
explain whv the effect should not come about. 

(3) Nor can the third alternative be-accepted.—^ 14 Why ? Because of 
the absence— of permanent existence.—The same absence is further emphasised 
by the words- 4 It ivould be sheer audacity, etc. etc.'.— This point* out the fact 
of the Opponent’s Proposition being contrary to perceived facts. 

(4) The sentence 4 Nor could, etc. etc.' rejects the fourth alternative. 

‘ K?oni ’ is Earth.—This alternative is open to the same objections us t e 
second one-that it proceeds from the Eternal God, etc. ; because the four 
Major Elemental Substances are held by the other party to be etemal—It 
will not be right to urge that- 44 the production of the Cognition from an 
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Eternal Cause would be possible as it would be dependent upon auxiliary • 
causes ” ;—because it has been thoroughly established that an eternal cause 
cannot depend upon an auxiliary, as it can render no help to it.—(1878- 
1885) 

[The refutation of the fifth alternatives follows under Text 1893.1 

TEXT (1886). 

[f THE OTHER PARTY ASSERT THAT “ THESE ELEMENTAL SUBSTANCES 

are momentary (not eternal) ”,— THEN, in that case, why 

CANNOT THEIR OWN DOCTRINE BE REGARDED AS 
• REJECTED BY THIS ?-(1886) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the four Major Elemental Substances are described by the other party 
as momentary, —with a view to escape from the objections urged above.— 
then also, there are objections against him.—This is what is meant. 

[These objections—against the view tliat Cognition proceeds from the 
elemental substances, Earth, etc.—are now set forth in detail.] 

For instance, there is nothing to prove that between Cognition and the 
Body (made up of the material substances), thore subsists the relation of 
Cause and Effect,—on the basis whereof the \isage of the other party could 
be justified. This argument may be thus formulated:—When there is no 
evidence in support of a certain thing having a particular character, no sane 
man should treat that thing as being of that character;—for instance, one 
should not treat Fire os cold ;—there is no evidence in support of the presence 
of a causal relation between the Body and Cognition.—hence the wider pro¬ 
position is not available.—Nor can the Reason be held to bo ‘ inadmissible ’. 
Because the caiisal relation is always based upon Perception and Non-appre¬ 
hension ; and as such, it can be ascertained through particular positive or 
negative concomitance (Premiss).—not by mere perception or non-perception. 
When the fact of a certain thing being the effect of a particular cause is going 
to be ascertained through positive concomitance, what is to bo found out is 
if the thing in question is one which is perceptible and which, being not seen 
before, is seen when the other thing (the Cause) is seen;—otherwise, if it 
were not found out if the thing is perceptible and was not seen before, —then it 
might be thought that the thing (Effect) might have been there even before 
the Cause appeared, or it might have gone to some other place. So that 
there would be nothing in the idea of the Tree and such other things, which 
liave boon existing before the cause in question, being the cause of the effect 
concerned. This possibility becomes averted by noting that the effect is 
one that could be perceived and is yet not perceived ; as this condition is 
not fulfilled in the case of false causality. In this way the fact of a certain 
thing being the effect of a certain cause becomes ascertained through positive 
concomitance.—In the ascertainment of the fact of a cortain thing being the 
effect of a certain cause through negative concomitance, it has to be found 
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out what is that thing during the absence of which the effect in question 
does not appear, even though other efficient causes are there; otherwise, 
if all that were acoertained were that it does not appear when the other is 
absent, it would be doubtful if that particular cause is really efficient enough to 
bring about that effect; as other causes efficient for that purpose ore also 
absent; so that it might be conceivable that—“ these latter are the real 
causes of the effect; and it is the absence of these to which the absence 
is due ; and as for its absence also during the absonce of this other tiring 
(which is intended to be the cause),—that may be a mere accident; just as in 
the case of the absence of date-palm, which grows in a place where the 
‘ Matrvivdha ’ (?) generally grows, during the absence of this latter. Hence 
the qualification, •* other efficient causes being present \ has to be added.— 
It is in this way that it is fully ascertained that the thing in question only 
can be the cause of the offect concerned ; its absence being duly followed (by 
the absence of the effect). There is no such following of the absonce of any¬ 
thing which renders no help in the bringing about of the effect; if it did, it 
would lead to absurdity.—Thus it is only through positive and nogative con¬ 
comitance that the rolation of Cause and Effect can bo ascertained, not in 
any other way. . 

There is no such positive or negative concomitance between the Body 
and the Cognition. For instance, there can be no certainty regarding the 
positive concomitance betwcon one’s own Body and Cognition; because in 
the Fcctus, before the appearance of the Cognition, the Body alone is not 
perceived; nor is it perceived apart from the Cognition. As regards the 
Body of another person also, the Cognition is not one that could be per¬ 
ceptible ; and hence there is no perception of any order of sequence. Hence 
there can bo no certain idea of positive concomitance.—Nor can there be 
any certainty regarding negative concomitance ; it is possible to know that 
when one’s own body is absent, his own cognition also is absent,—because 
the man himself is absent; but it can by no moans be ascertained that in 
the absence of another man’s body, his cognition also is absent. Because 
that man’s cognition not boing perceptible, even on the absence of his body, 
thoro may be doubts regarding the absonce of his cognition. It is for this 
reason that, even in the case of Trees, though tho Body is not there, it is 
not certain that tho Cognition is not there; as in this case also there will 
be the suspicion that its presence is not amenable to perception. It cannot 
be right to be certain of absence on the basis of the absence of vibration, etc., 
as it is not necessary that causes must necessarily produce their effects. It 
would be always a matter of doubt whether the absence of Cognition in the 
Tree is due to the absence of the Body or to the absence of its Cause in the 
shape of the absence of Desire which would be the cause of its having a 
particular body. 

Thus the Reason adduced by us is not ‘ inadmissible ’. 

Nor is it 4 contradictory ’ ; as it is present in all cases where the Pro- 
bandum is known to bo prosent. 

Nor again can it be ' Inconclusive ’ ; os that would lead to incongruities ; 
and also it would mark the objector as being devoid of intelligence. 
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Question :—“ What is there to prove that the contrary of the Proposition 
‘ The Body cannot l>o the cause of the Cognition ’ is not true ? ” 

Answer: —This has no force ; as the proof is there; for iustance, that 
‘ the Body cannot be the cause of tire purely subjective Cognition ’ is going 
to be proved under Text 1930—‘Mental Consciousness is independent, self- 
sufficient, otc. etc.’; specially as it is this subjective Consciousness itself which 
serves as the dominant cause in bringing about the contact of other bodies ; 
which shows that it is not dej>ondent upon the present body; and thus it is 
that the existence of the ‘ other world ’ becomes established. 

Then again, the Body may be the Cause of the subjective Consciousness. 
But would it be so in the form of the single composite whole,—or in diverse 
forms, in the form of an aggregate of atoms ?—Would it be the cause along 
with tho sense-organs ? Or without the sense-organs ? Would it be the 
material (constituent) cause ? Or the contributory cause ?—Those are the 
alternatives possible. 

Now, the Body, as a single composite whole, cannot be the Cause of 
Cognition;—as the very idea of the 'composite whole ’ has been already 
rejected. And also bocause such an idea would militate against the notion 
that the cause consists of tho Four Major Elemental Substances ; as a single 
thing could not have four forms ; ns, if it did, then there would be an end 
of all notions of ‘ plurality \ 

Nor can the Body in the form of tho aggregate of atoms be accepted 
(as the Cnuso of Cognition). Will the Cause consist of the Atoms severally or 
collectively ? It cannot be severally ; ns in that case tho Cognition would 
arise from each one of tho atoms, just as the sprout arises from every one of 
the seeds. Nor could it bo collectively; as in tliat case, the defect in any¬ 
one of the limbs—like the Nose for instance,—would lend to the contingency 
of no Cognition being produced at all; just as the defect in even one of the 
various ingredients of the Cause of the sprout,—in the shape of the soil, 
for instance,—makes it impossible for the sprout to appear. In fact, when¬ 
ever an effect is dependent upon a concatenation of cause-conditions, it does 
not come about, when oven one of those conditions is absent; if it did, it 
would not be dependent upon thorn.—It might be held that “ all the atoms 
are tho cause of Cognition, according as they happen to be in proximity ”.— 
But in that case, there should be some difference between the effect as pro¬ 
duced by a perfect cause and that produced by a defective cause; as the 
two causes would be different; otherwise the distinction in tho cause would 
be pointloss. As a matter of fact, when a cause that has been perfect in all 
its parts happens subsequently to be defective in certain parts, there is not 
found any difference in the subjective Cognition at all; and this is duo to 
the fact that the impressions of past auditory and other cognitions con¬ 
tinue intact.—It is only in the case of Animals, like the Elephant for instance, 
that there are changes in the subjective Consciousness, not in the case of 
human beings ; the animals in the infantile stage of the body are dull, while 
those that have acquired a larger body are cleverer ; the improvement and 
deterioration of the Cause, in this case, are found to bring about improve¬ 
ment and deterioration in the Effect; hence when, between two things. 
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the changes in one do not lead to changes in the othor, one cannot be the 
Effect of the other ; otherwise there would be absurdity; and the changes in 
the Effect would be without cause. 

Nor can the othor alternative view be accepted, that the Body along with 
On Seme-organs is the cause of subjective Consciousness.—For, here also, would 
the subjectivo Consciousness proceed from each of the sense-organs severally ? 
or from all of them collectively ?—It could not proceed from each severally ; 
because it is found that oven after the disappearance of the Sense-organs one 
by one, the subjective Consciousness comes in all right. For instance, oven 
when the motor-organs have become disabled by Paralysis and other diseases, 
the subjective Consciousness remains intact and enjoys a porfect state of 
existence. And when between two things, the clianges in one do not bring 
about changes in the other, one cannot be the Effect of the other ; otherwise 
there would be incongruities. Further, under the view under consideration, 
subjectivo Consciousness would have to be regarded as (a) apprehending 
only particular things, (ft) as being free from conceptual content (indeter¬ 
minate), (c) as being dependent upon the presence of the object,—just like 
the Visual and other sense-cognitions ; because it would have the same cause 
as these latter; and also because there would be the possibility of several 
conceptions appearing at the same time. 

Nor can the other alternative viow be accepted,—that “ Subjective 
Consciousness proceeds from all the sense-organs collectively " ; as in that case, 
there could be no Subjective Consciousness, even when one of the Sense- 
organs would be absent (disabled); just like the absence of the Sprout on the 
absence of oven one of its contributory causes. 

Nor can the othor alternative view be accepted—that “ Subjectivo 
Consciousness proceeds from the Body without the Sense-organs ”. As 
under that view, it would be possible for the said Consciousness to procood 
from the Hand and such other parts of the body even when sovered from the 
Body. If it wore held that a qualified Body is the cause,—then it would 
come to this that the cause consists of the Body as along wiOi the Sense- 
organ*s; as no qualified Body can bo shown other than the Body with the 
Sense-organs. 

Nor again can the view be accepted—that “ the Body is tho material (con¬ 
stituent) cause of Subjective Consciousness —Because that particular cause 
is accepted as tho ' Material Cause ’ of a certain Effect which is found to 
fulfil the two conditions—viz. : ( 1 ) that it helps, by its presence, the entire 
nature of the Effect embracing all its peculiar features, and (2) that tho 
Effect undergoes no change except upon changes in the said Cause; as is 
found in the case where the Clay is held to be the ‘ material cause ’ of the 
Jar as it passes successively through all the modifications proceeding from the 
clod of clay to tho finished product called ‘ Jar \ It is for this reason that 
when one desires to modify a cortain thing he modifies it by modifying its 
material cause,—not in any other way. When an antecedent Material Cause 
is thoro without having its potency impeded in any way,—no one can impede 
the appearance of the subsequent Effect going to be produced. For instance, 
in the case of tho Jar, no modification can be made in the effect to be 
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produced, without having brought about a ‘moment’ in the Clay incapable of 
further efficiency. In fact, in the bringing about of all modifications, the 
process is the same—that of producing of a ‘ moment ’ (entity) incapable 
of producing another ‘ moment ’; if it were not so, nothing could be directly 
contrary to anything. If such direct modification wore possible, then, as 
the Cause, so the effect also could bo modified directly by itself,—not through 
the bringing about of a like modification in its material cause.—It is true 
that in the case of the Lamp,—there is a modification brought about in its 
outspreading light by putting up an intervening screen without modifying 
the Light at all; but in this case the Lamp is not the direct Material Cause of 
the Light; each Light-moment is tho cause of the Light-moment that 
follows it; so that what happens is that the screen brings about a modifica¬ 
tion in the shape of a ‘ moment ’ devoid of further causal efficiency, and 
thereby practically destroys the Light at that point-—In a case whore a 
thing is modifiod without modifying an entity, it is not a case of Material 
Cause ; when, for instance, the Cow is modified without modifying the Cavaya. 
—In the caso in question, however, it is found that, without modifying the 
Body, the Subjective Consciousness is subjected, by wrong-doing, to modifica¬ 
tions, such as evil intentions and the liko. So that here there would be 
apprehension of something contrary to the wider premiss (that there can be 
no modification in the effect without modifications in the Cause ;—if the 
Body were regardod as the Material Cause of Subjective Consciousness). 

Objection '“ When there is modification in the Body, in the shape of 
being well-nourished and strong,—which is brought about by good food,— 
there is actually perceived a modification in the Subjective Consciousness, 
in the shape of Love and Hatred, etc.” 

What does it matter if such modification is seen ? This alone does not 
make our Reason inadmissible. For example, all that is meant by us is 
that, when between two things, the modification of one is possible without 
modification of tho other, then tlie one cannot be the Material Cause of the 
other. It is quite possible that under certain circumstances, without any 
modification in tho Body, there is modification in the Subjective Conscious¬ 
ness by wrong-doing. Consequently why should our Reason be ‘ inad¬ 
missible ’ 1 But on the basis of occasional stray instances of modification 
(of the Subjective Consciousness due to modification in the Body) it cannot 
be right to regard the one as the Material Cause of the other. As, in this 
way, the object also might become tho Material Cause (of Cognition). For 
instance, when one sees such disgusting things as the blood of the tiger, etc., 
there appears a modification in the mind of a cowardly person, in the shape of 
suxton and so forth; and yet this does not make the said Subjective Con¬ 
sciousness a material effect of that blood. Again, when the Mind is beset 
with vascillations due to love or grief and such causes, there come about 
certain modifications in tho Body; and on the basis of this the Body might 
come to bo regarded as having the Mind for its Material Cause. What is a 
fact is that when the modification of one thing always follows tho modifica¬ 
tion of another, then alone can the one be rightly regarded as the Material 
Cause of the other. Modifications of the Mind in the shapo of Love, Hate, etc. 
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do not always follow from the strength and vigour of tho Body; as it is not 
found to follow in the case of the vigorous man who has attained wisdom. 
Conversely, oven a man or an animal with a weak body and poor development, 
who happens to have no opportunities for sexual and other indulgences, has 
his mind beset with much Love and Hate, etc. And when one tiling comes 
about in the absence of another tiling, ono cannot be rightly regarded as the 
Cause of the other. If it were so regarded, there would lie incongruities. 
Love and Hate, etc. do not proceed directly from the Body ;—the absonco of 
opportunities for sexual and other indulgences being tho necessary interven¬ 
ing conditions. For instance, when the Body is quite vigorous, there is a 
pleasure felt in the contemplation of pleasurable sensations; in such cases, 
the man, who has a body and a soul and has his mind besot with the notion 
of impermanence attaching to Pleasures and their Means,—sometimes feels 
that what obstructs his pleasure doos him good as well as liarm ; and 
thence follows the idea of the two alternatives of loving (the benefactor) 
and hating (the obstructor); thence follow (respectively) good-will and 
ill-will; from all this proceed the notions of Ploasure and other tilings.— 
All tliis is well-known through positive and nogative concomitance. In fact, 
it is only when the Mind is liappy and at poace that Love is found to appear ; 
and it is often found not to appear when the Body is vigorous. From all 
this it follows that vigorousnoss, etc. of the Body cannot be the cause of 
Subjective Consciousness. 

From all this it also follows that, on account of its affording no 
direct help, tho Body cannot bo the Contributory Cause of Subjective 
Consciousness ; because in the case of the Sprout, it has been found that 
tho Contributory causes are only those that have a direct bearing upon it,— 
o.g. the Soil, Moisture, etc. If it were not so, there would be incongruities. 
Love and otlier feelings therefore must bo regarded as proceeding from tho 
awakening of an antecedent homogeneous seed. As for vigorousness of the 
Body, youth and so forth, these are found to give rise to Love, etc. by 
enlivening the improssions of the past, in men who have had no practice at 
meditation and are hence without the requisite wisdom. 

Even granting that sometimes tho Body has a direot bearing upon 
Subjective Consciousness, when this latter proceeds from its own material 
cause ;—even so, it does not follow that it ceases upon the cessation of the 
Body. For instance, even on the cessation of Fire, tho Jar does not cease 
to exist, because it lias proceeded from its own material causes ; so this does 
not affect our view adversely.—Nor is the Reason ‘ Inconclusive ’; for, if 
it were, then there would be incongruities.—Nor again is the Reason ‘ Con¬ 
tradictory ’, as it is present in all cases where the Probandum is known to 
be present. 

Thus it is proved that the Body cannot bo tho Material Cause of Subjective 
Consciousness nor can it be the Contributory Causefrom all which it 
follows that Subjective Consciousness proceeds from preceding cognitions 
ono after tho other occurring in the same 4 Chain ’. 

The following argument might be urged :—“ When any two things are 
found to be invariably concomitant with one another (always found to exist 
11 
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together), they must bo regarded as Material Cause and Effect; as in the case 
of tho Lamp and the Light; there is such invariable concomitance between 
the Body and the Subjective Consciousness ;—henco this is a Reason based 
upon tho nature of things 

Tho Reason adduced here is ‘ inadmissible ’ for one or the other party. 
Because in certain cases, where the Mind-essence is devoid of material form, 
Subjective Consciousness is present even though thero is no body.—-Nor does 
the argument put forward quite prove what is meant to be provod ; as on 
tho same grounds Subjective Consciousness might be regarded as the Material 
Cause of tho Body. 

The Reason adduced is ‘ Inconclusive ’ also ; as the said concomitanco 
is possible even when the cause is different; as between Fire and fluidity of 
(melted) Copper. For instance, it is only with Fire as tho contributory cause, 
that Copper produces Fluidity,—not otherwise ; similarly, in tire case in ques¬ 
tion, the Fcotus, which is tho material cause of the Body, produces the next 
body, which is the contributory cause of Subjective Consciousness ; so that the 
concomitance between the Body and the Subjective Consciousness is not 
due to the one being the material cause of tho other;—to this extent, tho 
Reason adduced is ‘ Inconclusive ‘ Doubtful ’. 

The following might bo urged :—“ Even though the Subjective Con¬ 
sciousness appearing subsequently proceeds from each proceeding Con¬ 
sciousness (cognition),—yet that which appears for the first time must have 
procooded from the Body ; hence it cannot be regarded as beginningless ”. 

This is not right. There is no proof in support of such an assumption,— 
as has been explained already.— It cannot be said that “ there is no proof to 
the contrary either ” ;—because there certainly is proof to the contrary. For 
instance, if the Mental Cognition (Subjective Consciousness) were once at 
the outset produced out of the Body and then subsequently came to be pro¬ 
duced out of oach preceding homogeneous Cognition,—then for ever after¬ 
wards it would be produced out of preceding homogeneous cognitions,—and 
never out of heterogeneous cognitions produced through the Eye and other 
organs ; when once the Smoke has been produced by Fire, it is nover, later 
on, produced from anything not homogeneous to itself. As a matter of 
fact. Mental Cognition is not always found to bo produced by Mental 
Cognitions only; it is found to be produced by any Cognition that happens 
to go immediately before it;—when one thing has been found to appear 
immediately after another thing, the former cannot be held to proceed from 
anything other than the latter ; as in that case, it would liave to be regarded 
as boing without cause. As regards Mental Cognition, it is found to appear 
immediately after tho visual and other cognitions; hence it becomes 
established that it can follow from any Cognition without restriction. 

Further, if it is only at the earlier stage that tho Body is tho material 
causb of the Mental Cognition,—and not at tho later stagos,—then why should 
it not proceed entirely independently of the Body ? It is not right that it 
should depend upon the Body which does not help it in any way.—It might 
bo urged—“ In your case also, where one cognition is preceded and brought 
about by another cognition, why should not the Cognition proceed by itself 
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alone ? ”—There can be no force in this, as it does so proceed; as in the 
case where the Mind-element is without material embodiment; when a 
Cognition wants another Cognition, it is dependent upon that; this is only 
natural and should not be objected to.—If it is held that “ at the later stages 
also the Body does help the mental Cognition ”,—then there would be the 
incongruity of several chains of Cognition proceeding at once; as the Body 
which is the Material Cause of the other Cognition would bo present there in 
its efficient form and would be productive of the same. Because whichever 
Cognition is produced from the Body sets going its own * chain of cognitions ’ 
which is different from the other Chains ; in tlxis way therefore for a single 
person there would be issuing forth, at every moment, innumerable ‘ Chains 
of Cognition ’. But such is novel- found to be the case. 

It might be argued that—“ when tho Body helps the Cognition at the 
later stages, it does not help as its Material Cause; it is only as a Contri¬ 
butory Cause that it helps the Mental Cognition that has been produced out 
of itself as the Material Cause, in bringing about each of its succeeding effects ; 
so that the Body helps, as a contributory cause, and the Cognition does not 
function entirely independently of the Body at any stage.” 

Tlus also cannot be true. When one thing is known to be productive 
of another thing in a certain way, it cannot produce it in any other way; 
as there is no difference in the conditions. For instance, the Light, having 
served as productive of visual Cognition as its basis, does not produce it in 
another way; as has been thus declared—‘ Apart from apprehensibility , 
there is no other characteristic of the apprehensible thing ; Colour and other 
things cannot otherwise bo helpful to the Cognition \—If it were not so, 
thore could be no certainty regarding the difference and non-difference of 
tho Effect from tho character brought about by its Cause; as it would not 
be following in the woke of tho help rendered by it; and this would mean 
that the Effect is without a Cause. 

• Then again, at the first stage,—apart from tho Body being directly pro¬ 
ductive of the Cognition,—you have not noticed in it any other character of 
the Material Cause. What you have apprehended is merely the fact of its 
being a directly contributory cause. And as this is present at the later 
stages also,—why should it not be the Material Cause at those stages 
also ? Otherwise, as at the later stagos, so at tho first stage also, it may not 
be the Material Cause at all; as the conditions are the same. 

It will not be right to argue that—“ At tho later stages also, it is the 
Body itself which, along with the preceding Cognition, would be the Material 
Causo of each succeeding Cognition —Because the possibility of its being 
such a Material Cause has been already rejected in detail; and also because 
in that case, the first initial Cognition also would have to bo regardod as 
preceded and produced by another Cognition. 

It is for these reasons that even under the view that material substances 
are impermanent, the following objection urged by the Teacher, remains 
applicable — 1 If the Cognition, once produced from the Body, becomes res¬ 
tricted to its own kind, through something olse, then why should there bo 
cessation of the Efficient Body ? ’ 
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From all tliis it follows that. Mental Cognition (Subjective Consciousness) 
is without beginning. Or it may be understood that all Cognition, without 
exception, is without beginning. Because if the Cognition had a beginning, 
then, when the Cognition would appear first of all, would it be Sensuous 
Cognition or Mental Cognition ?—It could not be Sensuous Cognition ; 
because in the caso of men asleop, or in a swoon, or with mind elsewhere,— 
even though the Sense-organs are thore, the Sensuous Cognition does not 
appear, on account of the absence of the mental functions. Hence it is 
understood that the Sense-organs alone cannot be the cause of Sensuous 
Cognition; they can be so only through the help of a particular functioning 
of the Mind ; and it should be so understood because the causal relation 
between tilings is always determined by positive and negative concomitance. 
—When too one thing lias been ascertained to bo produced, at first, from a 
certain other thing,—it cannot obtain appearance before that from any third 
tiling; as such appearance would be without a cause; as for example, if 
Smoke were held to proceed from non-fire. When the Sensuous Cognition 
has come about first of all, it does so only through a favourable mental opera¬ 
tion ; hence it becomes established that the Sense-organ alone can nevor bo its 
cause; otliorwiso it would be without a cause ; this is an argument that annuls 
the said view. 

Nor can the first Cognition be a Mental Cognition (the second alternative 
put forth on bottom of p. 530 of the Sanskrit Text). As a matter of fact, it 
never appears independently by itself in reference to anything not appro- 
liended by tho senses ; if it did, there would be no deaf or blind persons.— 
Even if it did appear so,—it should be explained if it would be conceptual 
(determinate) or non-conceptual (indeterminate) ?—It could not be con¬ 
ceptual ; whenever Conceptual Thought operates it operates always as asso¬ 
ciated with verbal expression, expressive of the concept; because it is always 
found to appear in the form of an internal (unexpressed) verbal presentation; 
and this expressive verbal form of the Conceptual Thought could proceed 
either (a) from the comprehension of Convention,—or (6) from the fact of 
Word in the expressive form being a property of the Cognition itself, like 
the form of consciousness,—or (c) from the comprehension of the moaning 
of tho Word. These are the only alternatives possible. 

(а) It cannot be true that it proceeds from the comprehension of Con¬ 
vention ; because the Convention lias not yot been comprehended. 

(б) Nor can the second alternative bo accepted ; becauso tho essence— 
form—of the Word is twofold—‘ Specific Individuality ’ and ‘ Universal \ 
Of these the 1 Specific Individuality ’ of the Word is always apprehended 
in an inexpressive form; hence on that basis, the Cognition coxild (not) be 
conceptual (determinate). Nor is it a property of the Cognition itself, as it 
always appears as something external, like the Blue and other objects. If 
then, it were the property of the Cognition itself, then the Bluo and other 
things also might be the property of the Cognition itself ; as there would be 
nothing to distinguish between the two cases. In that caso the entire universe 
would be mere Cognition, and not a modification of Material Substances. 
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Objection :—“ According to the view that Cognition has forms, the Blue 
and other things are of the very essence of the Cognition, and it is these that 
appear as external ; what then is it that is meant by the assertion that 
‘ because they appear in the external form they cannot be properties of the 
Cognition ' ? ” 

True ; but the very fact of Cognition appearing in a form tainted by the 
external object leads us to conclude that it forms the essence,—not of the 
Cognition, —but of the external object; as therein lies its own essence. In 
the Cognition it appears only on account of certain circumstances and is 
purely adventitious. 

From all this it follows that the Word in the form of ‘ Specific Individual¬ 
ity ’ cannot be expressive ; nor can it bo the property of the Cognition itself. 

As regards Word in the form of the * Universal \—though that is expres¬ 
sive, yet it cannot be a property of the Cognition itself; because it is tacked 
on, not to the Cognition itself but, to that which is comprehended on the 
hearing of the Specific Individuality of tho Word appertaining to the external 
thing. The ‘ Universal ’ of one thing cannot be tacked on to another tiling ; 
if it were, tlien thero would bo incongruities in the Cognition ; as in that caso 
the Universal ‘ Cow ’ could be tacked on to the Horse. And until the thing, 
in tlie shape of the Specific Individuality has been apprehended, it is not 
possible to tack on to it that property which is expressive; for tho simple 
reason that Properties are always dependent upon the Objects to which they 
belong, and as such cannot be apprehended by themselves. And the tiling 
in tho form of ‘ Specific Individuality ’ cannot bo apprehended by conceptual 
thought; as this latter always envisages the ‘ Universal ’. Hence it becomes 
established that all Conceptual Thoughts have their source in the awakening 
of the Tendencies created by tho beginningloss apprehension of 1 Specific 
Individualities \ 

(c) Nor, lastly, could the fact of tho conceptual thought having the 
form of the expressive Word be duo to the comprehension of what is expressed 
by the Word. Because words do not subsist in the object ; nor are they of 
the nature of objects ; for if they were so, they could be understood by the 
unlearned also ; and it would, in that case, be impossible to apply words to 
tilings according to one’s own choice. 

Further, though all objects are similar in so far as they aro impermanent, 
yet Conceptual Thought cannot envisage them all at one and the same time ; 
as each Conceptual Thought appears only in respect of certain well-dofinod 
objects with special forms, as differentiated from other forms. Hence the 
Cause that is pointed out should be through a conceptual thought tliab 
appertains to a single form. Such a cause cannot bo indicated to be any 
other except Repeated Practice; as is found in the case of ,tho Conceptual 
Thoughts appertaining to dead bodies (?). Thus then as thfc Conceptual 
Thought proceeds through previous repeated practico, it becomes proved 
that the Conceptual Cognition is without beginning. 

Nor can it be right to accept the alternative (set forth on p. 53, line 7 
of the original) that ‘ the first Mental Cognition (or Subjective Consciousness) 
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is non-conceptual '.—Because under that view there would never be any Con¬ 
ceptual Cognition at all.—It might bo argued that—“ in the mannor explained 
before, it could appear later on on the basis of Conception ”.—But that can¬ 
not. lie ; so long as the man rests upon non-conceptual cognition, he canno t 
set up any Convention. Because no Convention can bo set up until the 
Universal Word or the Universal Thing figures in the Cognition ; what 
does figure in the Cognition however is the Specific Individuality, and no 
Convention can be made either in relation to it or upon its basis ; because 
it is meant for the purposes of Usage, while the Specific Individuality that is 
seen at the time of the Convention can never be present at tho time of usage ; 
consequently it has to be admitted that there is Conceptual Thought before 
the Convention is made relating to the Specific Individuality. And tliis is 
not possible without repeated experience; so that there also it becomes 
established that the Cognition in question is without beginning. 

Then again, if it is not admitted that ‘ the first Cognition at birth is 
due to the continuity of tho impressions loft by the repeated experiences of 
previous lives —then, how would you account for the idea in the new-born 
babe,—even among animals—of a certain thing being a source of pleasure 
and another a source of pain ? It is by virtue of such ideas that it seeks for 
the mother’s breasts which it regards as a source of pleasure, and it cries 
out when it does not find it, or having iound it suddenly stops crying and 
proceeds to feod itself. Certainly during its present life, the baby 1ms never 
experienced the fact of the breasts being the means of allaying the pangs of 
hunger. Nor has it had any experience of falling from a precipice being a 
source of hurt and pain; and yet even the newborn young of the monkey 
becomes afraid of death and the suffering caused by falling from a hoight, 
and, on account of that fear, clings more strongly to the mother’s arms; and 
also avoid the place where there is a precipice. Until people have had 
somo actual experience of things bringing pleasure or pain, they never in¬ 
variably seek to obtain tho one and avoid the other. If they did, there would 
be an absurdity.—The example of the Iron boing drawn to the Magnet 
cannot be properly cited in tliis connection; because that attraction is not 
without cause ; if it were without causo, then it would always be there. If 
then it has a cause, it is the Magnet that is pointed out to be the cause on 
the basis of positive and negativo concomitance ; and some similar cause 
will have to be found for the action of the child in securing and avoiding 
certain things. No such cause can be indicated, apart from repeated ex¬ 
perience. Hence it becomes established that the action of children in seeking 
to obtain and avoiding certain things is due to repeated past experience ; and 
that, on this account, the Cognition must bo without beiginning. 

It is for these reasons tliat tlie author is going to indicate other objections 
applicable id common (to all the views of the Materialists)—under Texts 1930 
and 1940 below.—Hence we desist from further details. 

Further, if tho Churvdkas admit the momentary character of things, then 
their own doctrine,—that Material substances are everlasting—becomes 
upset.—( 1886 ) 
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TEXTS (1887-1888). 

[The Materialist might say]—“ Let the doctrine be upset ; we 

ACCEPT THE VIEW THAT ALL THINGS ARE DECIDEDLY MOMENTARY, 
BECAUSE IT IS A REASONABLE VIEW SUPPORTED BY ALL 
KINDS OF REASON —If YOUR LOVE FOR REASON IS 
SO GREAT THAT YOU HAVE NO REGARD FOR YOUR 
OWN DOCTRINE,—THEN YOU SHOULD ACCEPT 
ALSO THE MORE REASONABLE VIEW 

that 4 Primary Elemental Sub¬ 
stances DO NOT EXIST AT 
all i(1887-1888) 

COMMENTARY. 

If you accept the momentary character of things, because it is in accord¬ 
ance with Reason, then you should accept the doctrine that 4 Ideas alone 
exist \ which is still more reasonable ; because reasonableness, which is your 
criterion for acceptance, is present in this case also.—(1887-1888) 


Question :—“ How so ? ” 
Answer :— 


TEXT (1889). 

The Primary Elemental Substances cannot exist in the form of 
composite wholes, nor in the form of Atoms ; because there 

CAN BE NO CONJUNCTION OF ATOMS,—AS IS GOING 
TO BE EXPLAINED.-(1889) 


COMMENTARY. 

* Ti?am '—of the Primary Elemental Substances. 

• Going to be explained under the next chapter on the Examination 
of the 4 External World ’.—(1889) 


Question :— 44 If the said elements do not exist, then how is it that they 
figure in Cognitions ? ” 

Answer :— 


TATTVASANORAHA : CHAPTER XXII. 


908 


TEXT (1890). 

Not having any real external form, they figure in Cognitions 

ONLY THROUGH THE FRUITION OF DISPOSITIONS ; JUST AS DURING 
DREAMS ; THEY DO NOT APPEAR ANY¬ 
WHERE ELSE.—(1890) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Anywhere else \—i.e. apart from Cognition.—(1890) 

Question :—“ How then is it that people and the scriptures speak of the 
Earth and other Elemental Substances ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1891). 

All these four Primary Elemental Substances are assumed on 
THE BASIS OF WHAT APPEARS IN COGNITION,—JUST LIKE 
Dreams and Illusions. And they have no 
REAL EXISTENCE.—(1891) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—“ If the elemental substances do not exist, then what is 
tho basis of the Cognition (of these) ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1892). 

It IS NOT POSSIBLE THAT WHAT IS SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM THE 

Cognition should figure in it ; it is only a previous cogni¬ 
tion ENVISAGING THE SUBSTANCES THAT COULD 
PRODUCE ANOTHER SUCH COGNITION.—(1892) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tadanyasya '—something different from the Cognition, in the shape of 
the four elemental substances.—(1892) 


It has thus been proved that tho first Cognition after birth cannot 
proceed from any material substance. The author now proceeds to demolish 
the viow that it is produced only by another Cognition (occurring in a different 
Chain ;—the fifth alternative put forward under Text 1880):— 
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TEXTS (1893-1896). 

If the Cognition in some other ‘ Chain ’ be held to be the Cause 
(of the First Cognition),—then (the question is)— is that 
the ‘ Material Cause ’ of it, or the ‘ Contributory Cause ’ ?—If 

IT IS MEANT TO BE THE MATERIAL CAUSE, THEN THE LEARNING 
AND CULTURE OF THE PARENTS SHOULD CONTINUE IN THE CHILD’S 

‘Chain of Cognitions’;—that such is the nature of the 
Material Cause and its effect has been ascertained, through 
positive and negative concomitanoe, in connection with one’s 
own ‘ Chain ’.—If, on the other hand, the Cognition of the 
other ‘ Chain ’ be assumed to be the ‘ Contributory Cau'se ’, 
of the First Cognition, on the basis of its own Material 
Cause,—then there would be nothing wrong in it.—(1893- 
1896) 

COMMENTARY. 

Would this ‘ Cognition ’ occurring in ‘ another Chain —i.e. the ‘ Chain 
of Cognitions ’ of the Parents,—bo the Material Cause or the Contributory 
Cause (of the First Cognition under consideration) ?—It cannot be the Material 
Cause; as, in that case, it would be possible for the peculiar learning and 
culture of tlie Parents to continue in the Son ; just as the Parents’ Cognition 
continues in their own subsequent cognitions. It has been found in the 
case of all Material Causes and their Products that the embellishments of 
tho preceding ‘ moment ’ continue in the succeeding * Moments ’ ; this having 
been found, by positive and negative concomitance, to bo the case is one’s 
own ‘ Chain ’. 

The following might be the opinion suggested—“ When one lamp is 
lighted from another Lamp the second lamp is not produced as equipped 
with the size and other embellishments of the first one,—it is produced 
merely as a lamp without any embellishments ; it acquires its own embellish¬ 
ments from other sources in the shape of its own wick and oil, etc.;—and the 
same may be the case with tho Cognition in question also ”. 

That cannot bo so ; because the embellislunent of the Lamp sots up a 
1 chain ’ in its own substratum also ; because it is itself evanescent; that is 
the reason why on the exhaustion of the ‘ fuel ’ (in the shape of the oil and 
wick), the Lamp ceases to exist. Tho embellishment of Loarning and Culture 
however is not evanescent; as it continues for a long time. Hence it is not 
possible for mero Cognition without embellishments to be produced in the 
manner of the Lamp. 

Further, in the case of the Lamp and other things, the presence or absence 
of peculiarities is determined on the basis of their being aggregates of larger 
and less number of atoms ; of the single tiling, as a mere entity, there cannot 
be either presence or absence of peculiarities. In the case in question however, 
the single entity, the Cognition in the mother, would have the peculiarities of 
the cultural and other embellishmonts, while when appearing in the son, it 
would be without these peculiarities who can impart such a teaching ? 
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Then again, the reductio ad absurdum that has been urged is in regard 
to the view that one Cognition is the Material Cause of the other; but one 
Lamp is not the Material Cause of the other Lamp; because it belongs to 
an entirely different ‘ Chain \ . Hence what lias been urged is nothing at all. 

Further, in the case of Beings who have no mother—o.g. the sweat-born 
insects,—how could the first Cognition be due to a Cognition in another series ? 
—We resist from further argumentation on this subject. 

If, on the other hand, it be held that the Cognition of the other Chain 
is a contributory Cause of the First Cognition,—then the argument proves 
what is already admitted (by all parties) and hence is superfluous.—(1893— 
1896) 

The following Text formulates the argument in support of the beginning* 
lessness (of Cognition):— 

TEXT (1897). 

Thus then the First Cognition must be regarded as arising out 

of its own Material Cause,—because it is Cognition and 
so forth,—like the Cognition of the present 
moment.—(1897) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be formulated as follows :—That entity which par¬ 
takes of the nature of tho Four Phases of Cognition, Feeling, Name-Concep¬ 
tion, and Mental Faculty, must be regarded as proceeding from its own 
Material Cause ;—because it is Cognition, Feeling, etc. etc.—just like tho same 
Four Phases during youth and old age ;—the First Cognition is of the nature 
of Cognition :—hence this is a Reason based upon tho nature of the thing. 

In the term ‘ First Cognition ’, the mention of Cognition is only by way 
of illustration; what is asserted should be understood to be true of Feeling 
and the other Phases also.—(1897) 

The following Text puts forward an argument against the contrary of 
the above conclusion :— 

TEXT (1898). 

AS OTHER CAUSES HAVE BEEN REJECTED, IF THE COGNITION WERE 
ENTIRELY WITHOUT CAUSE,—THEN, IT COULD NOT HAVE ANY 
PARTICULAR CHARACTER AT ALL.—(1898) 

COMMENTARY. 

All other causes, in the shape of the eternal things—Mind, Time, Space, 
God and so forth,—hove been rejected before ; and the view that the Cognition 
arises out of itself is not accepted ; the only alternative left is that it should 
bo without cause; but in that case it could not have any such particular (dis¬ 
tinguishing) character as Being Cognition and the like. Because a character 
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or property that is purely accidental cannot serve as a determinant, and 
hence there could be no determination on the basis of that. 

Thus the causelessness of Cognition would be open to rejection by the 
incongruity of there being no possibility of the appearance of such distinguish¬ 
ing characters as that of Being Cognition and the like ;—and there would 
be the further objection that if it were causeless, it would not be possible 
for the Cognition to appear only occasionally.—(1898) 


Having thus established the fact of there being a ‘ previous * birth, the 
author proceeds to establish the ‘ future * birth also :— 

TEXT (1899). 

The Cognition at the moment of death is capable of bringing 

ABOUT ITS PRODUCT,—BECAUSE IT IS BESET WITH AFFECTIONS, 

NOT HAVING SHAKEN OFF ALL ATTACHMENT,—LIKE THE 
' PREVIOUS COGNITION.—(1899) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Cognition or Consciousness that is beset with affections is capable 
of producing its effect in the shape of another Cognition,—because it is besot 
with affections,—like the Consciousness during the previous stateand 
the Consciousness at the moment of doath is beset with affections ; hence 
this is a Reason based upon the nature of things. 

This Reason cannot be said to be 1 inadmissible ’; because as a matter 
of fact, the Consciousness that is dissociated from the idea of ‘ Void \ which 
is opposed to all experience, is always beset with affections; becauso it is 
dissociated from its opposite,—just like the Consciousness during intercourse. 

Nor is the Reason ‘ Inconclusive ’ (Doubtful); because the appearance 
of another Cognition is always due to this much only. Hence the roason 
against the contrary of the conclusion would consist in the impossibility of 
there being a fully efficient cause.—(1899) 

The same point is further elucidated :— 

TEXT (1900). 

In the form in which the Cognition produced a definite Cognition 

in THE PAST,—WHY CANNOT IT, IN THE SAME UNALLOYED 
FORM, BE PRODUCTIVE OF IT IN FUTURE ALSO ?—(1900) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ i n fa same form i.e. bearing the same form or character.—(1900) 

In the following Text, the Opponent urges the objection against both 
the above arguments,—that “ the Corroborative Instances cited are devoid 
of the Probandum ” :— 
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TEXT (1901). 

“ According to the other view, the idea is that Consciousness 

PROCEEDS FROM THE BODY ITSELF ; HOW THEN CAN THE TWO 

Corroborative Instances be admitted to be 
EQUIPPED WITH THE PROBANDUM t ”—(1901) 

COMMENTARY. 

“The Probandum, that is desired to be proved, is that the Cognition 
proceeds from its own Material Cause and produces its own product ; according 
to the other Party, however, Cognition is always produced from the Body 
itself; so that for him there can be no Instance which fulfils the conditions 
of the Probandiun ; why then lias the Buddhist put forward the two instances 
of ' the present Cognition ’ and * the previous Cognition ? ” 

[The answer to this is as follows!— 


TEXTS (1902-1905). 

The idea of the Body being the Cause (of Cognition) has been 

ALREADY DISCARDED, ON THE GROUND OF ITS INVOLVING THE POS¬ 
SIBILITY of all Cognitions appearing simultaneously, on 

ACCOUNT OF THERE BEING NO OTHER (CONTRIBUTORY) CAUSES.- 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, IT IS FOUND THAT COGNITION IN THE FORM 

of Remembrance, Affection and so forth (which are Cognitions) 

ACTUALLY PROCEEDS FROM PLEASURABLE EXPERIENCES AND PLEASANT 
REMINISCENCES OF THE SAME (WHICH ALSO ARE Cognitions] ;— 
AND THIS CANNOT BE DENIED.—THEN AGAIN, IT IS ALSO SEEN 
THAT DETERIORATION AND IMPROVEMENT IN ONE’S LATER 
COGNITIONS ARE BROUGHT ABOUT BY DETERIORATION AND IMPROVE¬ 
MENT IN THE PRACTICE OF THE LEARNING AND ARTS.—IT IS ALSO 
SEEN THAT WHEN THE FUNCTIONING OF THE MIND IS DEFECTIVE, 
THERE IS NO APPREHENSION OF OTHER THINGS.—On ACCOUNT OF 
ALL THESE FACTS, THE IDEA OF COGNITION PROCEEDING FROM 

Cognition cannot be objected to.— (1902-1905) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no force in the above objection. It lias been already shown that 
the Body cannot be the cause of Cognition, on the ground that that would 
involve the simultaneity of Cognitions; because there is no other contributory 
cause which would be needed; and if the Body is eternal, it cannot require 
anything else ; if on the other hand, it is not eternal, then the previous and 
the present, both objections, would be applicable. As a matter of fact, what is 
proved by proper moans of Oognition cannot be set aside by mere assertion ; 
as otherwise there would be incongruities ; so that nothing could be the 
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cause of anything at all. Tins is what has been described in the. words ‘ more 
disagreeableness cannot render tilings objectionable 

Further, it is found that after a pleasurable experience, when there is 
remembrance of it in a definite form, there proceeds, from this pleasurable 
Cognition, a feeling of love and attacliment—‘ How beautiful she is! So youth¬ 
ful and slim-waisted, with a handsome face ! ’ and so forth ; when one goes 
on contemplating upon it there appears in the mind of the man inclined to 
be passionate, the passion of Love. Similarly when some one causes one 
an injury, one goes on thinking of it—* He has done me this injury,—he 
has done it in the past—he is going to do it again ’ and so forth ; thereupon 
there appears Hatred.—How con all this be denied specially by one who 
takes his stand upon Sense-perception (as the only Right means of 
Cognition) ? 

Similarly, when there is deterioration and improvement in the previous 
practice of Learning and Arts, it is found that there are corresponding deteri¬ 
oration and improvement in the subsequent Cognitions. And it is found 
that, when the Mind is attracted elsewhere and the functioning of tho Mind 
is defective, there is no perception of other things. 

From all this it is clear that the idea that Cognition is the Cause of 
Cognition, is in accordance with reason and should not be objected to ; also 
because it lias been actually proved tliat Cognition is the Cause of Cogni - 
tions.—(1902-1905) 


TEXT (1906). 

The Reason—‘ because they subsist in different bodies ’—cannot 

BE ADMISSIBLE. BECAUSE HOW CAN THERE BE ANY subsistence OF 

the Cognition, which is incorporeal and hence not 
LIABLE TO FALL DOWN, IN THE BODIES ?—(1906) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under Text 1861, it has been argued (by the Materialist) that—*' there 
cannot be any relation of Cause and Effect between the two Cognitions under 
dispute, because they subsist in different bodies ” this Reason there put 
forward is not admissible. Because, if the ‘ subsistence * meant is that of 
the nature of ‘ container and contained then such subsistence in the Bodies 
is entirely impossible for Cognition, which is not liable to jall ; because even 
though the causal relation may be there, the Cognition, which is incorporeal, 
could never be liable to fall; and for what is not liable to fall, no container 
is needed, as it could serve no useful purpose.—(1906) 

Question : —“ What then would the Container (or Receptacle) do in the 
case of Water and such tilings ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (1907). 

In the case of water and other things, the Receptacle (Container) 
WOULD BE THERE AS SERVING TO PREVENT THEIR FALLING DOWN. 

In the case of Cognitions however, which are devoid 

OF MOVEMENT (AND HENCE OF FALLING), WHAT 
WOULD BE THE USE OF RECEPTACLES (OR 

Containers) ?—(1907) 


COMMENTARY. 


In the ease of Earth, etc. which are corporeal, things are produced on 
the spot where the material cause exists, and never in a place where that 
cause does not exist; hence that which serves as preventive of their moving 
away from that placo is regarded as the Receptaclo (Substratum, Container). 
No such thing is possible in the case of what is incorporeal.—(1907) 


TEXT (1908). 

If THEN, THE ‘ SUBSISTENCE ’ (OF THE COGNITIONS IN THE BODIES) BE 
ASSUMED TO BE OF THE NATURE OF ‘ IDENTIFICATION ’ (SAMENESS), 
—THAT ALSO CANNOT BE RIGHT. BECAUSE FOR YOU, 

Cognition cannot be of the nature 
of the Body.—(1908) 


COMMENTARY. 


If what is meant by ‘ Subsistence ’ is ‘ being of the same nature \— 
that also cannot bo admitted. For you, who insist upon the External Things 
only, it cannot be right to assert that ‘ Cognition is of the nature of the 
Body ’; though it is all right for me who posit the Cognition only; and for 
whom the Body also is of the nature of the Atayavijftana (a series or chain of 
.Cognitions).—(1908) 

Question :—“ Why cannot it be right (to assert that Cognition is of the 
nature of the Body) ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXTS (1909-1910). 

If the Cognition is of the same nature as the Body,—then why is 
not the Consciousness (Cognition) of Love, Hatred, etc. 

NOT PERCEIVED BY OTHERS AS CLEARLY AS THE BODY IS ?— 

In fact, Cognition is cognised by the cogniser 

HIMSELF ALONE, WHILE THE BODY IS COGNISED BY 
HIMSELF AS WELL AS BY OTHERS. THINGS 
THAT ARE SO COGNISED ARE ALWAYS 
DISTINCT, E.G. COLIC PAIN AND THE 

Dramatic Actor.—(1909-1910) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the Body of a man is perceived by another man, it should be 
possible for the latter to perceive the Love, Hatred, etc. also of the former; as 
the two are not different.—Nor can the premiss be falsified on the basis of 
occult powers (whereby the feelings of others aro perceived); because at tho 
time concerned no such powers are noticeable.—Nor can Consciousness be 
regarded as incognisable ; os in that case, it could not be cognised by the 
Cogniser himself. 

Furthor, whenever between two things, one is cognised by one while 
tho other is cognised by both,—they are different from one another ; for 
instance, Colic Pain and the Dramatic Actor;—of tho two Cognitions in 'the 
two bodies in question, while one is cognised by one, the other is cognised by 
both ; hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of tilings.—‘ Svinaiva ' — 
By the Cogniser himself.—(1909-1910) 

Says the Opponent—“ If this is so, then nothing can prevent the doctrine 
of Pure Idoalism—(that there is Cognition or Consciousness alone)—also being 
rejected on these same grounds 

The Answer to that is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1911-1912). 

This Reason is not admissible against the doctrine that ‘ Cognition 

(CONSCIOUSNESS) ALONE EXISTS ’ J AS (UNDER THAT VIEW) WHAT 
IS COGNISED (BY THE COGNITION) IS THE APPEARANCE OF 
ITSELF ; AS IN THE CASE OF THE MAN WITH DEFECTIVE 

vision.—Further, Cognition is always found to 

BE DESTROYED IMMEDIATELY AFTER APPEARANCE J 
IF THEN, THE BODY WITH THE COGNITION IS 
OF THE SAME NATURE AS THE COGNITION, 

—WHY IS IT NOT REGARDED AS 

momentary ?— (1911-1912) 

COMMENTARY. 

* This Reason is not admissible * ;—i.e. the Reason, if so applied, becomes 
subject to tho objection of boing ‘inadmissible’. For instance, tho fact 
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of ‘ being cognised by both ’ cannot bo admitted by the Idealist; as for 
him what is cognised by the Cognition is always its own appearance ; as in 
the case of the man of defective vision seeing two moons. 

Then again, when a particular object is cognised, the Cognition is clearly 
found to disappear immediately after its appearance; hence, if tho Body 
were held to bo of the same nature as tho Cognition, it should liavo to be 
regarded as momentary (like the Cognition).—(1911-1912) 


Thus then it has been proved that the ‘ Subsistence ’ of Cognitions in 
tli© Body cannot lie admitted to be of the nature of ‘ identity ’ (or ‘ Same¬ 
ness ’). If ‘ the subsistence ’ of the Cognition in the Body be held to consist 
in its being produced Jrorn it, —then the question is—is it ' produced from 
it ’ in tho sense that the Mental Cognition has tho Body for its Receptacle 
(or Substratum),—in the way that Visual Perception is produced by tho Eyo 
which serves as its receptacle ?—or, is it ‘ produced from it ’ in the senso that 
it is inseparable from it;—as the Smoke is inseparable from Fire ?—Both 
these forms of * Subsistence ’ are inadmissible. Because Mental Cognition 
does not rost in the Body, like Senso-Cognition ; as it does not always follow 
tho changes in tho Body. Nor is it invariably concomitant with—inseparable 
from—it; became in the case of ‘ formloss negations it is held that there 
are cognitions without the Body. 

Though the facts are so, yet, for the sako of argumont, the Author 
admits tliat the Reason is ‘ admissible ’, but proceeds to show that even so, 
it is ‘ Inconclusive ’ (Doubtful):— 


TEXTS (1913-1015). 

If the said ‘ subsistence ’ be held to be due either to the Cogni¬ 
tion BEING PRODUCED IN THE BODY AS ITS SUBSTRATUM,—OR TO 

its inseparability from the Body,—the Reason put forward 
is wrong (Inconclusive, Doubtful). The Body undergoing 

DESTRUCTION EVERY MOMENT, THE PREVIOUS CONSCIOUSNESS BRINGS 
ABOUT AN UNBROKEN CONTINUITY OF CONSCIOUSNESS IN SUCH 
SUCCEEDING BODIES. IF, BY REASON OF THEIR OCCURRING IN THE 
same Chain, the two Bodies be held to be not different 

FROM ANOTHER,—THEN IN THE OTHER CASE ALSO, THERE COULD BE 
NO DIFFERENCE, ON THE SAME GROUND OF OCCURRENCE IN THE SAME 

Chain.—(1913-1915) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, there is no incompatibility between the contiguity 
of other Consciousnesses and the presence of the Consciousness in the Body ; 
for instance, the Consciousness at the moment preceding death brings about 
contiguity with the Consciousness in the living body coming into existence 
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at tho next moment,—even though this latter Consciousness appears in a 
body otlxor tlian that of the former ; because the Body has only a momentary 
existence ; hence tho Reason put forward by the other party is ‘ Inconclusive 

If, on tho ground of their occurring in the same Chain, tho two 
Bodies be regarded as one and the some, and on tlxat ground the fact of tho 
Consciousness appearing in the ‘ same * body be assumed,—then, tho same 
might be said in the other case also—of the Bodies appearing during the stage 
intervening between the two physical bodies. Because the Body appearing 
in the other regions (at which the intervening bodies appear) is only one 
other state of the Chain of the same Body consisting of the five ‘ Receptacles ’ 
(Ayalanas ),—just like the states of Childhood and old age. 

In tho second argument (of the Opponent) also, tho Probans or Reason 
adduced is * because it is Cognition (or Consciousness) ’ ; and no evidence 
has been adduced to prove tluvt the said Reason is not present where the 
contrary of the Probaudum is known to be present; so that the Reason is 
clearly ‘Inconclusive’, Doubtful. This fact was quite clear; hence 
the Author did not mention it.—(1913-1916) 


The tliird argument adduced by the other party is that—“ the dying 
Consciousness of the man beset with affections can bring about another 
Consciousness,—because it is Dying Consciousness,—like the Consciousness 
of tlie man free from affections ”.—This is now taken up :— 


TEXT (1916). 

Why HAS IT BEEN HELD THAT THE CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE PERSON FREE 

from the Impurities of the Affections is non-contiguous ? 

—If this view is held in accordance with the doctrine of 

OTHERS,—THAT CANNOT BE RIGHT \ BECAUSE THE AUTHO¬ 
RITY (AND VALIDITY) OF THESE DOCTRINES IS NOT 
ACCEPTED (BY THE MATERIALIST).—(1916) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Non-contiguous —i.o. that which' lias no contiguity with anothor 
Consciousness. 

What is meant to be shown by this is tliat tho Corroborative Instance 
cited is ‘ not admitted ’ by either one or tho other of tlie two parties con¬ 
cerned. For instance, how does the Materialist know tliat in the case of the 
Arhats, the dying Consciousness does not bring about tho contiguity of another 
Consciousness ? 

It may be that under the Buddhist Philosophy, the following assertion 
is found—* My life is at an end, I have led tho life of the Student, I have done 
my duty, I know of no more birth and it is in accordance with this faith 
of the Buddhist that the Materialist lias based his assertion tliat ‘ there is 
no contiguity of the dying Consciousness ’. 

12 
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Tliis however cannot be right. As iv matter of fact, tlm Materialist d«*w 
not admit the authority or validity of the doctrines of other people ; how 
then could he come to have a conviction on the basis of what ho does not 
jvcccpt as valid ? Specially, in this snino way he may come to the decision 
that tho ‘ other world ’ oxists. 

If it is from any other valid source of knowledge that tho Materialist 
derives tho said conviction,—then, why lias not that same source been cited 
as the proof ? Whore was the use of putting up a Reason which does not 
lead to the desired conclusion and ivliicli only indicates sheer stupidity V ( Cer¬ 
tainly that other proof could not bo unlit for proving the other conclusion 
(of the Materialist)—for winch reason it luis not been adduced.—(11)10) 


Even though tho statement may be made on the basis of the Buddhist 
doetrine, yet them are some Buddhists who cannot admit tlio Corroborative 
Instance (of tho Arliats) to be endowed with tho Probandum (not briiujhuj 
about further consciousness ).—This is what is shown in tho following— 


TEXTS (1017-11)IS). 

AS REGARDS THIS MATTER, THERE ARE SOME WISE PERSONS WHO DESCRIBE 

the Jiwts (Buddhas) as * Beings ’ whose * Nirvana ’ is not ' abso¬ 
lute AND PINAL’,—AND THE Two PATHS AS AIMING AT THAT 
same Path.—For these people the Instance cited 

CANNOT BE ADMITTED TO BE ENDOWED WITH THE 

Probandum ;—even though it has been cited 
(by the Materialist) on the basis of the 

DOCTRINE OP THE OTHER DISPUTANT.— 

(11)17-1918) 

COMMENTARY.. 

‘ This mailer —tho doctrine of tho Buddllists. 

4 Some wise persons \—tho AlaJulydnisl-Mddhyumikus. 

These people have declared that tho 4 Nirvuna ’ of tho Buddhas consists 
in the absence of absolute finality ; on the ground that IxitJi 4 Birth-Uydo ’ 
and 4 cessation of conscious existence ’ are neither final nor absolute for them. 
—As regards the Neo-phyte and tho Prospective Buddha , those also liuvo tho 
same 4 path of tho Buddha' as tlioir goal; as is clear from such statements 
as—‘There is only ono Path, that of tho Mahdydna —(1917-1018) 

Having pointed out tho defect in tho Corroborative Instance, tho Author 
proceeds to show tliat the Probans also is open to the clrnrgo of being 
4 Inconclusive * 
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TEXT (1919). 

Inasmuch as no argument has been adduced as negativing the 

CONTRARY,—THERE IS AN UNCERTAINTY REGARDING THE 
NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE (OF THE PROBANS WITH THE 
PROBANDUM) ; SO THAT, THERE BEING A SUSPICION 
REGARDING THE PRESENCE (OF THE PROBANS) IN 
the contrary of the Pobundum ,— the Probans 
remains ‘ Inconclusive ’.—(1919) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Inasmuch as, etc. etc. ’;—this is the reason for the uncertainty regarding 
the Negative Concomitance [i.e. there is no certainty as to the Pro bans 
being absent whenever the Probandiun is absent ]. 

‘ There being a suspicion, etc. etc. \—This is the reason for ‘ Inconclusive ’ 
ness ’. 

1 Vijatiyasadbhdva *—is presence in the contrary. —“ Whose presonce ? ” 
—of Uie Probans. 

The compound 1 Shankyamfina, etc. etc.' is to be expounded as ‘ whose 
pmsence in the contrary is suspected ’. 

Nor could the contingency of the idea (of Death-Cognition producing 
another Cognition) being taken to imply the absence of death be taken as 
serving the purpose of the argument negativing the contrary. Because in 
reality there is no * death ’ of any tiling in the shape of the ‘ Soul ’ and other 
things ; what really happens is that a dissimilar Chain becomes set up, which 
brings about the cessation of the condition which gave the mime to the 
particular body ; and it is tliis that is spoken of as ‘ Death ’ in common 
purlunce mid also in scientific treatises.—(1919) 

It lias been argued above (under Text 1805) tluit —“ it is sheer audacity 
to assort tluit tlioro is Consciousness in the Puitus, etc. otc.” 

The answer to tliis is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1920-1922). 

There is no audacity in asserting that ‘there is Consciousness 

IN THE F(ETUS ’ ; EVEN THOUGH THE SENSE-ORGANS HAVE NOT 

APPEARED IN IT, WHY CANNOT COGNITION BE THERE ‘i —In FACT 

THE ASSERTION THAT DOES INVOLVE AUDACITY IS THAT * ALL COGNI¬ 
TION PROCEEDS FROM SENSE-ORGANS AND OBJECTS ’ ; BECAUSE THE 

CONTRARY IS FOUND TO BE THE CASE DURING DREAMS.—IN REALITY, 

Cognition is apprehended also in a form which is distinct 

FROM THAT OF THE OBJECT, AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF SWOON. 

From this it is clear that Consciousness can be there in the 

Fcstus.—(1920-1922) 

COMMENTARY. 

If all Cognition wore apprehended only tl trough the Sense-organs and tho 
Objects,—then our assertion would liave been an audacious one ; as a matter 
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of fact, however, in Dreams and other states there appears Subjective Con¬ 
sciousness envisaging the Blue and other objects, which Subjective Con¬ 
sciousness is apprehended even when there is no Sense-organ nor any Objoct 
in the sliape of Colour, etc.—Nor can it be said that at that time the sub¬ 
stratum of tho Consciousness consists of the Sense-organ in the body; because 
what figures in the Consciousness is the Blue Object (which is not present in 
the body) ; and every bodily Cognition apprehends only tangible objects. 
Hence it is not right to say that ‘ all Cognition is in the form of the appre¬ 
hension of things ’. It is thus that there is nothing incongruous in asserting 
the presence of Cognition in the state of swoon and similar conditions.— 
(1920-1922) 

The following might be urged—“ There is nothing incongruous in tho 
idea of Consciousness existing thero in the form of a latent potency, but 
the idea that it is actually there in its potent form is certainly incongruous 
The answor to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1923-1927). 

Consciousness is not present in the Fcetus merely in the form 
OF A POTENCY ; THE VIEW HELD IS THAT CONSCIOUSNESSES ARE 
PRESENT THERE IN TnEIR ACTUAL FORM.—WHENCE DO YOU DERIVE 
THE IDEA THAT THERE IS NO CONSCIOUSNESS DURING SLEEP AND 
SWOON AND SUCH OTHER CONDITIONS ?—If IT BE ARGUED THAT— 
“ THE IDEA IS OBTAINED FROM THE ABSENCE OF CONSCIOUSNESS ”,— 
THEN, THE QUESTION IS—HOW HAS THIS ABSENCE BEEN COGNISED ? 
IN CASE YOUR IDEA PROCEEDS THUS—“ WE DO NOT COGNISE ANY 

Consciousness at the time ”,—then that itself proves the 

PRESENCE OF CONSCIOUSNESS AT THE TIME.—It MIGHT BE ARGUED 

that—“ If Consciousness is present during the said states, 

THEN WHY IS THERE NO REMEMBRANCE OF IT ON AWAKENING, ETC. ? ” 
—This fact (of non-remembrance) is not effective (in refuting 
OUR VIEW) ; THE ABSENCE OF REMEMBRANCE IS DUE TO THE ABSENCE 
OF VIVIDNESS AND OTHER CONDITIONS (IN THE CONSCIOUSNESS)— 
AS IN THE CASE OF THE CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE NEWBORN INFANT.— 

(1923-1927) 

COMMENTARY. 

There would certainly be an incongruity if there were somo moans of 
knowing with certainty that there is no Consciousness at all during tho 
states of sleep, swoon and the like. 

“There is this means of knowledge available in tho fact tliat there is 
no consciousness or cognition of the Consciousness itself.” 

That cannot be right; how has this absence of the Consciousness of itself 
been cognised ? As ex hypolhesi there can bo no definite cognition of the 
absence of Cognition. 
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If also your definite Cognition proceeds in the form that—“in sleep, swoon 
and otlier states, I am not cognisant of any Consciousness ”,—then this defi¬ 
nite cognition itself proves the existence of Cognition (or Consciousness). 

It might be argued that—“ if there wore Consciousness during sleep 
and other conditions, then why should not there be remembrance of it on 
awakening, etc. ? ’—The ‘ etcetera ? ’ is meant to include the state when the 
swoon and the intoxication have passed off ”. 

But this non-remembrance is not effective in proving that wliat has been 
cognised did not exist there. It would bo so if the more cognition of a thing 
meant that there must be remembrance of it. As a matter of fact, however, 
in many cases, even when there is Cognition, there is no Remembrance,—on 
account of the absence of vividness, repetition and interest in the Cognition; 
just as is found to bo the case of the new-born infant, where, oven though 
there is Cognition, thero is no Remembrance.—(1923-1927) 

Question :—“ What proof or authority liave you for assorting that Con¬ 
sciousness is present,—where there is doubt regarding the appearance of 
Remembrance ? ” 

This is the objection urged by the Opponent in the following— 

TEXT (1928). 

“ If it is so, thf.n how do you postulate the presence of 
this (Consciousness) in these (states) ? ”—(1928/1) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Of this ’—of the Consciousness. 

4 In these \—in the states of sleep, etc.—(1928) 

Our reason is as follows, as has been explained alroady :— 

TEXTS (1928-1930). 

We conclude this from reasons already explained before.—If 
the presence of Consciousness is not admitted during the 
states of sleep, swoon and the like,—then there should be 

Death ; while if another Consciousness is produced, 

then there would be no Death at all.—Thus Mental 
(subjective) Consciousness must be regarded as inde¬ 
pendent, as it is not dependent upon the Eye, etc. 
and it is present on the strength of its own cause, 
just as during Dreams, etc.—(1928-1930) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Reason as already explained before ia as follows :—On awakening, 
the first Consciousness that the man has must be regarded as arising from 
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its own Causo,—because it, is Consciousness.—like tho Reminiscent 
Cognition following after experience. Tlin Probans adduced hero is not 4 In¬ 
conclusive ’; bocauso on tho previous occasion it has been shown hy the 
rojeefion of the possibility of other causes, that the necessary invariable 
concomitance is there. 

Then again, if them wen* no Consciousness during sleep, etc., t hen t hen* 
would bo Death. 

If, on the other hand, it he hold that—“after the Body has become 
entirely deprived of all Consciousness, another Consciousness is produced 
(on awakening) ”,—then, such appearance of Consciousness would mean 
that t here can ho no Death at all ; because, os in the case of the man awakening 
from sleep, so in the case of the dead man also, there would l»e reappearance of 
Consciousness. Specially as it is only Mental (subjective) Consciousness that 
has tho capacity to link up the next birth; as lias been thus declared— 
4 Linking up, Dispnssion and the rest, are admissible only when the subjective 
Consciousness is there \ 

From all this it follows that Subjective Consciousness rests entirely 
upon tho previous Consciousness; this is tho idea expressed in tho words— 
‘ Subjective Comciousness must be regarded as irvlepetvlenl —The reason for 
this 4 independence ’ consists in the fact of its not requiring anything else. 
In all cases, this Subjective Consciousness proceeds entirely from its own 
Cause,—becauso it does not stand in need of any causes other than its own, 
in the shape of the Eye, etc. ;—as is found to be tho ease during sleep.— 
(1028-11*30) 

Tho following Text disposes of the charge of 4 inadmissibility ’ against the 
Reason just stated :— 


TEXT (1931). 

For instance, Conceptual Cognitions are not dependent upon 

SENSE-ORGANS AND OBJECTS,—BECAUSE THEY COMB ABOUT 
EVEN IN THE ABSENCE OF THE FUNCTIONING OF THESE 
LATTER,—AS IN THE CASK OF THE 4 SKY- 
LOTUS * AND SUCH THINGS.—(1931) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Ta/lavydpdm, etc. etc. '—Even when there is no functioning of the 
Sense-organ and the Object. When one thing comes about without the 
functioning of the other, this latter cannot be the cause of the former. If it 
wore, it would lead to absurdity.—(1931) 

The following might bo urged :— 44 The Conceptual Cognition of the 
Sky-lotus and such tilings may bo independent of the Sense-organ and tho 
Object,—becauso it comes about oven in tho absence of these latter; how 
could the Conceptual Cognition however, which appears when tho Eye is 
fixed upon the Blue object before one. bo independent of the Sense-organ 
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and Object.—which could save the Probans from being ‘ inndmissiblo ’ in 
regard to a part of the ‘ Subject ’ (Minor Term) ? ” 

Tito answer to tin’s is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1932-1033). 

Even on the presence op the Sense-groan and the object, the 
Conceptual Cognition that appears in relation to the Past, 

ETC. SHOULD BE REGARDED AS ON THE SAME FOOTING AS TRE 
CONCEPTION THAT ENVISAGES A NON-ENTITY. IT HAS BEEN 
ALREADY EXPLAINED IN DETAIL THAT THE FORM OF 
AN ENTITY CANNOT FIGURE IN CONCEPTUAL COG¬ 
NITIONS, BECAUSE THEY INVOLVE VERBAL 

EX PRKSSIONS.—(1932-1933) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tm/oh' —of the Sense-organ and the Object. 

‘ .-I sa/larlhopardgSnn '—is * that which envisages what does not exist. 
—i.e. the conception of tilings like the Sky-lot-us. —On the same footing as 
this would be the conception relating to the Past (if Cognitions were depen¬ 
dent upon the actual presence of the Object, cognised). 

“ How so ? ” 

All Conceptual Cognitions appear as associated with verbal expressions, 
and hence they envisage verbal expressions also ; and that which envisages 
tlio verbal expression cannot envisage an entity ; because verbal expressions 
do not bear upon the form of things ; as words are not fixed by Convention 
in relation to tho actual form of things.—All this lias been explained in detail 
under tho Clmpter on * Word and its Denotation’ (Chapter XVI). 

The Reason is present in everytliing where the Probandum is known to 
lx' present; hence it cannot be regarded as ‘ Contradictory ’.—Nor is it- 
‘ Inconclusive ’ ; because if the Cognition were not produced from its own 
cause, it would liave to he regarded as without cause. —(1932*1933) 

It might be argued that—“ as tho Cognition would subsist in tho Body, 
it could not- bo regarded as without cause ". 

The nnswor to that is as follows :— 

TEXT (1934). 

In thf. states of Paralysis, etc.,—even though there is change 

in the Body, there is no change in the Subjective Con¬ 
sciousness ; HENCE THIS LATTER CANNOT BE RE¬ 
GARDED AS SUBSISTING IN THE BODY.-(1934) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the body is struck with diseases like Paralysis, there is modification 
in it.; but. that does not- make any change in tlio Subjective Consciousness; 
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honce this Subjective Consciousness cnnnot bo regarded ns subsisting in tho 
Body ; when ono tiling does not. become directly modified upon tho mndifica- 
tlon of anoth or tiling, it cnnnot be rog.irded as subsisting in this latter ;— 
—o.g. tho Horse, which is not modified by the modification of tho Cow 
(does n(t t sulwist in tho Cow)on the modificat ion of tho Body. Subjective 
Consciousness does not always and directly become modified, in tho state 
of Paralysis, otc.lionco then* is nou-approhonsion of tho wider diameter 
(which implies tho absence of tho loss wido).—<1934) 


The following text proceeds to show that tlio character of subsisting in 
someth my is invariably concomitant with the character of Incoming directh/ 
modified on tho modification of tho latter thing 


TEXTS (1935-1936). 

IX CASES OF AFFECTIONS OF THE EYE, WHENEVER THERE IS THE SLIGHTEST 
DEFECT rN THE EYE, THE COC.NITION BASED UPON THE Eye 
APPEARS TN A DEFECTIVE FORM.—THUS, EVEN WHEN THE 

Body has perished, the Subjective Conscious¬ 
ness, WHICH DOES NOT SUBSIST IN IT, CONTINUES 
TO EXIST THROUGH THE FORCE OF ITS OWN 
CAUSE ;—THERE CAN BF. NO INCON¬ 
GRUITY in THIS.—(1935-1936) 


COMMENTARY. 


As the wider diameter is absent, it is proved that tho Subjective 

Consciousness does not subsist in the Body. 

‘ Thus ’—therefore-evon on the cessation of the Body,—the Subjective 

Consciousness shall not cease. There is no incongruity in this.-When ono 

thing does not subsist in another, it does not necessarily cease upon tho 

cessation of the latter; o.g. tho cessation of tho Cow does not lead to the 

cessation of the Gavaya and tho Body is not tho substratum of Subjectivo 

^r l ?ooI\ eSS ' h ° nCC ther ° *’ 6 non ' a PP r0 hon8ion of tho wider character.— 
( lyoo-luoo) 


R has been argued above (under Text 1869) that-" when the other 
body has not been seen, how can it be understood tliat the required sub¬ 
stratum is the Body that is born subsequently ? ” 

Tho answer to that is as follows 
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TEXTS (1937-1938). 

When there is no incongruity in Subjective Consciousness by 

ITSELF, WE ARE NOT EAGER TO PROVE THE EXISTENCE OF ANOTHER 

Body.—But, even though not seen, such a Body 

CANNOT BE DENIED J BECAUSE THE NON-PERCEPTION 
MAY BE DUE ONLY TO UNCERTAINTY IN THE 
MAN WITH DEFECTIVE EYESIGHT,—AS IN THE 
CASE OF SCANTY SMOKE.—(1937-1938) 


COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is ns follows :—What, is meant to lie proved is the existence 
of the ‘ other world ’; and how ban it be proved ?—It can be proved if it 
is shown that Consciousness is without beginning and without end; as it is 
only an aspect of Consciousness that figures in the Idea of tho ‘ other world * ; 
this Idoa cannot subsist in the Body, which is a material object with a shape ; 
as the ‘ other world ’ is held to be there even whon the Body is not there. 
If the * Chain of Cognitions ’ is proved to be without beginning and without 
end, then the existence of our ‘ other World * also bocoraes proved. Hence 
we do not put forth any effort towards proving the existence of tho other 
Body ; as it would bo useless. 

Simply because the other body is not seen, it cannot be denied ; as 
this nol-seeing may be due to the absence of necessary attention, as happens 
in the case of the man with defective eyesight,—even though the body 
may bo there all right; as it happens when there is a scanty line of smoke ; 
so that mere non-porception does not prove non-existence. In fact a sub¬ 
sequent body is described as actually perceived by persons of pure birth and 
super-normal vision. 

For these same reasons, there can be no denial of the ‘ migratory body ’ 
(Liiigasharira) postulated by tho Sankhya. 

In the case of the previously-born body also, it is just passible that 
there may be non-porception due to the remoteness of place ;—due either to 
its being produced at a remote place, or to the difference in its character, 
as in the case of Ghosts and Goblins. Even when the bodies are not remote, 
people with normal vision can never cognise with certainty that it is such 
and such a being who lias become born as a bird ; just as there is no recogni¬ 
tion in cases where the body is chauged by means of tho use of medicines 
with unthinkable potency.—(1937-1938) 


Question :—“ How is it then that Cognitions appearing in different sub¬ 
strata are spoken of as belonging to the same Chain ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXTS (1039-1941). 

Even though the two Cognitions subsist in two different bodies. 

YET, BY REASON OF THE LATER COGNITION APPEARING IN THE SAME 
PARTICULAR CHARACTER AS THE PRECEDING* ONE, THE LATER COGNT- 
TION TS CONNECTED WITH THE SAME ‘CHAIN’ WITH WHICH THE 
PREVIOUS COONITION IS CONNECTED.—FURTHER, EVEN IN THE CASE 
OP NEWLY-BORN INFANTS. THERE IS ACTIVITY TOWARDS SUCKING 
THE BREAST, AS ALSO DISPLEASURE AT BEING BAULKED ; ALL WHICH 
IS INFERRED FROM SUCH ACTS AS CRYING, SUCKING THE BREAST AND 
SO FORTH.— All THIS IS OF THE NATURE OF CONCEPTUAL COGNITION, 
and Conceptual Cognition is associated with names (verbal 
expression).—(1939-1941) 

COMMENTARY. 

'By reason of the Inter Cognition, etc. etc. ’—That. is. the Cognitions of . 
tho present, life appear with the same peculiarities as the Cognitions of tho 
previous lifo. This has l>een thus declared—‘ Through repeated practice, good 
and evil doods appear in the nature of men ; and these same appear in future* 
lives, without any instruction,—like a dream ’. 

The Materialist has argued as follows :—“ The Body in this world and 
the Body in the ‘ other world ’ being entirely different, the Chain of t he 
Cognitions in those two bodies cannot be one and the same ; so Hint the first 
Cognition tJuit appears in the Fmtus cannot belong to tho same Chain as 
tho Cognition under dispute,—because they belong to different bodies,—like 
tlie Cognitions of the Buffalo, the Boar and other animals ”. 

This also becomes refuted by what lias been said above. 

Then again, for tlie following reason also the existence of tho * other 
world ’ should bo admitted :—Every Conceptual Cognition is preceded by 
the repeated Cognition of words,—because it. is Conceptual,—like the Con¬ 
ceptual Thoughts occurring in youth and old ago ;—the Conceptual Cognition 
involved in the desire for sucking the breast and so forth appearing in now- 
bom iufants is Conceptual ;—bonce this is a Reason based upon the nature 
of things. 

The Reason cannot be said to bo ono which lias an unadmitted sub¬ 
stratum ; because the existence of the Minor Term in tho shape of the desire 
for sucking the breast, etc., is proved by such effects in newborn infants ns 
crying and actual breast-sucking; such crying and breast-sucking cannot be 
possible in one who lias no conception of liking and disliking. 

Nor is the Reason ‘ inadmissible by itself ’;—this is shown by the words 
* oil this is of the nature of Conceptual, etc. etc. ’.—‘ All this ’—i.o. the desire 
for broast-sucking, etc.—is of the nature of Conceptual Thought; because it 
is apprehended as something sought after. 

That the Reason is not ‘ Inconclusive ’ is shown by the words—‘ is 
associated with natnes ’. 4 Sah ’ stands for Conceptual Cognition. Inas¬ 

much as Conceptual Cognition is associated with verbal expression, it is 
said to bo ‘associated with names’, Thi* 4 association with names’.— 
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of the Conceptual Cognition—is not possible without repeated Convention: 
as has been explained by us already in detail.—(1930-1041) 

The following might be urged :—“ There may l>o association with names 
duo to repeated practice ; but that does not prove what is wanted ; in fact, 
it only proves the contrary, i.e. the fact of l»oing preceded (and produced) 
by repeated practice during the present life.” 

The answer to this is ns follows :— 

TEXT (1942). 

In the cask in* question there can be NO ‘ NAME-FORM ’ TO WHICH 

ONE HAS KEEN HABITUATED, DURING THE PRESENT BIRTH.—As 
IN THE CASE OF THESE PERSONS, IF THERE HAS BERN NO 
PREVIOUS BIRTH, THERE SHOULD BE ENTIRE 
ABSENCE OF THE SAID DESIRE. ETC.—(1942) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows :—The practice or habitual use during the 
present life in this world is negatived by all evidence,—in the case of new¬ 
born infants. The Reason adduced in support of a conclusion tluvt is so 
annulled cannot be said to be ‘ contradictory \ because the Probans has 
been said to bo * contradictory ’ only when the Probandum is one that is 
not already annulled. 

‘ Name-form i.e. the form of the Name. i.e. its expressiveness ; even 
though this really functions in the mind, it is imposed upon (attributed 
to) the verbal forms. 

‘ These person ’—i.e. the newborn infants. 

‘ Absenee of, etc. etc. ’—i.e. absence of the said Desire for breast-sucking 
and so forth.—(1942) 

The following Text, sums up the purport of the above arguments :— 


TEXT (1943). 

FOR THESE REASONS, THE SAID DESIRE, ETC. MUST BE REGARDED AS 
PROCEEDING FROM THE IMPRESSIONS LEFT BY THE HABITUAL USE 

of the Name ; and as these arf. of the nature of 
Conceptual Cognition, the said Desire 

ALSO SHOULD BE ADMITTED TO BE 

Conceptual.—(1943) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Tat ’—stands for ‘ tasmal ‘ For these reasons ’.—(1943) 

The following text descril>es the upshot of the above argument* ; 
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TEXT (1944). 

Because the Conceptual Cognition of the said persons is born 

OF THE FRUITION OF THE IMPRESSIONS LEFT BY THE REPEATED 

Cognition of the Name during that same birth, 

—THEREFORE * ANOTHER BIRTH ’ BECOMES 
ESTABLISH ED.—( 1944) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Name '—verbal expression.—‘ Cognition ’—approhonsion, knowledge; 
—‘ abhyasa repeated appearance. 

The compound ‘ yanndma, etc. etc.' is to be expounded as ‘ tliat birth 
during which there has been repeated cognition of the Name —this com¬ 
pound boing in accordance with a particular rule (of Pfinini’s)—‘ Saptaim, 
etc. ’;—the impressions are left by tliis repeated Cognition ;—these Impress¬ 
ions have this ‘ fruition ’, development, attainment of their full character, by 
producing their effects ;—and it is from this ‘ fruition ’ that the said 
Conceptual Cognition is bom. 

1 0/ the said persons' —i.e. of new-born infants.—(1944) 

The following Text sets forth the opponent’s Reductio ad absurdum 
argument against the above view :— 


TEXT (1945). 

“ If the said Conceptual Cognition of the newborn infants proceed 

from the repeated Cognition of Names,—how is it that 

THEY DO NOT HAVE THE MEMORY OR THE OLEAR 
SPEECH OF ELOQUENT SPEAKERS ? ”—(1945) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ If the Conceptual Cognition proceeds from the repeated Cognition of 
the Convention during previous lives,—then the newborn child should have 
remombrance of the past Convention; because the continuity of a habit could 
not bo possible without remembrance ; also the child should have clear 
speech like eloquent speakers ;—and in that case, there would be no need for 
the setting up of any Conventions during the present life.—And yet none of 
these things happens.—Hence it follows that, as there is no Remembrance, 
and there is no clear speech,—the idea that the Conceptual Cognition is 
preceded and produced by repeated Cognition is incompatible with facts ”. 

By means of this Reductio ad absurdum, which rejects the very nature of 
the Major Term, the Opponent shows that the final Conclusion (of the 
Buddhist) is defective.—(1945) 

In the following Text, the author points out that the Reason put forward 
in this Reductio ad absurdum is ‘ Inconclusive ’ (Doubtful);— 
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TEXT (1946). 

That Speech is not there is due to the fact that the development 

(of the Impressions) becomes hampered by powerful 

IMPEDIMENTS,—JUST AS IN THE STATE OF HIGHLY 
COMPLICATED FEVER.—(1946) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, Repeated Cognition is not invariably concomitant 
with Remembrance, etc.;—by virtue of which concomitance it should always 
produce the said Remembrance ; or should cease on the cessation of the 
same. Because it is quite possible that there may bo continuance of the 
previous habit, and yet there may be no Remembrance. 

The mention of tho ‘ high complicated fever ’ is only by way of 
illustration. 

1 Poxverjul impediments ’—due to existence in tho mother’s womb. 

‘ The development becomes hampered ’—That is the full development 
of the Impressions becomes hampered; i.e. it does not proceed in exact 
accordance with tlie peculiarities of the particular place, time and cliaracter 
of tilings as previously cognised. 

This answers the following argument of the Materialist:—" Remem¬ 
brance of previous birth cannot be admitted ; because there is Remembrance 
of all men coming from the same village Tho fact of the matter is that 
oven those coming from the same village do not havo the Remembrance; as 
among them thore ore some who are dull-witted who lose their memory. 

4 TasSm ’—stands for tho words, speech.—(1946) 

The following Text shows that the Reason adduced in tho Beduclio ad 
absurdum is ‘ inadmissible ’ regarding its substratum :— 


TEXT (1947). 

IN THE CASE OF THOSE HIGH-SOULED MEN, WHERE THERE IS NOT THE 
SLIGHTEST IMPEDIMENT,—CLEAR SPEECH IS ACTUALLY 
HEARD AND THEY DO HAVE CLEAR REMEMBRANCE 

OF THEM ALSO.—(1947) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Hvjh-souled men ’—Mon of exceptionally pure life.—(1947) 

The following texts set forth another argument in proof of the idea of 
the ‘ other world *:— 
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TEXTS (1048-1053). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, ALL THESE FEELINGS OF LOVE, HATRED AND THE 
REST BECOME STRONG THROUGH HABIT AND REPETITION.—AS HAS BEEN 
ASCERTAINED BY POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE.—THESE 
FEELINGS, APPEARING FOR THE FIRST TIME (IN THE CHILD), ARE 
ENTIRELY DEVOID OF ANY HABIT AND REPETITION DURING THE 
PRESENT LIFE J WHAT THEN IS THE CAUSE OF THEIR APPEARANCE,— 
IP THERE IS NO OTHER LIFE ?—THEIR APPEARANCE CANNOT BE DUE 
TO THE PRESENCE OF THEIR (EXTERNAL) EXCITANTS J BECAUSE EVEN 
WHEN THESE EXCITANTS ARE PRESENT, THE FEELINGS IN QUESTION 
DO NOT APPEAR, IF THERE IS DlSGUST ; AND WHEN THIS DlSGUST 
CEASES, THEY ARK FOUND TO BE STRONG, EVEN IN CONNECTION 
WITH PAST AND FUTURE THINGS, WHEN THE COUNTERFEELINGS APPEAR 
IN INTENSIFIED FORM.—THE FEELINGS OF LOVE, HATRED AND THE 
REST ARE FOUND TO PROCEED IN REGARD TO WOMEN AND OTHER 
THINGS, WHEN THE MAN ATTRIBUTES TO THEM GOODNESS, DEVOTED. 
NESS AND CONSTANCY AND SO FORTH ; EVEN THOUGH THESE QUALITIES 
MAY NOT BE ACTUALLY THERE.—FOR THESE REASONS, THESE 
FEELINGS APPEARING IN THIS LIFE MUST BE REGARDED AS APPEARING, 
WITHOUT THE EXCITANTS BEING ACTUALLY PRESENT,—THROUGH THE 
FORCE OF THE HABITUAL APPEARANCE OF SIMILAR FEELINGS IN THE 
PAST,—BECAUSE THEY ARE FEELINGS OF LOVE, ETC.,—LIKE THESE 
SAME FEELINGS APPEARING SUBSEQUENTLY.—(1948-1953) 


COMMENTARY. 

The argument may bo thus formulated :—Tho strength of tho feelings of 
Lovo, Hatred, Jealousy, Haughtiness end l/ride, etc.,—ns also Wisdom, 
Compassion, Sympathy and so forth—is duo to habitual practice; just as 
during the prowont life, it is found in men ]M)ssoxscd of the varying degrees 
of those feelings ;—during tho present life, there is in the Body, etc, of a 
man, a degree of strength of tho feelings, wluch is not duo to any such pructico 
during tho prosonl life;—so t-liis is a Reason based upon the relation of 
cause aud effoct. As all such relations of cause and effect are dotonnined 
by positive and negative concomitance, tho Reason cannot be said to Iw 
«inadmissible \—This is what is meant by the words—‘ Ascertained by 
jtositivc, etc. etc. 

It cannot bo urged tliat—“ the lAoason is ‘ contradictory \ as cited in 
proof of the fact of tho feelings duo to habitual repetition during otlior lives 
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What is meant is that those feelings as appearing for tho first time during the 
present life have not been habitually repeated dining this life ;—this may not 
bo a Reason directly proving the fact of these feelings being due to habitual 
practice during previous lives ; but what is stated as the Reason being 
admitted to be a fact, it could not bo without some cause ; if it were without 
cause, it would bo there at all times hence if another life wore not there, 
what could be the cause of the strength of tho said feelings of Love, Hatred, 
etc. ? Hence tho conclusion is that the habitual repetition during past lives 
is the cause of the said strength of the feelings and thus the ‘other 
world ’ bocomes established. 

The external objective excitant cannot be the cause of the feelings 
in question; because in many cases, even when these excitants are there, 
the foolings of Love, etc. do not appear at all,—if there happen to bo present 
a feeling of Disgust against the evil character of the things.—Tho term 
‘ pratisankhy&na 'disgust’ stands for that counter-feeling against Love, 
etc., which is based upon the idea of evil.—Sometimes, even when the 
excitant is not there, the said feelings of Love, etc. actually appear. Hence 
the presence of the feelings cannot bo due to tho presence of the excitants. 

Thou again, oven in regard to past and future tilings, the feelings are 
found to bo strong in the man in whom the feeling of Disgust lias ceased, 
and feelings duo to the absence of pleasure liave become intensified through 
strong desire. And when there is no change in tho presence or absence of a 
certain tiling, or the presence or absence of auotlier thing,—the one cannot 
bo tho cause of the other; otherwise these would be incongruities. 

For tho following reason also, tho feelings of Love, etc. cannot 1 m> due 
to the presence of tho oxcitants :—Because, if tho feelings apjwared exactly 
in accordance with tho oxcitants, they would proceed from the excitant 
exactly in tho same manner as tho Cognition of Blue and other tilings (wliicli 
always procoeds in accordance with those tilings);—the feelings however 
do not proceed in tliis way ; on tho contrary, the said feelings appear in 
regard to tho Woman and other tilings, in men who attribute to the woman 
tlio form of their own lasting pleasure, etc. wliich have not been experienced 
at all; and yet the objocts (woman, etc.) are* not actually possessed of tho said 
form of goodness, etc.;—and when a tiling is devoid of a certain form, it 
cannot bo the excitant or basis of tho Cognition of that form; otherwise it 
would load to absurdity. 

‘ Tut' —i.o. for those reasons, the feelings of Jvovo, etc. us pertaining 
to imposed things must bo regarded as devoid of an objective basis (or 
excitant); and from this it follows tlint the saiil feelings of lx>ve, etc., when 
they appear for tho first time during present life, proceed from tho ropoutod 
experience of similar feelings in tho past.—(1U48-1U53) 


Question :—“ If Objects are not tile excitants of tho foolings, then how 
is it that feelings of Love, etc. appear only when the Objects aro prosont ? ’* 
Answer :— 
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TEXTS (1954-1956). 

When thb objects are present, there appear pleasure, etc. ; 

PROM THIS PLEASURE, ETC, PROCEED THE ‘ AFFLICTIONS ’ OP LOVE, 

Hate and the rest,—being the outcome of the fruition of the 

Impressions left by similar past feelings,—in men who are 

DEVOID OF WISDOM AND ARE SUBJECT TO EVIL PROPENSITIES (?),—IN 

ACCORDANCE WITH THE POTENCY OF THINGS. DIRECTLY, THE OBJECTS 

ARE NOT THE CAUSE OF THE FEELINGS ; IF THEY WERE, A SINGLE 

Affliction would be the cause of them all,—in regard to 

THE OBJECT,—LIKE THE COGNITION OF THINGS.— (1954-1956) 

COMMENTARY. 

The process is as follows :—When the Object is present, there appears 
pleasure born of the sense-organ concerned ;—from tliis Pleasure, proceed 
the ‘ Afflictions ’ of Love, etc.,—in men devoid of wisdom (and dispassion) 
and subject to evil propensities and tendencies,—out of the fruition of 
the Impressions left by the previously experienced feelings of Love, etc. ; so 
that the Objects are not the direct cause of the feelings. 

The following might be urged :—“ You are only expounding your own 
doctrine ; you state no reasons ”. 

The answer to this is—‘ A single Affliction, etc. etc. \—* Single '—i.e. 
of a single kind.—* Tatra *—in regard to the object.—‘ Tasya '—of the 
object.—' Like the Cognition of things'; —i.e. like the Cognition apprehending 
the form of the Blue and other tilings.—As a matter of fact however, a single 
‘ Affliction ’ is not what actually appears ; for instance, in rogard to the 
single object in the shape of the body of the Woman,—while in one man 
the feeling aroused is tliat of Love, in anotlier it is Hate, while in yet another, 
mere jealousy ; so that there are severul kinds of ‘ Afflictions ’ (Feelings) 
that appear.—(1954-1956) 

The following might be urged:—“The feelings of Love, etc. that appear 
during the present life cannot be the effect of repeatod experience in the 
past; they arise either from the seeiug of the actual act done by others, or 
from the advice of other persons **. 

This is answered in the following— 

TEXT (1957). 

The appearance of the feelings cannot be due either to the 

PERCEPTION OF THE DOINGS OF OTHERS, OR TO HEARING OF THINGS 

FROM OTHER PERSONS •—BECAUSE SUCH IS NOT FOUND TO 
BE THE CASE ALWAYS.—(1957) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Vrtti' stands for doings.— (1957) 

The following text shows how that is not found to bo the cuse always :_ 
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TEXT (1958). 

Boars, Bucks and other animals,—who have never seen or heard 
OF THE DOINGS,—BECOME PERTURBED AT THE TOUCH 
OF FEMALES OF THEIR OWN KIND.— (1958) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Doings ’—Intercourse mid the like. 

‘ Sabh&gagali, etc. etc. ’—females of the same kind,—i.o. the sow and the 

doe. 

When there is contact— proximity—of these, there is 'perturbation '— 
disturbance,—i.e. dosire for intercourse.—(1958) 

TEXT (1959). 

Such qualities as Wisdom, Gentleness, Compassion and the like,— 

WHICH ARE NOT HABITUALLY PRACTISED IN THE WORLD,— 

DO NOT PROCEED BY THEMSELVES, LIKE PRIDE, ETC.—(1959) 

COMMENTARY. 

It must be admitted tliat the feelings of Love, etc. appear by themselves, 
as the effect of habitual experience in the past;—because such qualities as 
wisdom, gentleness and the rest,—which aro not habitually practised in the 
world,—are not found to appear by themselves ;—like Pride, etc. ;—this is 
an instance of dissimilarity. ‘ Pride ’ is haughtiness. —Otherwise, like Pride, 
etc.. Wisdom and the rost also would appear by themselves.—(1959) 

Somo people havo held the following view :—“ Love proceeds from Phlegm 
(in the physical constitution of the Body),—Hatred from Bile, —and Delusion 
from Wind". 

The answer to tliat is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1960-19(51). 

The ORIGINATION OF THE FEELINGS CANNOT BE DUE TO PHLEGM AND 

the rest. Because, as in the previous case, the entire falsity 

OF THIS IDEA IS PERCEIVED IN EXPERIENCE.—FOR THESE 
REASONS, THAT TIME REPEATED PRACTICE DURING WHICH IS 
THE CAUSE OF THE FEELINGS APPEARING FOR THE FIRST 
TIME, MUST BE THE ‘ OTHER BlRTH WHICH THUS 
BECOMES ESTABLISHED ; AND THE DOCTRINE 

of ‘ Non Est * becomes damned.— 

(1960-1961) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Balasa ' is Phlegm. 

1 As in the previous case —in the case of objects, as shown under 
Text 1950 above. 

13 
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Thou again, as a matter of fact, there is no increase and decrease in the 
fcolings of Love, etc. upon increase and decrease of Phlegm. And when the 
cliango in one thing does not bring about a change in the other, the former 
cannot be the cause of the latter.—Similarly, fierce Haired, and not fierce 
Love, lias been seen to appear in one with preponderance of Phlegm ; while 
one with preponderance of Bile is found to have fierce Love, not fierce Haired ; 
this sort of comingling is often met with; and when one tiling api>oars without 
the other, this latter cannot bo the cause of the former. Further, the man 
with Love is often found to be in the same condition as the man with Haired. 
—From those non-concomitances, it. follows that the feelings of Love, etc. 
are not the effects of Phlegm, etc. 

4 Tasmdl ’—Thus ; this sums up the chapter. 

4 Yadabhyusa, etc. etc.' —The compound is to bo expounded as— 
4 Repeated experience during which is the cause of the feelings in question ’.— 
(1060-1961) 

The following lexis sot forth the objections of the other party :— 


TEXTS (1902-1903). 

“ (a) If what is meant to be proved is the fact of the feelings 
BEING PRODUCED BY REPEATED EXPERIENCE DURING THE PRESENT 
LIFE,—THEN SUCH AN IDEA IS ANNULLED BY WELL-PERCEIVED FACTS, 

AND IS ALSO CONTRARY TO WHAT IS DESIRED (BY THE BUDDHIST).- 

(6) Ip WHAT IS MEANT TO BE PROVED IS THE FACT OF THEIR BEING 
PRODUCED BY THE REPEATED EXPERIENCE OF OTHER LIVES,— 
THEN THE CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE IS DEVOID OF THE PRO- 
BANDUM.—(6) IK WHAT IS MEANT TO BE PROVED IS THE MERE 
UNQUALIFIED FACT OF THE FEELINGS BEING PRODUCED BY 4 RE¬ 
PEATED EXPERIENCE ’,—THE REASON PUT FORWARD IS ‘ CON¬ 
TRADICTORY \—BECAUSE IT PROVES THE CONTRARY OF THE FACT 
OF THE FEELINGS BEING DUB TO THE REPEATED EXPERIENCE OF 

ANOTHER LIFE.”—(1962-1903) 

COMMENTARY. 

The SOnse of the objection is as follows :— 

44 In reference to the feelings of Love, etc. appearing for the first time, 
what is it that is desired to bo proved—(1) Is it that they proceed from 
repeated experience during present lifo ?—Or (2) tliat they proceed from 
the reponted experience during other lives ?—Or (3) tliat they proceed only 
from mere 4 repeated experience ’ without any qualifications ?—As, if this 
is proved, then by implication, it becomes proved that they are due to ex¬ 
periences of the 4 other world ’;—those are the only alternative views possible. 

“(1) If it is the first,—then there is 4 bddhana' of it—incompatibility 
with facts of perception; because in fact, the Love, etc. in question are never 
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found to appear from oxporience during the prosont lifo;—and there is 
‘ b&dhana' — denial —also of what is desired by tho upholder of the ‘ other 
world’. 

“ (2) Under the second view, the Corrolx>rativo Instance cited becomes 
devoid of the Probandum ; because for the Materialist, there can 1 m> no 
instance where tho feelings proceed from experiences of past lives. 

“ (3) Under the third view, tho Reason becomes 1 contradictory *;— 
as, like the Corroborative Instance, it proves only tho negation of tho desired 
idea of tho feolings being duo to experiences during other lives.”—(1002- 
1903) 

The above objection is answered in tho following— 


TEXT (1964). 

What is meant to be proved is the general fact. Nor would 
the Reason be ‘ contradictory ’; there is no incompati¬ 
bility BETWEEN THESE AND THE REASON, BY REASON 
OF WHICH INCOMPATIBILITY, IT COULD 

NEGATIVE IT.—(1964) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is tho third of the above alternative views that is meant by us. 

Nor is the Reason ‘ Contradictory 
“ Why ? ” 

Because there is no incompatibility between ' being produced from 
past experience ' and ‘ Love and other feelings ’,—by virtue of which incom¬ 
patibility, the idea of ‘ being due to past experience ’ could be set aside. 

Further, such notions as ‘ this world ’ and ‘ the other world ’ aro based 
on difforoncos in the state or condition of things,—and the differences of 
childhood, youth and so forth. 

In this way, tho beginninglossnoss (of things) becomes established. 
Hence this should not be emphasised—as it amounts to the view-point of 
other disputants (Naiyuyika, Mimamsaka, etc.).—(1964) 


End of Chapter on Materialism - 


CHAPTER XXIII. 


‘External World' 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the Introductory Texts, 4 Pratltya-samutjxida * Intarvolved 
Chain of Causation’, Juls been described as ‘ pralibitnb&di-sannibham', 
4 resembling the Reflection of tilings In support of this assertion the 
Idoalist sets forth as follows :—This entire univorso comprising the threefold 
phenomena (Subjective or Immaterial, Objective or Material, and Imaginary 
or Fictitious) is mere ‘Ideation’ ; and this Ideation or Idea, through the 
diversity of ‘ chains ’ varying with each individual 4 Being ’, is endless, and 
impure —for persons who have not realised the Truth,—but pure, —for those 
whose 4 Karma ’ has been wiped off ; it is in perpetual flux (being destroyed 
every moment), and affects all living beings ; it is not one and unmodifiabU, 
as hold by the ‘ followers of the Upani$ads ’ (Vedantins). 

Such is the view of the Idealist Buddliists. 

The idea of the entire univorso being mere Idea is got at by the following 
two mothods:—(1) Anything external, in the form of Earth, otc,, wliich 
could bo apprehended, being non-existent, there can bo no apprehemler ;— 
or (2) oven though existent, in another * Cliain ’, the two factors would 
be devoid of the character of tho 4 approliender ’ and 4 apprehended \—The 
argument, may bo formulated as follows :—Every Cognition is devoid of 
both 4 apprehended ’ and 4 apprehondor ’ because it is Cognition,—like the 
Cognition of the Reflected Imago;—and the Visual and other Perceptions of 
the Healthy man are Cognition', —henco tliis is a Reason based upon the 
nature of things. 

The Reason cannot be regarded as 4 not concomitant ’ (with tho Pro- 
bandum); because, for tho Cognition, there does not exist any such ajrprc- 
hended objoct as the 4 external world ’, in tho sliape of the Earth, etc. ; because 
such a world would be devoid of one as well as of several forms. Tliis argu¬ 
ment may be formulated as follows :—That wliich is not of one or several 
forms cannot be regarded by an intelligent man as ‘existent’,—e.g. the 
4 sky-lotus ’;—and the Earth, otc. postulated by other people are devoid 
of one and several forms; hence thorc is non-apprehension in tliem of tho 
wider character ;—as, no third alternative possible, existence is invariably 
concomitant with tho presence of one or several forms ;—and the impossibility 
of the relation of 4 pervaded and pervader ’ (that which is concomitant, 
and that with wliich it is concomitant) would be the reason that would reject 
any idea to tho contrary ; hence the Reason adduced oanuot be regarded as 
4 Inconclusive ’.—Nor can it be regarded as 4 Contradictory ’; because it is 
present everywhere where the Probandum is known to be present. 

In bringing forward against this Reason, the charge of being 4 inad¬ 
missible ’, the Opponent has argued thus— 4 You may accept the principle 
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that the material sul*»tances do not exist at all ’; and while proceeding to 
allow that such a Proposition would be contrary to perceptiblo facts, the 
Opponent explains that the first Reason is not concomitant (with the Pro¬ 
hand um),—in the following— 


TEXTS (1965-19(56). 

“Tf the four material substances do not exist apart from the 
Cognition (Consciousness, Idea), then, how is it that they 

ARK DISTINCTLY AND CLEARLY PERCEIVED ?—EVEN WHEN 
SO PERCEIVED, IF THEY ARE HELD TO BE NON-EXISTENT, 

THEN FOR YOU, WHAT WOULD BE THE PROOF 

for the existence of the Cognition- 
also ? ”-(1965-1966) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Distinctly —Tliis indicates the fact of the four substances being some¬ 
thing distinct from Cognition and ‘ clearly ’ indicates that it is dearly 
perceived. 

Tliis same idea is further strengthened by a Reductio ad Absurdum— 

4 Even when so, etc. etc'. —(1965-1966) 

The Answer to the above is as follows:— 

TEXTS (1967-1969). 

When the external object is perceived,—in what form is it 
PERCEIVED ? IS IT IN THE FORM OF THE ATOM ? Or IN THAT 
OF A COMPOSITE THING ?—AS FOR THE FORMER, THE FORM OF THE 

Atom is not what is actually cognised ; because in the 
Cognition, there is no recognition of several impartite 
corporeal TniNGS; while, if the Atoms had appeared in the 
Cognition, they should have appeared as devoid of all dis¬ 
tinctions of component parts ; otherwise they would not be 
‘ PERCEPTIBLE for the simple reason they would not be 
IMPRESSING THE COGNITION WITH THEIR OWN FORM.—(1967-1969) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the external object were cognised by Perception, it could be so either 
(1) as one and not-differont from the Atoms,—or (2) as one, but in the form 
of a composite whole composed of the Atoms or (3) as a single gross object 
(by itself) not composed of parts.—Theso are the likely alternatives. 

It cannot be the first of these ; that is, it cannot be held to be cognised as 
one and not-different from the Atoms ; because there is no recognition in the 
Cognition (of the object) of several impartite corporeal atoms ; in fact, wlmt is 
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actually recognised in Consciousness is the idea of sometlung gross.—If the 

reading is ‘ pratyayi aprativedaniil'. thcro is to be no compounding.-The 

argument may be formulated as follows :—That, which does not opi»ear in its 
own form in the Cognition which is held to Ih> Perception, should not be re¬ 
garded as 1 perceived —for instance, the *.sky-lotus ’;—the Atom, many and 
corporeal, does not apjK'ar in this form in the Cognition which is held to be 
Perception, which always apprehends the gross form ;—thus there is no 
apprehension of the wider diameter (which would imply perceptibility ); 
because * Perceptibility ’ is invariably concomitant with ‘appearance of its 
own form ’.—This same invariable concomitance is shown by the words—‘ If 
the Atoms, etc. etc.' —(1967-1909) 

The following might be urged—“ In as much ns we hold the doctrine tliat- 
the Atoms aro always produced, and also perish, in the aggregated form,— 
there can bo no appearance of the Atoms singly ; as has been asserted by 
Bhadanta-Sluibhagupta —‘ Atoms cannot come about one by one, each indepen¬ 
dently by itself; that also is the reason why they do not appear singly in 
consciousness 

The following Text shows tliat this is no answer to the argument urged 
abovo (under 1967 ef scq. ). 

TEXTS (1970-1971) 

Even if they come into existence in the aggregated form, the 
Atoms should appear in their own form (in the Cognition) ; 

BECAUSE EVEN UNDER THOSE CONDITIONS THEY DO NOT ABANDON 

their {tripartite form.—If it be said that—“ their 

FORM IS ONE THAT HAS REACHED THE LOWEST LIMIT OF 
DIMUNITION (SMALLNESS) ”,—THEN, WHY SHOULD 
NOT THEY BE REGARDED AS incorporeal, LIKE . 

Sensation, etc. ’—(1970-1971) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Under those conditions '—in the aggregated form. 

Further, if the Atoms are impartite (indivisible), then they should not 
bo regarded as corporeal; so that the present assertion of the Opponent 
involves a self-contradiction.—This is what is shown by the words “ If it 
be said, etc. etc .'—‘ Labdhdpa, etc.' means ‘ that form or character which has 
reached the lowest limit of dimunition ’. That is to say, if the Atoms are 
not liable to dimunition through the diminishing contacts of component 
ports,—i.e. if they are indivisible, without parts,—they must be regarded 
as ‘ incorporeal \ like Sensations and Feelings,—as there would be no dis¬ 
tinction between them.—(1970-1971) 

The following Text anticipates the answer that may bo given by Bhadanta- 
Shubhagupta :— 
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TEXT (1972) 

“.Just as in the case of the coming into existence of similar 
* moments there is an illusion of permanence., —so 

WHEN THERE IS AN UNBROKEN SERIES OF COGNITIONS 

of similar Atoms, there is an illusion 
of Grossness” —(1972) 

COMMENTARY. 

He has offered the following answer :—“ In the case of sound and other 
things wlmt are percoi ved are several similar * Moments ’ coming into existence 
one after the other; and yet there is an illusion of there being a permanent 
entity;—in the same manner, in the case of Atoms, what are perceived simultane¬ 
ously are so many homogeneous Atoms present in an unbroken chain, which 
gives rise to the mental delusion that what is perceived is a gross object.— 
Thus the Reason adduced above in Text 1968 is ‘ inadmissible ”—(1972) 

The answer to this is as follows: — 

TEXTS (1973-1979) 

If the Perception, entirely by its own function, did not bring 

ABOUT THE RECOGNITION (OF THE IMPARTITE ATOMS),—THEN, HOW 
COULD THESE BE REGARDED AS ‘ AMENABLE TO PERCEPTION ’ ?— 

That things are momentary is ascertained by means of 

PROOFS ; BUT HOW ARE THE ATOMS COGNISED AS ‘ WHITE ’, ‘ YELLOW ’ 
AND THE REST?—It MIGHT BE SAID THAT—“ THE FIRST VISIBLE 
THING MUST BE AN AGGREGATE OF MINUTE (INVISIBLE) THINGS,— 
BECAUSE IT IS grOSS, —LIKE THE HlLL AND SUCH THINGS 'THERE 

is this Inference (which proves our assertion) ’’.—The answer 
TO THIS IS that grossness IS NOT admitted to BE PRESENT IN THE 
TWO THINGS ; THE COMPOSITE IS NOT GROSS, NOR ARE THE ATOMS 
SO.—If WHAT HAS BEEN SrOKEN OF AS SUCH (GROSS) IS THE WELL- 
KNOWN FORM THAT IS FOUND EXTENDED IN SPACE,—EVEN SO, AS 
SUCH FORM APPEARS IN ILLUSORY COGNITION ALSO, THERE WOULD 
ALWAYS BE DOUBT.—IF THE ANSWER BE THAT—“ ILLUSORY COGNI¬ 
TION IS WRONG, HENCE WHAT IS COGNISED IS NOT ADMITTED TO BE 
SO ”,—THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT, UNLESS A DISTINCTION IS ESTAB¬ 
LISHED, WHAT WOULD BE THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THIS AND 
XHAT ?—Ik it is compatibility vnth effective action, —and this is 
SAID TO CONSIST IN COMPATIBILITY WITH THE COGNITION ENVISAGING 
THAT EFFECTIVE ACTION,—THEN SUCH COMPATIBILITY IS POSSIBLE 
OTHERWLSE ALSO ; ON ACCOUNT OF THE CAPACITY FOR ACTION BEING 
RESTRICTED.— (1973-1979) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by the emphasising particle ' lva\ ' entirely \ is the 
fact of there being no dependence upon the Inferential Indicative or the 
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Reliable Word. What is meant is that, oven though Perception comes about, 
it does so, in an unspecified (indeterminate) form ; and yet. that factor alone is 
regarded as ‘ Perceived ’ for practical pur|>oses in regard to which it pmlucox 
a Re-cognition of tho form actually apprehended ; while that factor with 
regard to which it doos not produce this Re-cognition is as good ns not- 
apprehonded, even though it might lx- apprehended. Hence our Reason 
cannot be regarded as ‘ inadmissible Specially because what is meant 
by the clause ‘ Pralyay&pralivedanut' (in Text 1968) is that * it does not 
figure in that cognition which is meant to be Perception, and which is put 
forward as the Reason in the Minor Premiss. ’ 

It lias been argued (in Text 1972) tliat—“ tlvc idea of grossness is a mental 
illusion ”,—That is not right; because if the Atom lrnd lieen established l»y 
suitable proof, then alone could the idea of yrossness be rogarded as 
wrong or illusory;—as it is only when the momentary character of things 
has been established by suitable proof, that the idea of permanence is regarded 
as wrong. As a matter of fact however, the Atoms have not yet boon 
established ; as they form the subject of the present investigation. 

Further, this ‘ illusion of grossness ’ cannot be said to be ‘ mental \— 
as it appears quite clearly; while what is confined to mere Conceptual 
Thought can never bo clear; because the generic form is always indistinct ; 
and without the generic form, there can bo no Conceptual Thought. 

.The following might be urged:—“Like the non-etemalily of things, 
Atoms also are actually established by suitable proofs. For instance, what¬ 
ever is gross is only of the nature of the aggregate of minute things,—as 
for example, the Hill and other things;—and the first visually perceived 
object is gross ;—hence this is a Reason based on the nature of tilings. The 
qualification ‘ visually * has been added for the purpose of excluding the 
‘ Atomic Diad ’ (which is not visually perceived).” 

Tlie answer to this is ns follows :—In the premiss ‘ because it is gross ’,— 
if it is real 1 grossnoss ns a property of the thing, that is put forward as tho 
Probans (Reason),—then such ‘ grossness ’ is not admitted by your disputant 
(the Buddhist) either in the Probandum or in the Corroborative Instance ; 
and in that case the Probans is ‘ inadmissible ’ and tho Corroborative Instance 
is ‘ devoid of the Probandum *. 

If, on the other hand, tho ‘ grossness ’ monnt is that which appears as 
extended in space, which cannot stand the test of investigation, and which 
is well-known to all common people, down to the veriest cowherd,—then, 
•'even in the case of illusory cognition like Dream, such ‘gross form ’ actually 
figures in Consciousness, even though there is no 1 aggregate of Atoms ’ at 
the time ; and hence your Probans becomes ‘ Inconclusive \ 

If, in order to avoid this difficulty, you add the qualification ‘ there being 
no illusion \—then, so far as the Idealist is concerned, so long as the difference, 
between the visual cognition produced under normal conditions on tho 
one hand and the cognition produced during dreams on the otlier, is not 
established,—there is no Cognition that can be accepted as being 4 free from 
illusion ’; hence the qualification also becomes ‘ inadmissible ’. 

The following might be urged:—“ Between the normal healthy visual 
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cognition and the Dream-cognition. the difference i» quite clear-in that while 
tJm former is compatible with effective action, the latter i« not . 

The answer to this is-What is this ‘compatibility with effective 
action ? ’—If it is the reaching of the external object,— then, that, is not yet 
established ; in fact, it is for the establishing of the external object that the 
Reason lias been put forward.-Tf, on the other hand, compatibility with 
effective action 1 be held to consist in the Cognition envisaging the desired 
effective action—then, otherwise also— i.e. oven without the external object 
such compatibility would be possible ; so that the Reason adduced is clearly 

4 Inconclusive . 

Question r—“ How would it be possible otherwise . . 

Answer On account of the capacity for action being restricted i.e. 
because the capacity of the cause, consisting in the immediately preceding 
Cognition, is restricted ; that is, a certain preceding Cognition is capable of 
bringing about only a particular Cognition; all are not able to produce all; for 
example, your own 4 External Object *; which also proves that there is restric¬ 
tion in the capacity of things.—(1973-1079) 

The following urge the defect of ‘inadmissibility’ in the Probans 
adduced by the Buddhist,—' because it is not recognised in consciousness , 
from the view-point of Sumati, the Digambara (Jaina) 


TEXTS (1980-1983) 

•' Atoms having two forms, similar (common) and dissimilar (dncom- 
mon) —when THE common form is the thing apprehended, 

THEN THE UNCOMMON FORM IS NOT APPREHENDED J SUCH BEING 
THE CASE, WHAT IS IT THAT IS NOT POSSIBI.E ?—TN PACT, ALL THINGS 
EXIST IN TWO FORMS, THE ' UNIVERSAL ' AND THR ‘ PARTICULAR I 

hence Atoms are declared to have two forms—the common 
and the uncommon. Of these, it is the comma form that is 
amenable to Sense-cognition. Henof. it is only in reference 
to Atoms that there can be Cognition of only one form. 
That form of the Atoms which is uncommon is held to be amen¬ 
able to Mystic Perception ".-Such are the confounded as- 
sumptions of some dull-witted peesons.—(1980-1983) 

COMMENTARY. 

Sumati ha., argued as followsAll .Wags Have two a apeoto - th . 
Universe! and the Particular; consequently Atoms »»'« 
common and the uncommon ; of these, it is the Common form that is■ «W» 
handed by the Senses, not the uncommon form In tins way there ■ nottog 
incongruous in there being one uniform Cogmtion approlwndmg all Atoms, 
and thus it is by Perception that Atoms become estebUslied. 

• Confounded ’-indefinite; in as much as it implies no one definite form. 

—(1980-1983) 
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Says the Opponent—“ The assertion that 4 things liave two forms * is 
quite definite 

True, that assertion is there; but the assertion is not right.—This is 
wiiat is shown in the following— 


TEXTS (1984-1986) 

How CAN IT BF, RIGHT TO SAY THAT A single. THING HAS two FORMS ? 

In FACT, THERE WODI.D BE TWO THINGS, EACH DIFFERING FROM THE 
OTHER IN FORM.—IF THEY WERE OF THE SAME FORM AS ONE 
ANOTHER, THE DUALITY OF FORMS WOULD BE ANNULLED ; 

AND IT WOULD BE THE UnCOl/linon FORM THAT WOULD 
BE APPREHENDED BY THE EYE AND OTHER 

sense-organs.—(1984-1985) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, if there are two forms of a tiling, different from one 
another, then there nro two things ; as the two forms, being different from 
one another, would be two different things ; and it would not be right to say 
that a single tiling lias two forms. 

Then again, the two forms, being not-different from the Tiling itself, 
would be identical, both being like the form of a single thing; how then 
could it be a single thing having two forms ? 

Further, as the Particular form of a thing is not entirely different from 
the Universal form, there would be a possibility of the former being appre¬ 
hended by the senses ; and in that case there could not be the clear cut dis¬ 
tinction that 1 the Common form is amenable to Seme-cognition and the 
Uncommon form is amenable to mystic cognition ’.—(1984-1985) 

Further, the assertion that ‘ one thing has two forms ’ involvos, not 
only a self-contradiction, but it also implies what is more damaging, that the 
one thing lias two mutually contradictory forms.—Tliis is wliat is shown 
m the following— 


TEXT (1986— First Line). 

How COULD ONE AND THE SAME THING HAVE TWO MUTUALLY 
CONTRADICTORY FORMS (AND CHARACTERS) ?—(1986) 

COMMENTARY. 

The two forms Common and Uncommon ^—are such that the absonco of 
one implies the presence of tho other and vice versa ; how then can any single 
thing have these two forms 1 —(1986) 


The following Text seta forth the view of Iiumarila 
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TEXTS (1986-1987). 

“ AS IS ACTUALLY FOUND TO BE THE CASE, IT IS NOT IMPOSSIBLE FOR ONE 

AND THE SAME THING TO HAVE CONTRADICTORY CHARACTERS. 

That ‘ one thing should have one and only one 

FORM ’ IS NOT A ROYAL EDICT—In FACT EVERY¬ 
THING HAS TO BE ACCEPTED AS IT IS 
PERCEIVED.”—fSHLO Vi. — 

Skunyavada , 219]— 

(1986-1987) 

COMMENTARY. 

Kumurila argues thus :—“ It is not true that mutually contradictory 
forms cannot belong to any one tiling ;—why t—because it is actually found 
to bo the case.—Further, there is no such Edict of Kings that * one tiling must 
have only one form ’ ;—in fact, everything should be accepted to be exactly 
as it is found ; as all notions of things are based upon our Cognition of the 
same. As a mattor of fact, the Cognition that is found to appear in con¬ 
nection with things is in ono form,—as in the form of ‘ Being '■—and also 
in many forms ; hence the nature of oach thing has to be determined on the 
basis of the way in which it is actually cognised.”—(1986-1987) 

The answer to the above is as follows :— 

TEXT (1988). 

This cannot bf. right ; because there is cognition of the non¬ 
entity ALSO ;—E.G. THAT OF THE YELLOWNESS OF THE CONCH-SHELL. 

Of ‘ DIFFERENCE ’ TOO there is no other charac¬ 
teristic EXCEPT THE PRESENCE OF CON¬ 
TRADICTORY properties.—(1988) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it be as asserted, then no Cognition could be wrong ; and thore would 
be an end to all notions of ‘ difference ’. 

It might bo possible to characterise that Cognition as ‘ wrong ’ which is 
subsequently sublatcd. But even so, when the idea of ‘ many * in reference 
to what is one is sublatcd, how could it be noi-wrong ? 

Thus it is found that the existence of Atoms cannot be proved either 
by Perception or by Inference; consequently the proposition denying the 
external world does not involve the contradiction of any fact of perception. 
Nor is the Reason adduced by us ‘ inadmissible ’.—(1988) 

In the following text, the Opponent raises the objection that tho Reason 
propounded in the form—* Bocause the Earth and other things are not of 
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the nature of one or several [therefor© they must. l>o non-existent] ’— 
is doubtful and lienee * inadmissible *:— 


TEXT (1989). 

“The existence op Atoms may not bf, proved. There may be 
DOUBT REGARDING THEM. BUT HOW COULD INTELLIGENT 
PERSONS HAVE THE CERTAINTY THAT ATOMS 1)0 NOT 

EXIST AT ALL ? ”—(1989) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following texts supply the answer to this— 


TEXTS (1990-1992). 

In EVERY OBJECT, IF THE FORM OF THE ATOM AT THE CENTRE,—WHICH TS 
IN CONJUNCTION WITH, OR DISTINCT FROM, OR LYING CONTIGUOUSLY 
WITH, TIIE FRONT PART OF ANOTHER ATOM,—IS REGARDED AS 
ALSO FACING A THIRD ATOM,—THEN, IN THAT CASE, THERE 
WOULD BE NO aggregation in the form of the Hill 

AND OTHER THINGS.—If, ON THE OTHER HAND, THE 
IDEA IS THAT WHAT IS IN FRONT OF THE 
OTHER ATOM IS ANOTHER FORM OF THE 

first Atom,—then, in that case, 

HOW COULD SUCH AN ATOM 

be one ?—(1990-1992) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may bo formulated ns follows 1 That which is devoid 
of the form of one or many is fit for being regarded as non-existent ,—as the 
* sky-lotus ’;—the Atoms postulated by the other party are devoid of the 
form of one or many ;—hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of 
things. 

It cannot bo said tliat the Reason here adduced is 1 inadmiasible ’; 
because that tho Atom is one cannot be admitted; because in the Hill and 
other things which are aggregates of Atoms, there is diversity of facings 
towards various directions. 

This ‘ diversity of facings in various directions ’ must be present in the 
Atoms also, otherwise it could not be possible in the aggregates of Atoms, 
like the Hill and other things this is what is sot forth in tho words—* If 
the assumption is, etc. etc. ’. 

Some people hold that in every Object, the Atoms are in close conjunction 
with one another others hold that they remain there separate from each 
other, always, without touching one another others again hold tliat there is 
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no intervening apace between atoms, hence they are said to be in contact. — 
Under all these tliree views, when the Atom in the middle is surrounded by 
many other Atoms, if there were no diversity in its facings towards various 
directions, then,—as in the case of the Mind and Mental ontitios,—no aggrega¬ 
tion would be possible, as Atoms have no parts. For instance, that form in 
which the central Atom would bo facing one Atom,—if in that same form, 
it also faced other Atoms,—then, it would imply that all the siuTOimding 
Atoms occupy the same point in space, and no aggregation of them would bo 
possible. 

The argument may bo formulated as follows :—Whatever fuces the 
Atom of one form must occupy the same point in space,—as for example, 
the Atom lying in space behind the said Atom,—or the House that stands 
facing anothor House ;—and all the Atoms surrounding tho central Atom 
stand facing that central Atom which has only one form ;—henco this is a 
Reason based on tho nature of things. As a consequence of this, there could 
be no aggregation (of Atoms). 

If, on the other hand, the central Atom faces the otlier Atom in tmothor 
form, then as the diverse facings would be there, the Atom could not be one,— 
being just like the Jar and other tilings. 

Bhadanta-Shnbhagupta has offered the following explanation :—“ In 
the 'case of an ontity, as differentiated from the ‘ non-existent ’ and the 
‘ non-entity \ several Universal are assumed, but not in reality ; similarly 
in’the case in question, as Atoms exist in several things, they are assumed 
to be many, but not in reality. Because there is no distinct Category in the 
shapo of Space (or Direction) as posited by Karxada and others ; because if 
this Space were one only, then the diverse notions of' East ’, ‘ West ’ and the 
rest, would not be possible. It is only the Atoms that lie there ono after 
the other which come to bo spoken of as ‘ Space ’ or ‘ Direction ’; hence 
when it is said ‘ because there is diversity of facings in Space ’, all that is 
meant is that one Atom is surrounded of several Atoms,—and not that tho 
Atom has parts ”. 

This Is not right. Because, if the Atom has no parts, it is liko tho Mind ; 
and hence there caimot be any such diversity as its 4 upper ’ or * lower ’ 
parts; and in that case there could bo no 4 surrounding ’ of the one by the 
many ; just as there is none in the case of the Mind and Mind-products. 
Thus the ‘surrounding’ being, in reality, non-existent,—how could there 
be any existence (of the Atom) in the middle of surrounding Atoms ;—by 
virtue of which diversity due to facings could be assumed ? 

If, even in the absence of 4 upper * and 4 lower ’ parts, thore were 4 sur¬ 
roundings ’ by other Atoms,—then there could bo such surrounding of Mind 
and Mental effects also ; and in that case, like the Atoms, these latter also 
would subsist in Space. If not, then the Atoms also could not subsist in 
Space. Hence it follow's tliat there could be no aggregation of Atoms; this 
is absolutely certain. 

The following might be urged— 44 In the case of tho Present 4 Mind- 
inoment ’ there is immediate sequence, in time, to the Past and Future 
! Mind-moments ’.—and yet the Present Moment lias no ports like the 
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various divisions of Time—Seconds, Minutes and so forth ;—in tho some 
manner, in the case of Atoms, oven though there is surroiuiding of one 
Atom by many Atoms, there would be no parts in the Atom, due to tho 
facings in Space.” 

This is not right. As a matter of fact, there is no real immediate sequence 
l>etweon the Present Moment and the Past and Future Moments ; because 
at that moment, these latter are non-existent; and there can lie no real 
sequence to what is non-existent. All that is possible is that, because there 
can be no relation of Cause and Effect between things existing at the same 
moment, therefore through that relation the existence of the Past and Future 
Momenta is implied and assumed ;—just as there is assumption of Prior and 
Posterior Non-existence. In the case of Atoms however, there cannot bo 
any such assumption of sequence in space ; as in that case, no aggregation 
would be possible. 

Then again, it cannot l>e right to regard things as without cause ; for if 
they wero so, they would be always there. 

Even tho person who admits the 1 illusory ’ character of things, must 
regard all things as with cause . And when they aro with cause, it is not right 
that tho Cause and Effect should exist at the same moment; nor can the 
Cause be non-existent before the Effect, as, in that case, it could not have 
the requisite latency; after the appearance of the Effect, there would be no 
use for the Cause. Hence it must be admitted that all Causes exist before 
the Effect. This idea has been thus expressed—‘ Previous to the Effoct 
if tho Cause is non-existent, it can have no potency ; after the Effect, fchoro 
is no use for it; henco all causes must have existence prior to the Effect; 
hence no Object can exist along with its cognition 

Thus, even when all things are without parts, the existence of some 
sort of sequence in time stands to reason; but how could there be any soquonco 
in space, if there were no parts ? This is the point that is urged. 

If, even in the absence of parts, there wore sequence in space, then there 
could be -such sequence in tho case of Mind and Mental effects also ; as there 
would be no difference between the two cases, as alroady pointed out abovo. 

11 There is difference due to corporeality." 

Not so; as in tho absence of parts, there cannot be corporeality also. 
So this explanation means nothing more than the assertion of tho presence 
of parts. There is no other point of difference. So there is nothing in tliis. 

Thus then, in the case of all things, it is only sequence in time tliat has 
some basis in reason; anything more tlxan tliat,—in the shape of sequenco 
in. space, —is not possible oxccpt when there are parts. Hence* it is a per¬ 
fectly correct statement that—‘ where there is diversity of facings in Space, 
the thing cannot be one ’.—Wo desist from further labouring of this point.— 
(1990-1992) 


On this subject, some people argue as follows :—“ Under the circum¬ 
stances, Atoms may be regarded as being minuter points of Space itself ; and 
if parts of these would have to be assumed, those parts age.in would consist 
in the still minuter points of Space ; oven though this may involve an infinite 
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regress. But in no ease does it seem to be justifiable to regard Atoms us 
mere ideal (subjective) entities, for fear of having to regard them as with 
parts.—Even if they are mere subjective entities, it is necessary to postulate 
a cause for that Idea ; and that which is the cause of that Idea would itself 
be the Atom .—If what you are seeking to provo is that Atoms do not exist 
at all,—even so. the Reason adduced—‘ Because there is diversity of facings ’ 
—is * inadmissible Bocause mere non-entities—like the * Homs of the 
Ass ’—do not have the diverse facings towards the East and other directions. 
—Nor can your argument be treated as a Reduclio ad Absurdum ; because 
4 the diversity of facings ’ is not admitted by us ”. 

The answer to this is givon in the following— 


TEXTS (1093-1997). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, WHAT WE HAVE BEEN CONSIDERING IS THE ATOM 
WHICH HAS BEEN REGARDED BY OTHER PEOPLE AS DEVOID OF DIVISION 
INTO PARTS ; AND IT IS NOT IMPROBABLE THAT THIS MAY LEAD TO 
SOMETHING UNDESIRABLE.—WHEN THESE PEOPLE ACCEPT THE 
FACT OF THE PARTS THEMSELVES BEING ‘ ATOMS ’,—THEN THIS 
CERTAINLY INVOLVES A DEVIATION FROM THEIR OWN DOCTRINE.— 

The argument that has been set forth (by us) is only in the 
form OF a Reductio ad Absurdum ; this is not open to the 

CHARGE OF ‘ INADMISSIBILITY ’ REGARDING ITS SUBSTRATUM.—THE 
UNITY OF THE AlOM ALSO BECOMES DISCARDED BY THE CONJUNC¬ 
TION, ETC. THAT THE OTHER PARTY ADMITS.—THUS UNDER ALL 
VIEWS, THE Atom CANNOT BE REGARDED as BEING ESSENTIALLY 
one. And when it cannot be one, it cannot be many either.— 
Thus, for all wise people, the Atom is only capable of forming 

THE OBJECT OF THE DEFINITE IDEA THAT IT IS NON-EXISTENT,— 
BECAUSE IT HAS THE NATURE OF NEITHER one NOR many, — LIKE 

the Sky-lotus.— (1993-1997) 

COMMENTARY. 

The man who postulates the 1 Atom ’ must hold that it is a certain entity 
with a well-defined form. Otherwise, if there were an indefinite Infinite 
Regress, the form of the ‘ Atom ’ could not be determined ; and in that case 
our Opponent would himself have established the fact that it is something 
‘ indescribable ’, * indefinite ’, 4 indeterminate ’; and thus he would have 
established what is desired by his Opponent. For these reasons, that same 
well-defined entity which you would provo to be the 4 Atom ’, without having 
recourse to an Infinite Regress,—if with regard to tliat same entity an investi¬ 
gation is carried on, why should there be an Infinite Regress ? Specially 
so when the Infinite Regress would lead to the subversion of your doctrine. 
But that would not bring about a situation undesirable for your Opponent. 
—And as this would be enough to prove what is desired by your Opponent, 
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the argument iluit wo have put forward is only by way of a Rcductw ad 
Absurduim 

Our Reason cannot be regarded as ‘ inadmissible Because the other 
party lias accepted the view that Atoms are in conjunction with one another, 
—that there is no intervening space between them,—and that each Atom is 
surrounded by Atoms distinct from one another ; if it were not so. iiow 
could there be any Cognition of it 1 Thus though it lias not been admitted 
in so many words that there is 1 diversity of facings * in Atoms,—yet. it follows 
from the acceptance of their Iwing in conjunction and so forth. Unless there 
is diversity of 4 upper ’ and ‘ lowor ' parts, there cannot bo any Conjunction, 
etc., —as there is none in the case of the Mind and Mental Effects ;—this has 
been explained before. 

It lias been argued that—“ It is necessary to admit a Cause for the 
Idea of tho Atom, and that which is the Cause of tluit Idea is the Atom 
—Tile answer to that is tliat there is already a cause for the illusory idea of 
4 Atom —in the shape of the notion of tho dust-particles coining in through 
the hole,—tliis notion resulting from tho fruition of tho Impressions left 
by tho contemplation of wrong teachings. It cannot bo right to regard tho 
Atom itself as the cause of its own Idea; as in that caso, tho Atom would 
not have a purely subjective existence. If it were not so, then the cause of 
the idea of the Soul would consist of tho Soul itself,—and not of tho 'Thought* 
phases ’ (SkandJias) in this way, as of the Atom, so of tho Soul also, there 
could bo no denial. 

Thus it is established tliat Atoms cannot be one ; and as there can no longer 
bo any doubt on this point, our Reason cannot be regarded as 1 inadmissible ’ 
for proving the fact of Atoms being non-existent. —(1993-1997) 

Having thus proved tliat tho 4 External Object ’ is devoid of the nature 
of 1 many tho Text proceeds to show tliat it cannot have the nature of 
‘one *:— 

TEXT (1998). 

Because, on account op the non-conjunction of the Atom, the 

Composite cannot exist,—therefore other people regard 
the Composite as composed of Atoms.—(1998) 

COMMENTARY. 

Those people who admit of the Gross Object, oven though not composed 
of Atoms,—for them, like the Atom, the Gross Objoctalso could not bo regarded 
as one, Because of ‘tho diversity of its faciugs ’; because if it were one entity, 
then the slinking of tho hand or the limbs would lead to the shaking of 
tho whole body.—As this is quite clear, and was threshed out on several 
occasions, the Author has not pointed out hero any objections to this view. 

Thus the Reason— 4 that which is devoid of the nature of one and many, 
etc. etc. ’—which lias boon put forward by us, for proving that there can 
be no activity in regard to 4 extornal objects \—is one that cannot be regarded 
as 4 inadmissible ’. And when tliat is 4 admissible ’, the Earth and other 
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external tilings apprehended should be treated as non-existent. And when the 
Earth, etc. cannot be ‘ apprehended the fact of tho Cognition being the 
* apprehender \ assumed on the basis of tho apprehension of thoso tilings, also, 
becomes proved to be inadmissible. Thus it becomes established that all this 
is more * Idea’ (1ms a purely subjective existence).—(1998) 

Having thus proved that Idea alone exists, on the ground of there being 
no ‘ object', tho Author now proceeds to prove the same, on the ground of 
the absence of the characters of the ‘ apprehended ’ and the ‘ apprehender ’ :— 


TEXT (1999) 

Either ‘ not envisaging a form or ‘ envisaging a form or 
4 envisaging something else the Cognition cannot 

APPREHEND ANY 4 EXTERNAL THING \—(1999) 
COMMENTARY. 

Neither us 4 formless ’, nor as 4 with form nor 4 with the form of some¬ 
thing other than the object ’,—can there be any apprehension of the external 
Object; and there is no other way possible. Hence Cognition is always self- 
cognisant, oven when there is another 4 Chain ’ which is external to it. 
Hence it becomes established that Idea or Cognition alone exists. 

Some people have regarded tho Cognition of one form as apprehending 
(envisaging) a Cognition in another form ; for example, the Cognition in the 
4 yellow ’ form apprehends also the 4 white ' conch-shell. This has been thus 
asserted by Kumdrila [Shlokavdrtika — Nirdlambanavdda, 108]— 44 In ovory 
case, there is an externa! back-grouncl, appearing under divorsc conditions of 
Place and Time,—be it during this same life or in another life, or at some 
other time. ” 

It is in view of this view that tho Text 1ms introduced the third alternative. 
—(1999) 

Question : —“ Why should not tho alternatives just set forth— 4 not en¬ 
visaging a form, etc. *—apply to tho viow that tho Cognition (or Idea) is 
solf-cognised ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2000). 

When the Cognition is produced, it is produced as differentiated 

FROM ALL 4 UNCONSCIOUS ’ FORMS ; AND IT IS THIS FACT OF ITS 
BEING ‘ NOT-UNCONSCIOUS ’ THAT CONSTITUTES ITS 
4 SELF-COGNISABILITY ’.—(2000) 

COMMENTARY. 

When Cognition is said to be 4 self-cognisant \ it is not meant that it is 
tho apprehender or cogniscr of itself ; what is mount is that it shines,—becomes 

14 
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manifested,—by itself,—by its very nature,—just like the Light diffused in 
the atmosphere.—(2000) 

Question “ Why is the Cognition not regarded us tin* Apprchcndcr (of 
itself) ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2001-2002). 

There can be no ‘ self-cognition ’ of the Cognition, in the sense 
that it is the action and also the active agent ; because one and 

THE SAME ENTITY, WHICH IS IMPARTITE IN FORM, CANNOT HAVE 
THREE CHARACTERS. HENCE THE ONLY RIGHT VIEW IS 
THAT THE ‘ SELF-COGNITION ’ OF THE COGNITION IS 
DUE TO ITS BEING OF THE VERY NATURE OF CON¬ 
SCIOUSNESS. Under the circumstances, 

HOW CAN THERE BE ANY COGNITION OF 
ANY OTHER THING IN THE SHAPE OF 

THE ‘ OBJECT ’ ?—(2001-2002) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Three characters '—of the Coi/nised, the Cogniser and the Cognition. — 
( 2001 - 2002 ) 

The following might bo urged :—“ Just as there is self-cognition of the 
Cognition itsolf, so would there be cognition of the External Thing ulso, 
without there being an apprchcndcr and an apjircltended 
Tho answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (2003). 

The form of any other thing is not such that upon its cognition, 

SOMETHING ELSE WOULD BECOME COGNISED ; BECAUSE, IN REALITY, 
THINGS ARE DIFFERENT FROM ONE ANOTHER.—(2003) 

COMM ENTARY. 

Though it lias been assumed that there is the single form of * Entity ’— 
as differentiated from ‘ non-entity '—which is common to all things,—yet in 
reality, they are all different among themselves ; hence there is no ‘ onc-ness * 
among them. This is what is meant by the phrase—‘ in reality \—(2003) 

Tho following might bo urged :—“ Even though tho External Tiling bo 
different from the Cognition, yet it could bo ‘cognised’, ‘ upprehondod ’— 
just as tho Cognition itself is 

The answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2004). 

It is possible for the Cognition to be cognised, because it is 

PRODUCED IN THE FORM OF CONSCIOUSNESS. THE OBJECT, ON 
THE OTHER HAND, WHEN PRODUCED, IS NOT IN THE 

form of Consciousness ; how then could 
IT BE COGNISED ? ’—(2004) 

COMMENTARY. 

Having thus proved tho ‘ self-cognition ’ of Cognitions, the Author 
proceeds to show that there can l>e no apprehension of the Objoct by 
Cognition which is formless (and onvisagos no form): — 


TEXTS (2005-2006). 

Under the view that ‘Cognition envisages a form’, though, in 

REALITY, THERE IS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO (THE COGNITION 
AND THE FORM ENVISAGED BY IT), YET, ON ACCOUNT OF THE 

Reflection having thf. same form as what is Reflected, 

THERE MIGHT BE ‘ COGNITION * (OF ONE BY THE 
OTHER) IN THE INDIRECT SENSE.—BUT FOR ONE 
WHO DOES NOT REGARD THE COGNITION AS 
BEARING THE IMPRINT OF THE OBJECT, 

—THERE CAN BE NO ‘ COGNITION ’ OK 
THE EXTERNAL OBJECT, EVEN 
IN THE SAID ‘ INDIRECT ’ 

SENSE.—(2005-2006) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Reflection '—i.e. of tho form of the Cognition. 

4 Tudrupyut' —on account of its having the same form. 

‘ Indirect '—not primary ; secondary. 

4 Even this ' —cognition in the secondary sonso, assumed on the ground of 
similarity.—(2005-2000) 


The following might be urged “ Tho sword strikes the Elophant, tho 
Fire burns tho inflammable thing ; and yet the Sword and the Fire are not of 
the form of the Elephant and the inflammable tiling ;—in the same way tho 
Cognition, though not assuming the form of tho Object, would apprehend 
that object ”. 

Tliis is the view set forth in tho following— 
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TEXT (2007). 

The following ji>ea may bk entertained—“The Sword and the 

FlKK, THOUGH NOT OF THE FORM OF T1IK KUCIMIANT AND TIIK 

Inflammable object, do the cutting and tiie burning 

OK THOSE OBJECTS ; IN THE SAME WAY WOULD THIS (COGNI- 
TION) ALSO DO (THE AIT’KEH KNDINCI OF THE OBJECT, 

WITHOUT ASSUMING ITS FORM).”—(2007) 

COMMENTARY. 

The genitive ending in ‘ dantiduhyddeh' is in connection with ‘ dikeda - 
ddhddi \ 

‘ This ’■—i.o. the Cognition. 

The Ionn ' fidi' includes such other discs us (ho Ump illnmiimting tho 
Blue and olhor things.—(2007) 

The following Text provides tho answer to the above :— 

TEXT (2008). 

There is no analogy (between the two casks) ; because the things 

CITED AUK PRODUCTIVE OF THE OTHER OBJECT IN THAT FORM, 

AND HENCE ARE KNOWN AS SUCH ; WHILE COGNITION 
* IS NOT PRODUCTIVE IN THE SAME WAY.—(2008) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Sword is 1 productive ’ of the Elephant, and is, on that account, known 
as the ‘ Cutter ’ ; what happens is that when the Elephant is struck by the 
Sword, there is produced an Elephant with sundered limbs ; similarly when 
tho Fuel is touched by Fire, it becomes produced us the Live-coal; in tho 
same manner, the Jar and other external things also become capable of pro¬ 
ducing cognitions, through Light. But even so, the Cognition does not 
confor any benefit upon tho Object; on the contrary it is tho Object that 
produces the Cognition in a clear form. When, thus, the Cognition does 
not confer any benefit upon the Object,—how could it be its ‘Cogniser’ ?— 
The mere fact of the Cognition being the product of the Object cannot justify 
the idea that it is ‘ Cognisant ’ of that Object; as otherwise, tho 
Cognition might-bo regarded as 4 Cognisant ’ of the Eye and other means of 
Cognition also.—(2008) 

BhadantaShubhagupta has argued as follows:— 

“ Even though not assuming the form of the Object, the Cognition 
does apprehend it, because it is of the nature of the apprehension of that 
Objoct; hence no question should be raised as to how it apprehends it and 
liko what it apprehends it. This has been thus asserted— 4 If the Cognition 
docs apprehend tho Objoct, thon it is of tho nature of the apprehension of 
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that Object, and no question should be raised as to how, and like what, it 
apprehends it 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2009-2010). 

Ttie fact of the Cognition being of the nature of the apprehension 
of the Object would be possible, if the apprehension of the 

COGNISED OBJECT WERE OF THE FORM OF COGNITION. OTHER¬ 
WISE IT SHOULD BE CLEARLY STATED THAT COGNITION IS 
OF THE NATURE OF APPREHENSION ; IT HAS NOT BEEN 
POINTED OUT THAT ‘ THE APPREHENSION of the 

dtjcct IS IN THIS FORM —(2009-2010) 

COMMENTARY. 

All this would be true if it were proved tliat Cognition is of the nature 
of the apprehension of something other than itself; as a matter of fact, this 
lias not yet been proved.—Because the Cognition does not apprehend the 
Object by its more existonco ; if it did so, it would apprehend all things.— 
Nor does it apprehend the Object, as its product; for, if it did, there would 
be apprehension of the Eye and other organs also.—Nor is Cognition hold to 
be with form, by virtue of which, being similar to the Object, it could not be 
distinguished from it and thus regarded as ‘ cognisant ’ of it.—Thus then, 
if the apprehension of the cognised object wore of the nature of Cognition, 
then the Cognition could be said to be of the nature of the apprehension of 
the object. Otherwise, how can it l>o unequivocally stated that" Cognition 
is of the nature of the apprehension of the object ” ? 

In fact, Cognition being something different from the apprehension 
of the object, it must be of the nature of Cognition itself ; and henco it becomes 
established that Idea or Cognition alone is what exists. 

The following might be urged :—“ There must be some peculiarity in 
the Cognition, whereby it apprehends the Object only; and what this pecu¬ 
liarity is cannot be exactly indicated ”. 

The answer to this is given in the words— 4 It has not been pointed out, 
etc. etc. ’— 1 Bhavati ’ has to be supplied. Though every specific entity 
cannot l>e indicated, yet by some feat of imagination it is always spoken of 
somehow. If it were not so, then no peculiarity could be asserted in regard 
to Colour and other things also. The moro vague assertion, that 4 Cognition 
is the apprehension of the object' does not state anything clearly and unequi¬ 
vocally and with certainty. 

From this it follows that if the existence of objects wero established in 
this vague indefinite form, the objects would indeed become really well- 
established !—(2009-2010) 

Tt. might 1)0 asked “ If there were no Object to be apprehended, whose 
approhension would be there ? ” 

Answer ;— 
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TEXT (2011). 

There can be no such complaint as—“ whose apprehension would 
it be ? ”—In fact, Apprehension is the very nature of the 
Cognition ; just as ‘ Satisfaction ’ is of 
Pleasure .— (2011) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is tho nature or essence of the Cognition itself that is called ‘appro- 
hcnsion —by reason of its 1 icing of the nature of Light;—just as—‘ Satisfac¬ 
tion ’ is of Pleasure ; when one speaks of ‘ the satisfaction of Pleasure the 
mere fact- of the two being mentioned separately does not moke tho 
Satisfaction something different from Pleasure. —Similarly, though there art* 
such expressions as ‘ apprehension of Blue ‘ apprehension of Yellow \ 
and so forth.—whero tho two appear to bo different,—yet. it is the very 
nature of the Cognition that it appears in the form of Blue, etc., and hence 
it is spoken of in the said mnnnor; and the reason for this lies in the fact 
that Cognition is by its nature self-cognisant. —(2011) 

. Question :—“ What is this ‘ Self-cognition ’ that is spoken of ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2012). 

It means that for the Cognition ok its own form, the Cognition 

DOES NOT NEED ANY OTHER THING J AND YET IT IS NOT 
UNCOGNISED ;—THIS IS WHAT IS MEANT BY 

‘ SELF-COGNITION ’.—(2012) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho following Text raises an objection to the statement, just made— 
from the view-point of Knmarila :— 

TEXT (2013). 

“ While functioning towards the apprehending of the object, 
the Cognition does not touch itself ; hence, even though 
IT IS ILLUMINATIVE, IT NEEDS SOMETHING ELSE FOR 
its own apprehension.”— [ Shlokavdrfilca — 

Skunyavfida, 184].—(2013) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is how Knmarila argues—“ Though Cognition is of the nature of 
Light, yet for its own manifestation, it needs something else ; and it does not 
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touch —nppreliond—itself ; us it is wholly taken up in the manifesting (appre¬ 
hending) of the object; and when it is engaged in one thing, it cannot operate 
over another thing, without abandoning the former.”—(2013) 


Anticipating an objection on tho basis of the Lamp (which is solf- 
illumined), Kumurila states as follows :— 


TEXT (2014). 

“Or, the illuminative character of the Cognition may be 

REGARDED AS CONSISTING IN ITS BEING THE APPREHENSION OF 
THE OBJECT. AND AS THERE IS NO APPREHENSION OF ITSELF, 

Cognition cannot be regarded as illuminating it¬ 
self.”— f ShloIcavSrtika — Shunyavada , 185], — (2014) 

COMMENTARY. 

The question arising—‘ If tho Cognition is not illuminative of itself, 
how can it be regarded as illuminative of the external object ? '—Kumarila 
offors tho following answer :— 


TEXT (2015). 

“ AS IN THE CASE OF THE EYE, IT IS FOUND THAT, EVEN THOUGH IT IS 
ILLUMINATIVE, YET IT HAS ITS ILLUMINATIVENESS RESTRICTED TO 

Colour,— so it would be in the case in question also.”— 
[Nhlokavartika — Shunyawula, 180],—(2015) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of tho Eye and other organs, it is found that their illuminative- 
ness is restricted to certain definite things, like Colour and the rest,—even 
though the Eye, etc." are not illuminative of themselves; the same would 
be the case with Cognition also.—(2015) 


The following might be urged (against Kumarila )‘ How is it that, 
abandoning its own self, which is more intimate to itself, the Cognition illu¬ 
mines only the external Object ? ’ 

The answer to this by Kumarila is as follows 
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TEXT (201G). 

‘‘The illumin ativeness of the Cognition operates upon the 

EXTERNAL OBJECT, AND NOT UPON ITSELF, FOR WANT OF THE 
NECESSARY POTENCY (CAPACITY). \SKU>kavdrHka — 

SfiUw/avadd, 187].—And the potency ok 

THINGS CANNOT BE COMPLAINED 

OF.”—(2016) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question: —‘ Why should the Cognition not have tho potency to illu¬ 
minate itself ? ’ 

Answer:—The potency oj things cannot be complained of' ; as has been 
thus declared—‘ It is fire alone that bums, not Akiisha ,—who is to be com¬ 
plained against for this ? ’—( 2010 ) 

The answer to tho above arguments of Kwndrila is ns follows:— 


TEXT (2017). 

IT IS THE ‘ APPREHENDING OF THE OBJECT ’ THAT IS CALLED ‘ COGNITION '. 

When then, it forms its own essence, how could there 
BE ANY OTHER FUNCTION OVER IT ?—(2017) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been asserted (under Text 2013) that—“while functioning over 
the apprehending of the Object, the Cognition does not touch itself ”.—This 
is irrelevant. Because tho ‘ apprehending of tho object ’ is not something 
different from the Cognition. For instance, it is Cognition itself which is 
spoken of by such synonyms as ‘ vitti ’ (apprehension), ‘ upcdaMhi' (com¬ 
prehension), 'arthapratiti' (objective consciousness), and 'vijnapti' (ideation). 
When, then, this ‘ apprehending of the object ’ forms the very soul of the 
Cognition, what other ' functioning \—in tho shape of the ‘ apprehending of 
the object'—could, the Cognition have, apart from itself,—by virtue of which 
it could be said that ‘ the Cognition is functioning over the apprehending 
of the Object ’ ? Certainly it is not right that anything should operate upon 
itself.—(2017) 

The following question might be raised—“ How is it known that the 
‘ apprehending of the object ’ is of the nature of Cognition, —on account of 
which ‘ Cognition ’ and ‘ apprehending of the objoct ’ are regarded as synony¬ 
mous ? ” 

Tho answer to this is os follows ;— 
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TEXTS (2018-2019). 

‘ Apprehension ’ forms the very nature of the Object. If that 
Apprehension were of the nature of ■ Cognition \ then it might 

DF. CORRECT TO REGARD THE ‘ COGNITION ’ AS BEING OF THE 
NATURE OF THE ‘ APPREHENSION OF THE OBJECT BUT IT 
CANNOT BE SO (UNDER YOUR VIEW), AS THAT WOULD 
INVOLVE THE ABANDONING OF YOUR DOCTRINE ; 

EVEN SO, THOUGH THE COGNITION WOULD COME 
TO BE OF THE NATURE OF ‘ APPRE¬ 
HENSIONTHERE WOULD BE NO 
APPREHENDING of objecls .— 

(2018-2019) 


COMMENTARY. 

■ Apprehension ’ must be regarded » of the 
otherwise, how could the Cognition operate ever ,t There-n -c o,*m 

n0n '*yZ M oZ2?-T^ tut •• cognition is devoid of Ihe *P>— 
of itself ” ;—this would he abandoned if the said uou-diHeronee wore nhm.tted. 

pure and simple . , , an fi , c etc ‘ Tasiia » stands for the 

The answer to this is -'Even wl,en, etc . etc. insj 

tho appreliension of Blue, not of Yellow .-(2018-2019) 

Quution Why should not there he such apprehension ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (2020). 

For the other party, ‘ proximity ’ could not bk the basis for such 
APPREHENSION,—AS THERE IS UNDER THE VIEW THAT COGNITION 
HAS A FORM. IN THE SHAPE OF THE ‘REFLECTED 

Image ’.—(2020) 

COMMENTARY. 

1MS :^ who hold- tho viow tint OorhIHo,, i„ 

ia uw . r —. 

CoJu™"JZi "Tt ! ,md " Tca 20,4 > «“*-•«>» itluminmir',,',. 

8 ‘, C0nsi8,s ' n ,te be,n « of «» oah.ro of Apprehension 
I ho mower to this Is .vs follow 


TEXT (2021). 

If. nm nature, Cognition is mameinu, an., as wro, pan ,r, VE 

"WfSd,, THERE WOULP RE NO 
CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE COGNITION ; WHICH WOCLD 
MEAN THAT THE SAME IS THE CASE WITH TlrE 
APPREHENSION OF THE OTHER ALSO 
—( 2021 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho answer to this is ns follows 

TEXT (2022) 

T «x Apprehend of the Object rs carle,, ' Coon,™* . IXSELF . „ 

THERE rs NO PERCEPTION OP THE COONITION, HOW CAN THERE 
BE PERCEPTION OF THE OTHER ?—(2022) 

COMMENTARY. 

„„ „„ y bo*ne», wo would ho docoivin* n, lrSI * 
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If the Cognition is uncognised, what other cognition could tlioro be of 
the apprehension of the off eel ? None whatsoever.—(2022) 

It might be hold that there would be apprehension of it by another 
Cognition. 

The answer to this is os follows :— 

TEXTS (2023-2024). 

If the apprehension of thf. object were apprehended by another 
Cognition,—then it would mean that at the time that the 

OBJECT IS APPREHENDED, it IS NOT COGNISED ; BECAUSE ITS COGNI¬ 
TION HAS NOT YET COME ABOUT ; AND IF THAT IS SO, THEN WHEN 
AGAIN WOULD IT BECOME COGNISED ?—If IT BE HELD THAT—“ IT 
WOULD BECOME COGNISED WHEN ITS COGNITION BECOMES COGNISED ”, 
—THEN IT WOULD MEAN THAT THE OBJECT WHICH IS NOT COGNISED 
AT THE TIME OF ITS OWN APPREHENSION, BECOMES COGNISED ON 
THE APPREHENSION OF SOMETHING ELSE.—THIS INDEED WOULD BE 
AN EXTREMELY WISE ASSERTION !—(2023-2024) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘SiddhyasamsiddhZh ’—on account of its cognition not having come about. 
—It cannot bo right that the thing whose appearance has not become cognised 
should l)o regarded as apparent. That is to say, evon at the time that the 
Object is apprehended, there is no cognition of it; localise the apprehension 
consisting of the manifestation of the. Object has not yet been cognised ; under 
the oiroumstnucoH, it lx'hovos you to explain at what timo it would becomo 
cognised. 

If it l>o hold that—‘ it would become cognised, etc. etc.' ; —i.e. it would 
become cognised at the time of the appearanco of tho Cognition of its cogni¬ 
tion,—this indeed would bo a very clever assertion! How can a thing 
which is not cognised at the time of its own apprehension become cognised 
at the timo of tho cognition of something else ?—(2023-2024) 

It might he granted that it does becomo cognised,—only if there wore 
no infinite regress ; as it is however, the idea involves an unavoidable infinite 
regress.—This is wlmt is shown in the following— 

TEXT (2025). 

IF THE SAID COGNITION OF THE APPREHENSION IS NOT COGNISED, THEN 
THE PRECEDING ONE REMAINS UNCOGNISED. If OF THAT ALSO, 

YET ANOTHER COGNITION WERE POSTULATED, THEN 
THERE WOULD BE AN INFINITE REGRESS.—(2025) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tasya ’—stands for tho second cognition of the apprehension of tho 
Object. 
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' Pncediny one ’—i.e. the apprehonaion of the Objects 
* /tcmams uncogniscd i.o. remains as some tiling of which there has 

been no cognition.—( 2026 ) 

TIkmi again, if it is held that the Apprehension is apprehended by another 
Cognition.—then in connection with this latter cognition nls<.. there would 
certainly appear the Remembrance in the form ‘ I have had the* Cognition 
of the Cognition *; so that for this Cognition also there will have to Ixj pos- 
tidated another approhonsionas without previous apprehension there 
can be no Remembrance; under the circumstances, it lias to bo explained 
wiwt that is which, having nothing else to do. goes on producing this string 
of Cognitions and Apprehensions.—It cannot 1* the Object that brings about 
this jitring. Because it forms the object of the initial Cognition itself.—Nor 
can it lx* the Sense-organ and Light; as those could bo effective onlv in 
tlie case of Visual Perception.—Nor can the said string of Cognition be 
regarded as without, cause. As, in that case, there would Is- the possibility 
of its being thero at all times. 

It might lx* said that “ it is the first Cognition itself which goes on 
producing Cognitions, one after the other ”. 

The answer to this is ns follows 


TEXTS (2026-2028). 

[f p IT WERE AS SUGGESTED], THEN THERE WOULD BE NO ROOM FOR THE 
COGNITION OF ANY OTHER OBJECT. AND YET SUCH COGNITION IS 
ACTUALLY FOUND TO APPEAR. AND IF THERE IS COGNITION OF 
ANOTHER OBJECT, THE LAST OP THE SERIES OF COGNITIONS COULD 
NOT BE COGNISED BY ANY OTHER COGNITION ; SO THAT THAT WOULD 
REMAIN UNCOGNISED ; AND IF THAT IS NOT COGNISED, ALL THE REST 
OF THE SERIES MUST REMAIN UNCOGNISED ; SO THAT THE ENTIRE 
WORLD BECOMES BLIND (UNCONSCIOUS).-lF THEN, THE FIRST COGNI¬ 
TION BE REGARDED AS SELF-COGNISED, THEN THE SAME MAY SURELY 
BE SAID OF THE OTHERS ALSO BECAUSE THEY ARE ALL Cognition ; 
OTHERWISE, THEY WOULD NOT BE Cognition AT ALL,-LIKE THE 
.Tar AND SUCH things. —(2026-2028) 


COMMENTARY. 

In the way suggested, thero is no possibility of the entering of any othor 
° b) oot (""o the fold of Consciousness). Became, each succeeding Cognition 
would ho the object of tho prcccdiug Cognition, and would lw thorn in close 

prox.rn.ty “ “? ■ md "> '""K l«d such an intimately connected 

object™., whyshm.ld tho ignition toko up any othor less intimate Objective t 
In fact, even though such an external Object were present, it couldnot_sin.pl v 

cZh°o 7 f r l T 6nt,he Goe " itim from ™ vi9agi, ‘ 8th °«*«**>* 

Cogn.t.on, If. oven though extornal, tho Object could prevent tho Cognition 
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of tho Cognition, thon no ono could never apprehend any Cognition at all. 
Because Micro is no point of Mine when on external Object is not present. 
— Keniornbrmiee also would become rooted out ; because there would be no 
Apprehension Mint could bring about Ucmeinbmnco.—Further, for theappoar- 
micoof t he conceptions of * Past ’ and the rest , which appear when the Object 
concerned is not there,—there would l>e no eanse ; so that the series of 
conceptions would continuo there os long as the world lasts ; aud no ono 
would luivo any anxiety for anything at all. 

Granting the presence of other objects,—oven though it is not possible, 
—oven so, it behoves you to explain by what the other (second) Cognition 
is cognised. 

It might bo said that-—'“ that samo succeeding Cognition, while appre¬ 
hending another Objoct, would npprehond both, this Object as well as the 
preceding Cognition 

Hut tliis cannot Ik* right. Because, when after the Cognition of Sound, 
there follows the Cognition of Colour,—the Cognition of Sound would (iguro in 
the later Cognition of Colour, and hence there should be Cognition of Sound 
also which would bo figuring in its own Cognition.—Even for ono who regards 
Cognition as formless, unless there is apprehension of Sound, there can be 
no apprehension of what apprehends the Sound ; e.g. unlass there is appre¬ 
hension of the slick , there can bo no apprehension of the Holder of the Stick. 
Thus Sound also would figiu'o in the Visual Cognition of Colour. Similarly 
on the said principle, in the Cognition of Cogitation also in regard to such 
objects as the letter ‘ A ’ and the like,—there would always be two verbal 
expressions one after the other. For instance, when after the Cogitation 
over the letter ‘ I one Cogitates over the letter ‘ A —thon, the Cogitation 
of the letter ‘ A ’ should apprehend the apprehondor of the lottor 1 1 ’ also ; 
consequently the verbal expression rolating to the letter ‘ I ’ os figuring in 
its own Cognition, should appear in the Cognition of the letter ‘ A ’. 

Further, under tliis view, everything would appour in Consciousness 
twice over ; because it must so appear at the time of its own Cognition 
also. But as a matter of fact, there is no such double appearance of Objects. 

For those reasons, it is not right to say tliat the succeeding Cognition 
approliends both (the preceding Cognition and also the Objcot). 

It might be urged—“The one final Cognition might remain unappre- 
honded and unromembered ; where would be the harm ? ” 

The answer to this is—‘ If there is Cognition of another Object, etc. etc. ' 
—Self-Cognition being not accepted by the other party, the last Cognition 
cannot be regarded as ‘ self-cognised ’; nor can it be cognised by anything 
else ; as in that case there would be an infinite regress. Thus the final Cog¬ 
nition being uncognised, the Cognition preceding it must remain uncognised, 
as it would apprehend something that is not porceptiblo ; and so on and on 
backwards, the Objoct also will remain uncognised ; so that no Object would 
ovor bo cognised at all; which means that the entire world becomes blind. 

If, in order to avoid the said difficulty, it be admittod that the final 
Cognition of the series is cognised by itself,—then the entire lot of Cognitions 
might be self-cognised ; as all aro equally ‘ Cognition ’. 
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This argument may l>e formulated as follows:—Every Cognition, for 
it** 4 own Cognition, does not depend upon the operation of anvtliing else,— 
because it is Cognition, —like tlie final Cognition of the series,—the Cognition 
under dispute is a Cognition; lienee tliis is a Reason based upon tlie nat uro 
of things. 

If it were not so, then wliat is itself not cognised would bo unconscious, 
like the Jar and other things ; and lienee it would lose the character of 
‘ Cognition Tliis is an argument annulling a conclusion to the contrary.— 
(2026-2028) 

It has been argued above—under Text 2015, that—“ Even though it bo 
illuminative, the illuminativcness would be restricted ”,—The answer to tliis 
is as follows :— 

TEXT (2029). 

The Eye is regarded as * illuminative * of Colour, because it 

BRINGS ABOUT THE COGNITION OF COLOUR,—NOT BECAUSE IT 
is its Apprehension ; what similarity then can 
the Eye have to Cognition ?—(2029) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the Eye is spoken of as ‘ illuminative ’ of Colour, 
because it brings about the Cognition of Colour:—As regards Cognition, it 
does not do anything to tlie Colour; as what it does bring about is entirely 
Colourless (formless ); and what docs not do anything to a certain Object 
cannot be regarded as ‘ illuminative ’ of it; otherwise tlierc would bo incon¬ 
gruities. 

‘ Tat ’—Therefore. 

‘ Upauui ’—Similarity.—(2020) 

Tlie following texts proceed to address certain argiunents to the pliilo- 
soplier who holds Cognition to bo formless,— for the purpose of proving tliat 
there is non-difference between the Blue and other forms and the Cognition 
of these forms :— 

TEXTS (2030-2031). 

When there is Cognition of a certain thing, and also that thing 
of which that alone is the Cognition,—this thing is not-different 

from that Cognition ; or this does not differ prom that. 

For example, the Cognition of the Blue, or the Second 
Moon ;—and this is the Cognition of Blue, because 
IT APPREHENDS THE BLUE FORM.—(2030-2031) 

COMMENTARY. 

When tlioro is Cognition of a certain thing,—and also the thing of wliich 
that alone—uono other—is the Cognition,—then the latter is absolutely 
not-different from the former. 
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Or, the ‘ non-difference ’ may bo stated conversely—the former is non- 
different from the latter. 

What is meant is as follows :—When a certain Object lias no Cognition 
other than a certain Cognition, that Object is non-different from that 
Cognition ;—e.g. the Cognition of the Blue from itself,—or the Second Moon, 
which figures in the Cognition of the man with defective eye-sight.—The 
Cognition in question is the Cognition of the Cognition of the Blue ; this 
reiterates the presence of the Probans; the * Subject ’ or ‘ Minor Term ’ consists 
of the Blue Form and its Cognition ; and the ‘ non-differcnco' of these two 
is the Probandum. The said ‘ constancy of their being found together ’ 
is the Probans. This is the meaning of the Probans that appears in the text 
of the Great Teacher which says—* There must be non-difference between the 
Blue and its Cognition, because they are always found together ’. 

Bhadanla-Shubhagupta howovor lias argued as follows :—“ This Probans 
is 4 contradictory ’; because in common parlance, the term ‘ together ’ is 
never used except with another tiling; hence the Reason that ‘ they 
are cognised together ’ is contradictory 

This is not right; that X'robans is 4 contradictory ’ winch resides only 
whore the Probandum is known to bo absent; tho Probans in question does 
not reside only where tho Probandam is known to be absent; as it resides also 
where tho Probandum is known to bo present. For instance, among people, 
there is the idea that tho 4 two moons ’ (seen by tho man with defective 
vision) aro perceived together ; and yet there is no roal difference between them ; 
and people are found to use the term 1 together ’ in such assertions as 4 two 
moons arc seen together \ Similarly in the case in question, the term 4 to¬ 
gether ’ lias been used on tho basis of ft difference assumed on the basis of the 
idea that the form (Blue) appearing as ‘external’ is the 4 second the * other 
—though it is really uou-difforont from the Cognition, la fact, all verbal 
usage is not in exact accordance with the roal state of tilings ; wlieroby tho 
mere use of tho term 4 together ’ would make tho Inferential Indicative, 
which is really concomitant with a certain tiling, sometliing different. 

The same Bhadanla-Shubhagupta says again :—“ If tho term * together ’ 
means one, thon tho Reason is ‘ inadmissible ’ ; becauso the Blue and other 
tilings are not apprehended as one, in such shows os those of dancers, wrestlors, 
otc.—Nor are the Blue and the Cognition of Blue both apprehended by one 
(person); because even whon the Blue is apprehended, tho Cognitions of the 
same Blue, appearing in other ’ scries ’ or 1 chains ’, aro not apprcliondod- 
When again, tho existence of all living beings and all * Cognition-moments ’ 
aro apprehended by the Omniscient Being,—how can it bo admitted that 
there is apprehension by one only ?—Then again, it is only when the appre¬ 
hension of 4 others ’ is negatived, that thoro can be certainty regarding the 
apprehension of one but the negation of tho apprehension of others is not 
possible; because of what is diverse in nature, both affirmation and denial 
cannot bo possible.—If tho term 4 together ’ is meant to convey tho idea of 
being present at the same time, then the Reason becomes ‘Inconclusive’, in 
view of tho Cognition cognised by the Biuidha, and also of tho Mind and 
Mind-effects. For instance, the Cognition in other ‘chains' which are 
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cognised by the Blessed Lord Buddha, —that Cognition and Buddha's Cogni¬ 
tion of Unit Cognition are found to appear together,—i.o. at tho same time, 
--and yet thoy ore different. Similarly in tho cuso of Mind and Mental Effects, 
oven though they are apprehended * together yet they aro not one and t he 
name. Thus the Reason is * Inconclusive ’ 

All this is not right . VVliat is meant is, not * apprehension by one 
nor ‘apprehension of one' ;—what is meant is tlmt there is a single —not 
separate—apprehension of the Cognition and tho Cognised ; that is, tho 
apprehension of tho Cognised is the same as the apprehension of tho Cognition, 
and the apprehension of the Cognition is tho same as the apprehension of the 
Coghised. In the case of such shows as those of tho Bancor, the Wrostlor 
and the liko, there is no Cognition of the Cognition which does not apprehend 
the Cognised also;—nor is thoro any Cognition of the Cognised wliich does not 
apprehend the Cognition also. How then can the Rouson be regarded as 
‘ inadmissible * t —Nor can the Reason bo regarded as * uf doubtful admissi¬ 
bility ‘ ; because the self-cognition of tho Cognition is tho Cognition of the 
Object also ; as 1ms been admitted also by our opponent, the upholder of tho 
Reality of the External World.—-This also servos to refulo tho ‘ inadmissibi¬ 
lity ’ urged on tho basis of tho alternatives—whether wlmt is meant is 
‘ the npprehonsion of one ’, etc. etc.—Then again, it is not a fact that the 

* Cognition-moments ’ figuring in another ‘ clmin * aro cognisod by the 
Buddha. Because the Blessed Lord, who is free from all obscuring influences, 
is entirely free from defects as those of tho ‘ approhender ’ and the ‘appre¬ 
hended ’. This has boon thus declared—‘ For Him, there is no Apprehended, 
nor Apprehension, nor Apprehensibility by other Cognitions; it is pure 
Void ’.—As regards the declaration of 1 being untrammelled ’ (made in regard 
to Buddlm’s Cognition),—that is only in view of His being the Lord of all 
tilings; ns has been declared in the following words— Ho is hold to bo 
omniscient, because His knowledge serves tho purpose of all and is fully 
equipped with tho Faculties resulting from previous meditations,—as is 
going to bo described later on ’. Hence the Reason caiuiot lie regarded as 

* inadmissible ’. 

Says the Opponent:—“ Acluirya Dharmakirti, in setting forth the 
Pui'vapakfa (tho Opponent's view), says—* At first, there is appearance of 
the Object as the cause of Cognition and honce this is what is apprehended 
first, and tlie apprehension of the Cognition comes loter ’ ; and here ho has 
shown that wlmt the term ‘ together ’ means is simultaneity, not sameness ; 
it is only when simultaneity is meant, that the assertion of tho Opponent 
showing that the two appear at different points of time can be relevant ’’. 

There is no force in tliis argument. Because difference in time is included 
imder real material difference ; hence tho assertion of the difference in time as 
indicating actual difference is quite relevant; because the ‘ less wide ’ term 
should not bo inconcomitant with tho 4 widor ’ term. 

Nor again can the Reason be regarded as * Inconclusive ’, in view of tlio 
Cognition cognised by the Buddhas ; because in tlmt, case thoro is no limita¬ 
tion of tho Cognition being one ; because one by one all tho Buddhas cognise 
tho Cognition. For this same reason, in their case also, there is 



'EXTERNAL WORLD.’ 


965 

consideration regarding the wrongness of Cognitions ; because each Cognition 
is cognised by itsolf. 

Or. there may be Cognition of the Cognition of others by the Buddha ; 
oven so, the Reason is not ‘ Inconclusive ’; because there is always differentia¬ 
tion. Even when there is diversity in the apprehension of two things, there is 
always differentiation ; in the case of Cognitions however, when appearing 
in the same * Chain there is no diversity in their specific Individualities. 
Hence what is meant is that there is apprehension of tho Cognition only 
when there is apprehension of the Object. The apprehension of tho 
Cognition of the Biassed Lord however is not always the same as the appre¬ 
hension of the Cognitions occurring in other * Chains ’,—there is another 
Cognition also ; because the separateness (difference) of His own Cognition 
is also distinctly apprehended. For this same reason, the Reason does 
not become wrong, in view of Colour and Light; becauso Light is perceived 
also alone by itself; and Colour also is porcoived by certain animals (e.g. 
Cats), even when there is no Light.—-Thus then, tho Reason, not being pre¬ 
sent where the Probandum is known to bo absent, cannot bo regarded as 
* Inconclusive —(2030-2031) 


The following might be urged :—“ Even though the presonce of your 
Probans where the Probandum is known to be absent is not known with 
certainty,—yet it is suspected all the same ; and even so the Probans becomes 
1 Inconclusive 1 ; ns its exclusion from the contrary of the Probandum is 
doubtful. Because, inasmuch as the relation of * Subject * and * Object ’ 
(between the Cognition and tho Cognised) is definite, the fact of their ‘ being 
apprehended together ’ (Concomitance) is open to an explanation other 
than their non-difference ; because the Cognition is always of the nature 
of tho apprehender, as it lavs the character of apprehending things ; and the 
Object is always the apprehended ; and the fact of these two being always 
together is due to their being dependent upon the same sot of circumstances.— 
In the case of the Eye and other sense-organs, it is found that, even though 
they are equally produced together,—they cannot be the cognised object; 
simply because they do not have that character. Because, as a matter of fact, 
what the causal circumstances bring about is the Cognition only in tho form 
of the apprehension of tho Blue and other objects, —not in that of the appre¬ 
hension of such objects as tho Eye, etc. ; the, Blue, etc. also are produced in 
the form in which they are apprehended by that Cognition; not so the Eye, 
otc.—All this has been declared as follows :—‘ There is no apprehender 
other than Cognition, nor without the visible and other objects ; it is on this 
ground that the fact of the Blue Object and its Cognition being apprehended 
together rests, not upon their non-difference ;—the antecedent circumstances 
would bring about the Cognition of the object-moment, in the same way as 
Light does that of Colour; and in this way they would bo apprehended 
together ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :—• 

} 5 
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TEXT (2032). 

The ‘nature of Cognition ’ not being the ‘nature of the other 

THING ’ [ACCORDING TO THE OTHER PARTY] ;—HOW COULD 
THERE BE APPREHENSION OK THE Blue form, WHEN 
THERE IS APPREHENSION of the Cognition of the 
Blue, —IF THERE IS NO NON-DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THESE TWO ?—(2032) 

COMMENTARY. 

When one tiling differs from another, there can be no certainty of their 
being apprehended together, except through a constant relationship; as 
otherwise, there would bo incongruities. In the case in question, there is 
no Relationship in the cognition of the different thing. For instance, if 
there were such Relationship, it could either consist- (a) in being of 
the same nature or (6) in one being the product of the other ;—(a) in the case 
in question the Opposite party does not admit, the sameness of the two factors 
concerned ; and in fact, that is exactly what is going to be provod hero ;— 
(6) nor could the fact of being apprehended together bo due to one being 
the product of tho other; because there can be no relationship of Cause 
and Effect between things tliat come into existence at the same time ; and 
also because in that case, there should be apprehension of tho Eye and the 
other organs also (which are the cause of Cognition). 

Nor can their relation of ‘ Object and Subject ’ bo based upon mere 
simultaneity due to the antecedent circumstances. Because, in that case, tho 
relationship of ‘ Object and Subject ’ would have to be admitted as subsisting 
between tho Mind and Mental Effects on the one hand and the Eye and other 
Sense-organs on tho other.—It cannot be said in answer to this that—“ what 
the Antecedent circumstances bring about is the relationship of object and 
subject in regulated form, and hence there could be no incongruities ” ;— 
because, in reality, it is this same ‘ relation of objoct and subject ’ that 
forms the subject of the present discussion, and as such cannot bo admitted 
as established. In fact, it is only when the constant relationship has become 
established, that the ‘ relation of subject and object ’ could be there; and 
it is this same constant relationsliip as the basis of the Relation of subject 
and object, that is being considered now. 

Apart from sameness and being produced, there can be no other constant 
relationsliip, on which the Relation of object and subject could be based. And 
we liave just arrived at tho conclusion tliat (in the case in question) no such 
relation of subject and object can be based upon the said sameness and being 
produced. Consequently, apart from these there can be no ‘ joint appre¬ 
hension ’. Why then should the Reason be regarded as having its exclu¬ 
sion from the contrary of the Probandum doubtful ?—(2032) 

A second argument is now put forward in proof of the fact of the form 
belonging to Cognition :— 
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TEXT (2033). 

All this Cognition does not envisage other things ; there is 
Cognition of the Blue ;— like the Cognition of the 
Cognition itself.—(2033) 

COMMENTARY. 

Whatever is Cognition does not envisage anything other than the 
Cognition itself,-the Cognition of the Blue and other forms is Cognition 
hence there ,s apprehension of something embraced by its contrary ; inasmuch 
as the Cognition ' is embraced within the character of not envisaging aru, 
Whieh is 40 of envisaging same olhcr thing.- 

[drijOtj) 

The following Texts proceed to establish the Premiss just set forth 


TEXTS (2034-2035). 

Primarily, the Cognition does not apprehend an object at all, 

AS IT RESTS WITHIN ITS OWN SELF; ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS 
ABSENCE OF THE IMPRINT OF THE OBJECTIVE FORM ; NOR CAN IT 
BE SAID TO DO SO SECONDARILY (FIGURATIVELY).—THIS 

Reasoning is addressed to those who regard 
Cognition as imprinted with the forms of 

THINGS, ITSELF BEING LIKE PURE RoCK- 

CRYSTAL.—(2034-2035) 

COMMENTARY. 

In reality, all things are inactive; hence there can be no apprehension of 
one tiling by another;—what happens is only that Cognition, being of the 
nature of Light, appears in a certain form, and is said to be the ‘ appreliender ’ 
of itself. Primarily, —in the direct primary sense,—the Cognition cannot 
be the apprehender of the Object; because all things rest within their own 
self ; and the 1 self ’ of one thing cannot be the 4 self ’ of another. 

The following might be urged :—“ Primarily the Cognition of the Object 
is not held to bo of the same kind as the self-cognition of the Cognition ; 
the apprehensibility of the Object consists only in its producing a Cognition 
bearing the imprint of that Object. Thus, if it is 4 apprehensibility * in the 
primary sense that is adduced as the Reason (in the above Buddhistic argu¬ 
ments), then it is ‘ inadmissible \ If on the other hand the 1 apprehensibility ’ 
meant is based upon the similarity of the idea being regarded as 4 appre¬ 
hension * in some sort of a way,—then such a Reason cannot prove what is 
wanted. Because the similarity of the words ‘ go ’ and ‘ gavaya ' cannot 
prove the presence of Homs in the Gavaya. —If both kinds of Reason put 
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forward arc with reference to the Blue and other forms that figure in 
the Cognition.—and in favour of the idea of the form belonging to the 
Cognition,—then, the whole argument is superfluous—proving what is already 
admitted. This has been thus described— 1 Under the view of the form 
belonging to Cognitions, what is cognised is the imprint of that form ; and if 
what is meant to bo proved is the non-difference of this with the Cognition, 
then the .Reason would be open to the charge of proving wliat is already 
admitted 

It is in anticipation of—and in answer to—all this objection emanating 
from Bhadania-Shubhagupta, that the Author has added the words—‘ There 
is absence of the imprint, etc. etc' —In the compound ' arthdkdropardga', 
‘ arthdkara ' qualifies * uparaya ’, the meaning being—‘ the imprint of (in 
tho sliapo of) the form of the object ’. 

* Idam '—both the aforesaid arguments iu question have been put 
forward against the person who regards Cognition as formless. Hence they 
are not ‘ futile ’—proving what is already admitted. 

Nor can there be an apprehension of something else (other than the 
Cognition) in the secondary (figurative) sense either ; as there is no basis for 
such figurative expression.—(2034-2035) 


It lias thus been proved that there can be no apprehension of Objects by 
a Cognition that does not bear any imprint (objective). The other view— 
that there can be none even by the Cognition that does bear such an imprint. 
—is now taken up and expounded :— 


TEXT (2036). 

(Says the other party]— 1 “ Thk Cognition endowed with similarity 

OF FORM MAY BE THE APPREHENDER OF THE EXTERNAL OBJECT 

That also being impossible, it cannot have the position 
OF THE APPREHENDER.—(203(5) 


COMMENTARY. 

There can bo no real form in the Cognition, on the basis of which the 
exact nature of things could be determined; and a Cognition with an unreal 
form could not apprehend the Object; as such form is present in wrong 
Cognition also.—(2036) 


Question :—“ Why should Cognitions with forms be unreal ? ” 
Answer :— 
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TEXTS (2037-2038). 

As THE form WOULD BE NOT-DIFFERENT FROM THE COGNITION, THERE 
COULD NOT BE A MULTIPLICITY (VARIETY) OF FORMS ;—CONSEQUENTLY, 
ON THE BASIS OF THAT THERE CAN BE NO APPREHENSION.— 

Or, the Cognition, being not-diffbrent from the 

FORMS, SHOULD BE MANY (MULTIPLE). Tp NOT, THEN 
HOW CAN THESE TWO BE REGARDED AS ONE 

AND THE SAME ?—(2037-2038) 


COMMENTARY. 


When one sees a bedspread of variegated colour, there should not bo 
a multiplicity of forms (colours),—because, like the form of the Cognition 
itself, they are all not-different from the Cognition, which is one only.— 
Similarly, as the Cognition is not-different from the forms, it should bo more 
than one. 

There are some people who argue thus :—“ In the case of the Bedspread 
of variegated colours, what happens is that there do appear simultaneously 
several homogeneous Cognitions, as many in number as there are forms 
(colours); as there is in the case of the Cognition of several diverse sounds. 
Hence the Reductio ad Absurdum that has been urged is futile 

For these people, just as, in the case of the Bedspread of variegated 
Colour, there are several forms that are cognised,—so in the case of the white 
sheet also which has only ono form (colour),—as there are sevoral forms in 
theshape of the nearer, remoter and middle parts of the sheet,—the Cogni¬ 
tion would have to be multiple. 

It might be said—“ Yes ; that is certainly our view 

Well, then, it behoves you to oxplain which is the Cognition that is 

one. 

“ It is the Cognition that apprehends the Atom which has no parts.” 

This is contrary to all experience. In no Cognition is the impartite 
atomic fonn over found to appear. 

In the case of incorporeal things, there can be no priority or posteriority 
due to space,—for the justification of which there would be some ground for 
assuming a multiplicity of Cognitions. The idea of extension in space being 
false, how can tho forms be real ? And yet there is no Cognition of the 
Cognition of Blue, etc. apart from the appearance of the Blue, etc. that have 
extension in space. Hence the assuming of a multiplicity of Cognitions is 
entirely futile.—(2037-2038) 


Another defect in the Opponent’s view is pointed out in the following— 
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TEXT (2039). 

If the Cognition were entirely like the Object,—then it would 
have the character of Nan-Cognition (Ignorance), etc. 

If there is only partial likeness, then every 
Cognition should apprehend every 
Object—(2039) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Character of Non-cognition ' —i.o. being of the nature of tho unconscious. 
‘ Etcetera *—is meant to include negation of attachment, negation of hatred 
and so forth.—(2039) 

The following Text proceeds to deal with the third alternative view 
(suggested in Text 1999)—that “ Cognition envisages something else ” :— 


TEXT (2040). 

How can the Cognition envisaging (having the form of) one Object 
apprehend another Object ? If it did so, everything 
WOULD BE APPREHENDED BY EVERY COGNITION ; 

AND THERE WOULD BE NO BASIS FOR 
RESTRICTION.—(2040) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be urged that—“ when a Cognition is produced by a certain 
Object, it apprehends only that Object, and thus every Object could not be 
apprehended by every Cognition ”. 

Tho answer to this is—‘ There would be no basis for restriction' ; that is, 
oven the Eye, etc. would become ‘ apprehended ’.—(2040) 

The following Text presents Bhadanta-Shubhagupla's answer to tho 
above— 


TEXT (2041). 

“ Just as your Cognition, which is formless in reality, apprehends 
FORMS WHICH ARE NON-OBJECTIVE,—IN THE SAME WAY WOULD 
IT APPREHEND ALL THINGS.”—(2041) 

COMMENTARY. 

Bhadanta Shubhagupta has argued as follows:—‘‘According to you. 
Idealists, Cognition is really formless,—as is clear from such assertions as 
‘ Cognition is held to be non-olemental, like the purity of Gold and Akdsha ' ; 
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—and yet it approhends forms ; in the same manner it would apprehend the 
external tiling also —(2041) 


The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2042-2044). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE FORM OF THE MlND AND MENTAL EFFECTS IS 

not-common (specific) ; hence there can be no apprehension 

OF OTHER FORMS IN THE REAL (PRIMARY) SENSE OF THE TERM ’, 
THEREFORE THE NAME ‘ APPREHENSION ’ COULD BE APPLICABLE TO 
THE APPREHENSION OF OBJECTS ONLY IN THE SECONDARY (FIGURA¬ 
TIVE) SENSE, ON THE BASIS OF SUCH CONDITIONS AS ‘ BEING DEPEN¬ 
DENT UPON THE SAME CAUSAL CIRCUMSTANCES’, ‘THE RELATION 

of Cause and Effect’ and so forth. An entity however 

WHICH HAS NO FORM, CANNOT BE ‘ DEPENDENT UPON THE SAME 
FORM ’, NOR COULD THE OTHER CONDITION BE FULFILLED. HENCE 
OF SUCH AN ENTITY, THERE CAN BE NO ‘ APPREHENSION EVEN IN 
THE FIGURATIVE SENSE.”—(2042-2044) 

COMMENTARY. 

Aft a matter of fact, of what is non-objective, there can t>e no ‘ Appre¬ 
hension ’ in tho primary sense of this term. Because of the Mind and Mental 
Effects,—the only form or nature that figures in ‘ Happiness, etc.’ and which 
is spoken of as ‘ I \ is specific—not-common—and is of the nature of Light; 
and it is this figuring that constitutes their ‘ apprehonsion ’ in the primary 
sense. Hence of ‘non-objective’ tilings other than Cognition,—which 
are not of the nature of Cognition— there can be no such ' apprehension 
in the primary sense; simply because they are non-objeciwe.— Nor can 
the same be there in the secondary sense ; because there is no basis for 
such secondary signification. Because the only possible grounds for secondary 
signification are—impendence upon the same causal circumstances, the relatxon 
of Cause and Effect and similarity of form,— this last being indicated by the 
term ‘ and so forth ’ in the text. And none of those is possible in the case 
of what is non-objective. There can be no other ground for the figurative use 
of the name * Apprehension ’.—What happens therefore, in such cases, is only 
that through Nescience (Illusion) a Wrong Cognition comes about indicating 
a non-objective form, which really does not form the objective (of the Cog¬ 
nition at all).—(2042-2044) 


The opponent says—“ That same false cognition would bo the basis of 
the figurative use of the name to the Apprehension of the unreal form 
The answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2045-2046). 

Or. it may he that the Cognition is spoken of as * apprehending 
the non-objective, form —through mistake, because in 

REALITY IT DOES NOT APPREHEND IT AT ALL, FOR THE 
SIMPLE REASON THAT IT HAS NO OBJECT. If YOU 
ALSO SPEAK THROUGH ILLUSION OF THE COGNI¬ 
TION APPREHENDING SUCH A THING,—THEN 
IT BECOMES CLEARLY NOX-OBJKCTIVK. 

—(2045-2046) 

COMMENTARY. 

' T(U ' , p - 1 ' , ° Cognition that is spoken of ns envisaging the non-objectivc 
form. 

In reality, there is no non-objective form at all wliicli could bo appre¬ 
hended ; because if it wore admitted to bo apprehensible in the positive 
form, then it would have to l>e regarded as objective. —( 2045 - 2040 ) 

The same writer {Bbadanta-Shubhagupta) says again 1 “ With reference 
to the Buddha's Cognition also, the samo questions arise—Is it with form 
or formless ? Is it produced at the same time or at different times ? That 
is to say, just as the point is discussed that the Cognition with form cannot 
upprehend the Object,—why is not a similar point raised in regard to the 
apprehension of the Object of the Blessed Lord’s Cognition ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2047). 

Whether mth form or formless, it does not apprehend anything 

ELSE ; HENCE IN REGARD TO THE 'BUDDHA’S COGNITION, THE 
QUESTION!? DO NOT ARISE.—(2047) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Cognition of the Blessed Lord is not regarded as the apprehender of 
the Object; henco the question is not raised in regard to that. As a matter 
of fact, m His case, all obscuration having disappeared,—that there should 
be no question regarding the Apprehender and Apprehended, is exactly what 
is right,—(2047) 

Says the OpponentEven though the External Object docs not exist, 
winch could bo apprehended,—yofc another Cognition is there, in another 
‘ Chain ’! why cannot this be apprehended by the Cognition of the Blessed 
Lord ? ” 

The answer to tins is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2048). 

If He had the cognition of the Love and Hate, etc. in other 

PERSONS,—THIS COULD ARISE ONLY FROM SIMILARITY TO SUCH 

Love, etc. ; and this would imply the presence of 

* OBSCURATION ’,—UNDER THE VIEW OF THE 

‘ Apprehensionist ’.—(2048) 

COMMENTARY. 

If there is apprehension of the Love, etc. occurring in other ‘ Oliains — 
that could be due only to similarity, not otherwise ; as if it were otherwise, 
there would bo incongruities.—As regards this Similarity (botweon the Lord’s 
Cognition and the Love, etc. in another person), if it is similarity on all 
points,then the Lord’s Cognition should bo tainted with the same Love, etc.;— 
and in that case, the Afflictions and Obscurations would not have ceased in 
Him ; and there could be possibility of Obscuration. 

4 Aupalambhilca-darshane ’—under the view—opinion—of those who 
proceed on the basis of Cognitions alone,—i.e. tho Approhensionists, the 
Idealists.—Or it may be interpreted as ‘ under the Apprehensionist or 
Idealistic, view of the Lord ’. 

If, on tho other hand, the said similarity is only partial, —oven so, as the 
two forms would not have ceased, the obscuration of the apprehended object 
would be there ; as it would be tainted with the form of what is apprehended. 
Because a duality of form in any single object cannot be real ; so that the 
said Cognition would liave to be regarded as wrong, mistaken ; and thus, as 
the seed of wrong-cognition, in tho shape of Defect, would not have entirely 
ceased, tho Blessed Lord would come to be one whose obscuration has not 
ceased entirely. —(2048) 

Question :—“ If the Blessed Lord does not apprehend anything, how 
can He bo omniseiont ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2049-2050). 

The Great Sage is like the Kalpu-tree, unshaken by the winds 
of Desires ; and yet He brings about the welfare of men. 

Even though He has no cognitions, all men regard the 
Blessed Jina ( Buddha) to be omniscient ; because by 
reason of the absence of Limitations, He knows 
all things, without exception,—AS is clear 
from what He does (for the welfare of 
People).—(2049-2050) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Adarshanam ’—He who has no cognition. 

By the force of his previous Meditations , the Lord has no limitations ; 
He is like the Kalpa-lree. bringing about the welfare of tho entire Univorso ; 
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that is why people regard Him as ‘ Omniscient,’ —not because Ho lias cogni¬ 
tions ; in fact, no other character can be attributed to Him.—(2049-2050) 


Having thus stated the arguments negativing the External World, the 
Author noxt refutes the argument adduced by tho other party in support, of 
the External World. 


TEXT (2051). 

If the Cognition is not of the ‘ White ’ and other forms,—then, 

HOW CAN IT BE THE APPREHENSION OF THE OBJECT ? IF -IT IS 
OF THE FORM OF * WHITE ETC., THEN WHAT IS THE 
EVIDENCE FOR THE EXTERNAL OBJECT ?—(2051) 

COMMENTARY. 

The external object could be proved either by Perception or by Inference ; 
any other Means of Knowledge, if any, is included under these two. 

It cannot be proved by Perception. Because, is the Perceptional 
Cognition, which apprehends the Object, with form ? Or without form ? It 
cannot be formless; as in that coso thore would be no basis for the necessary 
contacts (without which there can l>e no Perception).—Thus then, if the 
Cognition were not of the While and other forms,—how could it be the apprehension 
of the Object ? It can never be so, as already explained before.—If, on tho 
.other hand, the Cognition apprehending the Object is with form, then, the 
only form of the Blue, etc. that would be perceived would bo that in the 
Cognition itself, and the External Object would be only indirectly cognised 
(by Tnforonce), not perceived. Because two ' Blues ’ are never perceived— 
one in the form of tho reflection in tho Cognition, and the other in the form 
of the external object which casts the reflection. 

Thus the External Object cannot be proved by Perception.—(2051) 


It might be said—“ In that caso, it could bo proved by Inference ”. 
And in support of this idea, Bhadanta-Shubhagupta has formulated the 
argument as follows:—“ The form in which the Cognition appears,—if it is in 
conformity with the real state of things,—must be produced by some other 
Object of that same form,—like the apprehending form ;—and the ‘ form of 
Cognition ’ in question envisaging the Blue and other forms, appearing in 
tho man with undoranged sense-organs, is compatible with the real state o* 
things ; hence this is a Reason in accordance with the real state of the thing 
concerned.” 

This is the argument presented in the following— 
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TEXT (2052). 

“ The fact of the appearance of the Blue and other forms being 

PRODUCED BY SOMETHING OF THE SAME KIND IS SOUGHT TO BE 
PROVED BY ITS BEING THE FORM OF THE COGNITION 
WHICH IS IN CONFORMITY WITH THE REALITY,— 

like the Consciousness.”—(2052) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 SamvdditvSna ;—The Instrumental ending indicates the characteristic 
featuro of the Cognition ; the sense being—that form, of the cognition which is 
in conformity with reality,—by that is proved the fact of the form of the 
Cognition being produced by some other tiling of the same land ;—like 
Consciousness ; i.e. like the form of the Apprehender. —(2052) 

The following texts point out the defects in this argument:— 

TEXTS (2053-2054). 

(a) If by ‘ being in conformity with reality ’ it is meant, either 
that it presents the external object, or that it has the 

CAPACITY FOR PRESENTING IT, —THEN THIS CANNOT BE ‘ ADMIS¬ 
SIBLE * BY THE MAN WHO DENIES THE EXTERNAL OBJECT.— 

(6) IF, ON THE OTHER HAND, ‘ BEING IN CONFORMITY 
WITH REALITY ’ CONSISTS IN BEING THE CAUSE OF 

a Cognition envisaging effective action, 

—THEN, THIS IS POSSIBLE ALSO WHEN 

the Cognition is without an ex¬ 
ternal OBJECTIVE BASIS.— 

• (2053-2054) 

COMMENTARY. 

(а) If ‘ being in conformity with reality ’ as the qualification of your 
Probans, means, either that it represents the external object, or that it has 
the capacity of representing it,—then, for the person who denies the external 
object —i.e. for one who holds that Idoa or Cognition is all that exists,—such 
conformity can never be ‘ admissible ’; hence the Probans is one tainted 
with ‘ inadmissibility ’ by one of the two parties. 

(б) If 4 conformity ’ means that it brings about a Cognition which 
envisages the dosired effective action,—then,—so long as a proof setting 
aside the contrary conclusion has not been adduced, thoro would always bo 
a suspicion of the Probans being present where the Probandum is absent; 
and this would make the Probans 4 Inconclusive \ Because such confor¬ 
mity would not be incompatible with the view that Cognition has no 
objective basis.—(2053-2054) 
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The following Texts show how there is no such incompatibility (with 
the Idealistic position):— 


TEXTS (2055-2056). 

Just as in the case of the External Things, water and the rest, 
THP. PRESENCE OF ACTUAL CAPACITY IS REGARDED AS THE REGULATING 
factor in ‘Conformity’,—this same ‘Conformity’ of Cogni¬ 
tion ’ IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF OTHER COGNITIONS (IN¬ 
FERENTIAL. ETC.) ALSO. SO THAT, IN VIEW OF WHAT 
appears in Inference, the Reason adduced 
by the Opponent is ‘ too wide * (hence 
‘ Inconclusive ’).—Certainly the form 
of Firf. and other things (in¬ 
ferred) WHICH IS QUITE CLEAR 
AND DISTINCT, IS NOT LIKE 
THAT OF THE INFERENCE 

itself.—(2055-2056) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, though the Inferential Cognition is devoid of the objective 
substratum, yet it is in conformity with reality ; so that the Reason adduced 
is clearly found where the Probandum is absent, and hence, like ‘ cognis- 
nbility ’, it is clearly 1 too wide ’, hence ‘ Inconclusive ’. 

It might bo argued that—" we do not admit that Inferential Cognition 
is devoid of objective substratum ”. 

Tho answer to that is—‘ Certainly, the form, etc. etc. ’—This argument 
may be thus formulated When a cognition is devoid of the form of some¬ 
thing, it cannot be regarded as having that for its objective basis,—e.g. the 
Cognition of Colour does not have Sound for its objective; —Inferential 
Cognition is devoid of tho external form ;—hence there is apprehension of 
something that Is contrary to a wider factor.—The Reason adduced here 
cannot be regarded as 4 Inadmissible *; because the form of tho Fire is 
quite clear and distinct; and as such, it is not like the form of the Inferential 
Cognition (of that Fire); because tho Inferential Cognition is always some¬ 
what hazy and indefinite—If it were not so, then the Fire which, in Percep¬ 
tion, is cognised in a woll-defined form, as due to the burning of grosses and 
leaves, would appear in the same definite form in Inference also ; as a matter 
of fact, what does appear in Inference has abandoned its well-defined form 
and appears only in a vague general form in accordance with tho Indicative 
on which the Inference is based. Hence so far as the External Object is 
concerned, it does not appear in Inference at all. Nor can one and the same 
thing have two forms—the General and the Particular,— which are mutually 
contradictory, as already explained before.—Nor can the Reason be regarded 
as * Contradictory ’; because it is present where the Probandum is present.— 
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Nor is it * Inconclusive ’; for. if it were, then there would be incongruities.— 
(2055-2056) 

With the following Text, the Author sets forth the arguments pro¬ 
pounded by Uddyotakara [Nydyavartika on SO. 4. 2. 34] :— 

TEXT (2057). 

“ That which appears in various places must be regarded as 
DIFFERENT FROM APPREHENSION WHICH IS INTERNAL (SUBJECTIVE) 

—BECAUSE IT IS COGNISABLE, ETC.,—LIKE THE COGNITION 
OCCURRING IN ANOTHER Chain ”,—IF THIS IS URGED [THEN, 

THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE NEXT Text]. —(2057) 

COMMENTARY. 

He lias argued thus:—** The Blue ete. which appear in various places 
must be regarded as different from Apprehension, which is internal,—because 
they are cognisable, because they are evanescent, because they are products, 
and because they have causes;—just liko the Cognition appearing in 
another Chain ". 

TEXT (2058). 

IN THIS ARGUMENT ALSO THERE IS ‘ FALSITY ’ (INCONCLUSIVENESS) ; 
AS THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE, IN THESE RESPECTS, BETWEEN THF. 

Colour and the Cognition ; and there is ‘ Inconclusive¬ 
ness ’ also, in view of the ‘ Two Moons ’ and other 
THINGS PERCEIVED BY MEN WITH DISEASED EYES. 

—(2058) 

COMMENTARY. 

* In this argument' —i.e. in all the Reasons adduced. 

* Falsity ' —Inconclusiveness.—Because the * inner cognition ’ also has 
the character of ‘ cognisability * and the rest; just as there is ' inconclusive- 
ness ’ also in view of the ‘ two moons ’ that appear in the Cognition of the 
man with the diseased eye. 

In things like the ‘ two moons \ cognisability should bo understood to 
be present in the sense that they appear in that form in the Conceptual 
Cognition ; because they are not really cognisable in the sense of forming 
the object of the cognition itself; because they are not in contact with the 
Sense-organ ; as declared in the saying—‘ On account of the obstruction of 
the Hair, etc. the visual perception does not proceed from the Sense-organ — 
(2058) 

In the following Texts, the Author notices and answers Kumdrila's 
view, that what has been just cited as the basis of ' Inconclusiveness ’ 
(Falsity) of the Reason cannot be * admitted ' :— 
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TEXTS (2059-2063). 

If it is alleged that—“in the cases cited, it is really the 
External Object that is cognised ”,—[then tiie answer is 
as follows] :—Thf. form that actually figures in the Cogni¬ 
tion cannot be of the nature of the real object ; AS IT only 

FIGURES IN THE COGNITION AND HENCE BECOMES COGNISED ; THE 
ACTUAL FORM OF THE EXTERNAL OBJECT ITSELF DOES NOT FIGURE 
THERE AT ALL. HOW IS IT POSSIBLE THAT IT SHOULD NOT FIGURE 
THERE AND YET BE COGNISED ? It IS CERTAINLY A CONTRADICTION 
IN TERMS TO SAY THAT * ONE COGNISES IT ’ AND ‘ ONE DOES NOT 
COGNISE IT ’.—IT IS FOR THESE REASONS THAT IT IS NOT DIFFICULT 
TO PROVE THAT COGNITIONS ARE Self-Cognised ; BECAUSE SUCH IS 
FOUND TO BE THE COGNITION IN EVERYTHING WHICH IS OF THE 
NATURE OF ‘ J,IGHT ’.—FROM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT IT IS NOT 
TRUE THAT “ THE WRONG COGNITION, WHILE APPREHENDING THE 
OBJECT, APPREHENDS IT AS OTHERWISE THAN IT REALLY EXISTS, 

AND THUS ENVISAGES ITSELF (?) ”.-(2059-2063) 

COMMENTARY. 

Kumarila argues us follows :—“ In the cases cited of wrong cognitions 
(like that of Two Moons, Yellow conch-shell and so forth), what is put forward 
as the basis of wrong cognition is an external object itself in the form of tho 
Conch-shell, etc. only it is in the yellow form that it supplies the basis for 
the Cognition. Hence there is no ‘ falsity ’ (or 1 Inconclusiveness ’) at all", 
Tho answer to this is—‘ The form that actually figures, etc. etc. ' —What is 
meant is briefly as follows :—The only right view is that that same form 
can be apprehended by a certain Cognition which actually figures in that 
Cognition ; otherwise every Cognition would apprehend everything. Thus 
then, ‘ being apprehended ’ is invariably concomitant with 1 appearing or 
figuring In the Cognition of the Yellow form, the white form does not 
figure at all; because what is meant to be perceptible is not actually perceived ; 
so that the wider character of ‘ appearing or figuring * being absent, there 
must bo absence of tho less wide character of ‘apprehensibility’.—The 
argument may be formulated as follows :—When a certain form does not 
figure in a Cognition, it cannot be regarded as cognisable (by that Cognition), 
—e.g. Colour in the Cognition of Sound ; —tho white colour of tho Conch- 
shell does not figure in tho cognition of the yeUow form and thus there is 
no apprehension of the wider character. 

‘ One cognises it, etc. etc. '—This shows that there is self-contradiction. 

' It is for this reason, etc. etc. '—By this passage the Author tries to 
establish, by the way, his view that Cognition is self-cognised. And this 
also servos to set aside what lias been asserted by the followers of Jaimini 
[Shabara-bhd?ya) to the effect and that—“ Our Cognition is imperceptible 
and formless ”. 
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‘ From all this, etc. etc.' — The sentence is to be construed as— 4 Kalpayanti 
salt arthameva anyathd sanlam kalpayali iti na —‘ it is not true that, etc. 
etc.’—Tins denies what has been asserted by Kumarila. —(2059-2063) 

The following texts set forth a series of arguments put forward by 
Kumarila :— 

TEXTS (2064—2068). 

“ (a) That which is the apprehends of Colour must be different 
from what is apprehe.nded, —because the Cognition ok the one 

DOES NOT APPEAR ON THE COGNITION OF THE OTHER ;—AS IN THE 

case of the apprehender of Taste, etc.—( h ) What is apprehended 
must be different from the Apprehender ; because one who 

THINKS OF THE ONE DOES NOT NECESSARILY THINK OF THE OTHER ; 
—AS IN THE CASE OF THE APPREHENDER OF TASTE, ETC.,—(c) FOR 
THE SAME REASON THE TWO MUST, THUS, BE CONCLUDED TO BE 
DIFFERENT FROM ONE ANOTHER, LIKE TASTE, ETC.,— (d) THE TWO 
MUST BE DIFFERENT, BECAUSE THEY ARE NEVER COGNISED AS BEING 
OF THE SAME FORM,—LIKE THE COGNITION OCCURRING IN ANOTHER 

4 Chain ’.—(e) The Cognition cannot apprehend any portion 

OF ITSELF ; BECAUSE IT PROCEEDS FROM THE COGNITION ;—LIKE 

its own Potency.—(/) There should be denial also of ‘ appre. 

HENSIBILITY ’ (OF THE COGNITION BY ITSELF) ;—BECAUSE THE 

Impression is devoid of the duplicate character.— ( 0 ) Chaitra’s 
Cognition cannot bring about the apprehension of the appre¬ 
hensible part of the Cognition arising out of his Cognition ;— 

BECAUSE IT IS COGNITION ;—JUST AS THE COGNITION APPEARING 

in another person.”—[ ShloJcavartika — Shunyavada. 172-177] — 
(2064-2068) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ (a) The Cognition that apprehends Colour must bo different in form 
from what is apprehended ;—because when there is Cognition of the Colour, 
there is no Cognition of the Cognition; just as the Apprehender of 
Taste.—Or ( b ) what is approhonded,—i.o. Colour, etc.,—must bo different 
from its Apprehender ; because when a man thinks of the one, he does not 
think of the other;—just as in the case of the apprehender of taste, etc.— 
Or (c) the two—the Colour and its Apprehender—must bo different from one 
unother, because there is no thought of the one while the other is thought of, 
—just liko Taste and Colour, otc.—Or (d) the two must bo regarded as different, 
because they are never recognised as being of the same form,—like tho Cogni¬ 
tion appearing in another ‘ Chain ’.—Or (c) the Cognition cannot apprehend a 
portion of itself,—because it is produced from the Cognition itself; like its 
own Potency ;—this 4 Potency ’ is what is known ns 4 Impression —(/) 
Similarly, thore should bo denial of the 4 apprehensibility ’ of Cognition, 
which is done in this form :—The portion of Cognition cannot be apprehended 
by the Cognition itself, because it has come out of the Cognition ”. 
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Question : —In between these two arguments where is the Corroborative 
Instance endowed with the character of the Probandum ? 

Anstcer :—“ Because the Impression is devoid of the duplicate character; — 
i.c. the character of the Apprehended and the character of the Aprprehender . 

(</) Or, there is another argument—This Cognition in question cannot 
bring about the apprehension of the portion of Cognition produced in one’s 
Cognition,—because it is Cognition,—just as the Cognition appearing in other 
persons— Maitra and the rest,—does not approhend the portion arising out 
of Chaitra's Cognition.—(2064-2068) 

The refutation of the above is set forth in the following :— 


TEXT (2009). 

Because the two are never cognised separately, as explained 

BEFORE,—THEREFORE ALL THE REASONS ADDUCED (BY Rumania), 
DOWN TO THE ‘ NON-COGNITION OF SAMENESS ’, SHOULD 
BE REJECTED AS 4 INADMISSIBLE ’.—(2009) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Because the two are never cognised separately ’;—i.e. because the Blue 
and its Cognition are always found together; because for the man who has 
no apprehension of Cognition, there can be no perception of the Object;— 
all this has been explained before in course of the proof of Cognition being 
self-cognised ;—where the non-difference between the Blue and its Cognition 
has been established ;—because of this, all the Reasons adduced above (by 
Kumdrila ) down to the ‘ non-cognit ion of sameness ’ cannot be 4 admissible 
—(2069) 

In the following Text, the Opponent urges that the Reasons are well- 
known and 4 admissible ’:— 


TEXT (2070). 

“ The Cognition of the form of the Apprehended (object) is spoken 

OF AS ‘ CONNECTED WITH EXTERNAL SPACE \ AND AS APPEARING 
WITHOUT THE COGNITION OF THE Apprchtldlcr 

(Cognition).”—(2070) 

COMMENTARY. 

"Asa matter of fact, 4 the External Object is directly perceived as 
having a shape and as connected with external space ’—as asserted by 
Shabara, the author of the Bhd^ya (on MlmSmsS-Sfitra 1. 1. 5).—where it has 
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been explained that there is Cognition of the Apprehended Object, even 
when there is no Cognition of the Apprehending Cognition. Hence the 
Reason * Because it is not apprehended on the apprehension of the other ’ 
becomos established and hence ‘ admissible —(2070) 

Question :—How are the second and subsequent Reasons (urged under 
Texts 2005 et. seq.) proved and admissible ? 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (2071-2073). 

“AS A MATTER OF FACT, PEOPLE HAVE SUCH NOTIONS AS ‘ I DO NOT RE¬ 
MEMBER IF ANY OBJECT WAS APPREHENDED BY ME AT THE TIME 

WHICH SHOWS THAT THEY REMEMBER THE APPEARANCE OF THE 

Apprehending Cognition, without any idea of the Apprehended 

Object. If the two were non-different, there would be 

REMEMBRANCE OF THE APPREHENDED OBJECT ALSO, WHEN THERE IS 

Remembrance of the Apprehending Cognition ;—as a matter 

OF FACT HOWEVER, THERE IS IDEA OF THE APPREHENDING COGNITION 

only. Thus the difference between the two becomes proved 

BY POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE.—THUS ALL THESE 

Reasons become established as residing in the Minor Term.” 

-[Shlokavdrtika-Shunyavdda, 83-85].—(2071-2073) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Remembrance of the Apprehending Cognition is found to appear 
oven without the remembrance of the Apprehended Object;—if there were 
absolute non-difference between the two, then there would bo remembrance of 
the Apprehended Object also,—just as there is, of the Apprehending Cognition; 
—hence as they do not share the same fate, the Apprehended Object and the 
Apprehending Cognition must be different from ono another. 

It might be urged that—‘ there is romombranco of the Apprehended 
Object also \—The answer to that is—‘ As a matter of fact, however, etc. etc'. 

1 Tatra ’—At the time that there is Remembrance of the Apprehending 
Cognition.—‘ £$a eva \—i.e. the Apprehending Cognition alone,—not the 
Apprehended Object. The particle ‘ eva ' is misplaced. 

‘ By positive and negative concomitance '—as between the presence and 
absence of the Remembrances of tho Apprehended Object and the Apprehend¬ 
ing Cognition ; as there is absence of the Remembrance of tho Apprehended 
Object even when there is presence of the Remembrance of the Apprehending 
Cognition.—(2071-2073) 


The above arguments (of Kumdrila) are answered in the following:— 
16 
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TEXT (2074). 

As A MATTER OP FACT, THERE CAN BE NO APPREHENSION OF THE OBJECT 
FOR ONE WHO HAS NO APPREHENSION OF THE COGNITION J HENCE 
THERE CAN BE NO APPREHENSION OF THE APPREHENDED 

Object without the apprehension of the 
Cognition.—(2074) 


COMMENTARY. 

The following Text points out tho ‘ Inconclusive ’ character of tho Reason 
adduced (by Kum&rila, under Text 2070, above) that—‘ the Object is clearly 
perceived as connected with outside space ’:— 


TEXT (2075). 

The yellow colour is also clearly perceived by people with diseased 

EYES ; AND YET IT IS NOT APPREHENDED AS SOMETHING DIF¬ 
FERENTIATED FROM THE ELEMENT OF THE APPREHEND¬ 
ING Cognition. It should be the same in 
THE OTHER CASE ALSO.—(2075) 

COMMENTARY. 

There should be a stop at 4 niskrftam *. 

‘ Also ' ; —i.e. just as the real 4 yellow ’ is clearly perceived as connected 
with outside space, so also is the 4 yellow ’ clearly perceived by the man 
with the jaundiced eyes. 

Question : —" What if it is so perceived ? ” 

Answer :— 4 And yet it is, etc. etc.' —There should be a stop after 4 sam- 
vedyam na'; and 4 nifkrstam ' has to be construed here ; and after 4 na ', 
4 bhavati ’ is to be understood.—Thus tho meaning comes to be this :—The 
yellow that is perceived by the man with the disoased eyes does not become 
apprehended separately, differentiated from the apprehending factor; and 
yet it is perceived as 4 connected with outside space Hence the Reason 
in question is 4 Inconclusive ’. 

4 It should be the same, etc. etc.' —i.e. also in the case of the real 4 yellow 
—What is meant to be shown by this is that the two cases stand on the same 
footing only so far as 4 being clearly perceived * is concerned.—(2075) 

The following Text supplies the answer to the argument urged (by 
KwnarUa, under 2071, above) that—“People have the notion ‘I do not 
remember, etc. etc.’ ” :— 
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TEXT (2076). 

The Remembrance that has been cited certainly appertains to 
the Apprehended Object ;—only its special features are 

NOT CLEARLY REMEMBERED. THE REMEMBRANCE DOES NOT 
PERTAIN TO ANYTHING AS DISTINCT FROM EVERYTHING ELSE ; 
BECAUSE REPEATED EXPERIENCE AND OTHER CONDI¬ 
TIONS CANNOT BE THERE.—(2076) 


COMMENTARY. 

What is meant to be assorted here is the fact that it cannot be ‘ admitted ’ 
that “ there is no Remembrance of the Apprehended Object when there is 
Remembrance of the Apprehending Cognition ”. 

Tho following might be urged :—“ If the Remembrance pertains to the 
Apprehended Object, then why should its special features not be remembered, 
—when as a matter of fact, one would naturally remember tho object as 
differentiated from all other like and unlike things, exactly as it has been 
apprehended. Otherwise if it did not apprehend its 4 difference ’ from 
other things, how could it appertain to it ? There would certainly be 
incongruities 

The answer to this is— 4 The Remembrance does not pertain, etc. etc .'— 
What is meant is as follows :—Conception has not tho capacity to apprehend 
things oxactly a3 they exist,—because it does not envisage a real entity ; 
what happens is that, when there has been apprehension of a certain thing, 
—the subsequent Remembrance that appears appertains to only that aspect 
of tho thing with reference to which there happen to be such predisposing 
causes as the man's being in need of the thing concerned and so forth; so 
that the Remembrance itself is always devoid of tho object-element. What 
happens in reality is that it really manifests itself alone, and by imposing 
the objective character upon what is purely subjective, all Remembrance be¬ 
comes wrong (false); and whon a certain Remembrance is rologated to a 
certain Object, it is only because of the conception, not because there is any 
real connection between the two. It is not true that the conception of the 
Apprehonded Object is present in Remembrance; and it appears in a form 
in which tho special features of the Object are not conceived, because the 
varying grades of contact and repeated experience that would be necessary 
for such conception of the special features are absent. It is on this account 
(of the vague conception of the Object) that one Remembrance is distinguished 
from another.—(2076) 

Question : —“ How do you know that there is idea of the Apprehended 
Object involved in the Remembrance ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXTS (2077-2078). 

If it wkrb not so, then there could be no Remembrance in the 
form * some object had been apprehended : ; for Remembrance 

IS NEVER COGNISED AS A PIECE OF PURE ROCK-CRYSTAL.—TlIK 

two last Reasons (cited by Kumdriia) also are clearly 
* Inconclusive *, in view of such Cognitions as 

THAT OF THE ‘ YeUoU) CONCH-SHELL THIS IS 
THE WAY TO DEAL WITH THE OTHER REASONS 

also.—(2077-2078) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Remembrance did not envisage the Object even in the vague 
undifferentiated form, then it could not appear oven in the vague genera! 
form that 4 Some object had been apprehended \ Nor is even a Cognition 
remembered in the form of the pure Rock-crystal, without the imprint of the 
form of the Object apprehended (and remembered);—by virtue of which it 
could be asserted that “ They remember the appearance of the Apprehending 
Cognition devoid of the form of the Apprehended Object” as has been 
assorted by [Kumarila, under Text 2071, above]. 

Thus it cannot be admitted that “there is no Remembrance of the 
Object when the Cognition is remembered 

As regards the last two Reasons put forward (by Kumarila in Texts 2007 
and in 2008)—“ Because it proceeds from Cognition ” (2007) and “ Because 
it is Cognition ” (2008),—those are * Falsified ’ (Inconclusive) by such instances 
as the followingThe Cognition of the Yellow Conch-shell, though ‘ proceeding 
from Cognition does apprehend its own subjective factor in the shape of 
yellow ; —and also while being 4 Cognition it brings about the Cognition of 
the yellow which is part of the Cognition; and so could other Cognitions 
also do. Hence the two Reasons are 4 Inconclusive ’.—As regards the Cogni¬ 
tion of the 4 Yellow Conch-shell \ it has been already proved that it is dovoid 
of objective basis ; hence what the Cognition of the 4 Yellow Conch-shell ’ 
apprehends is only that form of Yellow which exists in the Cognition alone 
(as a subjective factor); and to that extent it proves the fact of Cognition 
being self-cognised. 

4 This is the way, etc. etc.’ — 4 With the other Reasons —that is, other 
Reasons that the other party has adduced in proof of the existence of the 
External Thing. 

It has been asked by the other party— 44 What sort of one-ness (of the 
two) is sought to be proved ? Is it meant to be on the ground that there 
is no such thing as appears in the form of Blue, etc., nor any form of Cognition, 
such as is met with in experience ? How can any such idea be entertained ? 
As if it were so, this would mean a negation of all things ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :—There would not be negation of all 
tilings. Because all that is non-existent by its very nature is the appre¬ 
hensible thing, like Earth, etc., apart from the Cognition itself. As for 
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‘another Chain ’, that does not exist as something apprehensible, and henco 
it is devoid of the apprehensible form. And as for the fact of the Cognition 
being the Active Agent in relation to it,—on the basis of the idea that the 
Cognition also cognises, —that active agency also is not there; and henco that 
too is devoid of the 4 approhensiblo form ’;—not so the 4 active agency ’ in 
relation to the Specific Individuality of the Cognition itself ; as everything 
cannot be brought about by everything.—This has been thus described— 
4 When the Blue, Yellow and the like appear in Cognition as something 
external, —thorc does not, in reality, exist anything cognisable, outside; 
hence the idea of the Cognition being the active agent in relation to that is 
not true ; hence what appears as Cognition is the only one reality, without 
a second ’.—Under this understanding, the following text of the Prajfu 5- 
paramitd also becomes comprehensible :— 4 Cognition Is devoid of the nature 
of Cognition, in the sonso that it is devoid of any definite characteristics ’.— 
(2077-2078) 

Having sot forth the original formal argument above (in the Commentary 
introducing Text 1965 on p. 550, Line 13) in the words— 4 Every Cognition is 
devoid of both, apprehended and apprehender, because it is Cognition,—like 
the Cognition of the Reflection ’;—and having so far established the invariable 
concomitance between the Probans and the Probandum in this reasoning, the 
Author sums up the whole position in the following :— 


TEXT (2079). 

For these reasons, the Cognition under dispute must be without 
a second, —being devoid of Objective and the Active Agent,— 
BECAUSE IT IS COGNITION,—LIKE THE 

Reflection.—(2079) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by the epithet 4 under dispute ’ is that tho subject of the 
Reasoning is the Cognition of persons with healthy eyes, etc.,—not aU Cogni¬ 
tions ; —while what is put forward as the Probans—‘ because it is Cognition ’, 
—is Cognition in general; thus it is that the Probans is not part of the Proposi¬ 
tion. 4 Being devoid of Objective and Active Agent ’ qualifies 4 without a second '; 
that is, what is meant by its being 4 without a second ’ is that it is 4 without 
Objective and Active Agent ’; and not that no 4 second * exists at all. 

4 Like the Reflection ’—The Object being spoken of as the Cognition, the 
torm 4 Reflection * stands for the Cognition of the Reflection.— Or tho 4 Vati ’ 
affix, in 4 pratibimbaval ’ may be taken as coming after the Locative ending ; 
then, as the Receptacle (denoted by the Locative), the Cognition itself 
becomes indicated. 

The Probans cannot bo regarded as 4 inadmissible ’; because what is 
put forward is that character of the Cognition which consists in tho 4 exclusion 
of other things ’.—and not the very natxirc of 4 Cognition \ 
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Nor is the Probans 4 Contradictory ’; because it is present wherever the 
Probandum is known to be present.—(2079) 

Another party urges the fact of the Corroborative Instance (‘ Reflection ’) 
being devoid of the Probandum :— 


TEXT (2080). 

“ In the case of Reflection also, the Cognition is regarded as 

HAVING AN OBJECTIVE BASIS ; AS IT IS FOUND THAT ON THE 
VISUAL RAYS BEING TURNED BACK, ONE’S OWN FACE IS 
SEEN AS IT IS IN THE REFLECTION.”—(2080) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The light-rays, issuing from the eyes and falling upon tho surface of 
the Mirror, become turned back and thus become connected with one’s own 
face, and then they bring about the cognition of the face. Thus it is the 
face itself that is seen as within the Mirror. So that it becomes established 
that the Cognition of tho Reflection is not 4 devoid of the Apprehender and the 
AppreJiended ’.”—(2080) 

The answer to tho above is provided in the following:— 


TEXT (2081). 

It IS NOT HIS OWN FACE THAT ONE SEES IN THE MIRROR,—BECAUSE IT IS 

SEEN IN FRONT OF ONE’S SELF, AND BECAUSE WHAT IS SEEN IS 
DIFFERENT IN SIZE, POSITION, ETC. (FROM ONE’S FACE),— 

LIKE ANY OTHER OBJECT.—(2081) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is not his own face that one sees in the mirror ,—because the face seen 
there stands before one’s self ;—also because what is seen has a position, 
size, complexion and other details different from the face.— 4 Like any other 
object ’;—i.e. like such things as sound and the like. 

What is meant is as followsIf the Cognition were the Apprehender 
of the face, then it should have apprehended it exactly as the face itself 
actually stands ; because it cannot be right for the Apprehender of one form to 
approhend a thing of another form. If this were possible, then there would be 
incongruities. As a matter of fact, when a man facing the South looks at 
the mirror, what he perceives in the mirror is the face facing the North ; 
similarly, if the mirror is a small one, the face that he sees in the reflection 
is smaller than his own face ; and it is also perceived as touching tho mirror’s 
surface and lying far beneath it. In reality however, tho mirror’s surface is 
not of that size, nor is it really in contact with the real face.—Similarly 
when a man is standing on the bank of a lake of clear water, and looks at 
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the wator-surface, he perceives the reflections of the trees standing on the 
brink of the water, with their tops pointing downwards ; and yet they are 
not really in that condition.—From all this we conclude that the Cognition of 
the Reflection does not apprehend the man’s own face,—because what it 
envisages is something different from the face,—like the Cognition of sound.— 
(2081) 

Bhadanta-Shubhagupla argues as follows :—“ For the proving of the 
Cognition being the only entity, the character of being Cognition has been 
adduced as the Reason; but it is not incompatible with the contrary; hence 
all that is said is nugatory 

Tho answor to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2082-2084). 

‘ Being Cognition ’ is ‘ lumtnousness ’; and that can have no 

PLACE IN THE ‘ APPREHENDED OBJECT ’,—BECAUSE IT HAS NO 
CONNECTION WITH THE CHARACTERS OF ‘ NOT ENVISAG¬ 
ING A FORM ’ AND THE REST HENCE ITS 
INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE HAS BEEN 
DULY ASCERTAINED.—(2082) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho requisite invariable concomitanco has already been established 
under Text 1999 above— 4 Not envisaging a form, or envisaging a form or 
envisaging something else, the Cognition cannot apprehend any external 
tiling Consequently, the Reason put forward here cannot bo regarded as 
4 Inconclusive 

The Revered Teacher Dinnaga, for the purpose of determining the 
4 basic cause ’, has declared as follows :— 4 When that which is cognisable only 
in the internal (subjective) form appears as if it were external, that object 
must be regarded as existing in the form of the Cognition, and also as forming 
its basic cause ’.—This serves to determine the objective element in that 
aspect of tho Cognition which is apprehended. 

The same Teacher lias said again— 4 Or, it may be that by transferring 
the potency, tho apprehonsion of the Object, in due course, brings about, 
for the bringing about of an effect similar to itself, a potency in tho Cognition ; 
so there is no incompatibility ’.—This establishes tho fact that the said 
Apprehension (of the Object) transfers to the immediately subsequent 
Cognition, tho potency tending to produce an effect similar to itself, and 
thus becomes the cause.—(2082) 

In connection with this, the same Bhadanta ( Shubhagupta ) argues as 
follows :— 44 Though the approhonded element may be tho instrument of 
Sense-cognition, yet, inasmuch as that cannot figure in tho Cognition itself, it 
could not be the object of the Sense-cognition 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2083-2084). 

The subsistence of the object in the Apprehended Aspect of the 
Potency of the immediately following Cognition is not 

REGARDED BY US TO BE REAL. THAT IS WHY THE IDEA IS 
supported.—The fact of the Cognition being the only 

ENTITY HAS BEEN CLEARLY ESTABLISHED BY CLEVER 

writers. We also have trodden the same 
PATH FOR THE ASCERTAINMENT OF TRUTH.— 

(2083-2084) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ ShaJUau anantare jndnl ';—the two Locative endings are not to bo 
taken in co-ordination. 

1 Immediately following Cognition', —in the form of the * Alayavijnuna 
(Rocumbont Cognition). 

‘ Potency —of forming the basic cause of the said idea of the object. 

‘ Is not held to be real ';—because it is not possible for anything opart 
from Atoms, etc. to be the objective basis,—os has been established in detail. 
This has also been asserted by the Revered Teachor, in the following words :— 
‘ The absolute denial of the objective basis may involve incompatibility 
with a fact of direct experience; and there may bo incompatibility with the 
doctrine enunciated in tho Sutra ’—‘ There are Jour kinds of causal factors — 
basic, dominant, immediate antecedent and causal link' ;—in order to show that 
there is no incompatibility, it has been explained what 6ort of Basic Cause 
is meant in this Sutra and also in ordinary experience. But all this has 
been done on the plane of ‘ Illusion not of Bealily ; as in reality all Cognitions 
are entirely devoid of objective basis. 


End of Chapter on the External World. 


CHAPTER XXIV. 


“ The Revealed Word.” 

COMMENTARY. 

In the Introductory verses the ‘Intervolved Wheel of Causation ’ has 
been described as ‘ not dependent upon any solf-suflicient Revelation ’ ; 
the Author sets forth arguments in support of this :— 


TEXT (2085). 

Other people, with intellect obscured by ignorance, have 

ASSERTED AS FOLLOWS :—“ It IS NOT RIGHT THAT ALL THIS IS 

mere Idea (or Cognition) ; because this is set 
ASIDE BY THE REVEALED WORD — (2085) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Other people ' —the followers of Jaitnini. 

These people argue as follows :—“ Injunction alone is the basis for 
determining Dharma (what one should do) and Adharma (what one should 
not do), the only light available for all beings, being like the common ‘ Eye ’ 
of all. It must be accepted as authoritative and reliable by all intelligent 
men seeking to know their Duty ( Dharma ); not so other words composed by 
human beings. Because the ordinary human being has his mind beset with 
Ignorance, Attachment and the rest; hence his word is not capable of afford¬ 
ing the right knowledge of supersensuous things ; it is for this reason that 
‘ Duty ’ and such other matters cannot be learnt from tho words of such 
persons.—Nor is Duty amenable to the Sense-perception of people of limited 
vision ; because it is beyond the reach of the Senses and hence absolutely 
imperceptible. 

“ For instance Dharma (Duty) and Adharma (its contrary) are charac¬ 
terised by capacity to bring about what is good and what is etn7 (respectively); 
as has been asserted in Shabara'a Bhdfya —‘That alone is spoken of as 
Dharma which brings about the good (or welfare) of man;—how do you 
know that ?—when a man performs a sacrifice, people call him dhdrmika, 
firm in the performance of his duty ; and it is only when one does something 
that ho is called after it; e.g. the man who does the cooking is called the 
Cook, and one who does the chopping is called the Chopper ; in the same wav 
that is spoken of by the name Dharma which brings man into contact with 
the highest good ’. 

•• What thus becomes explained is that Dharma is the capacity of 
Substance, etc. to bring about what is good. For instance, Substance, Quality 
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and Action are spoken of as particular means of accomplishing the 
Good ; and it is shown that the name ‘ Dharma' is applicable to these. 
Those, Substance and the rest, are perceptible, in their own forms,—but 
not as the means of accomplishing the good ; and it is in this latter form that 
they are held to bo ‘ dharma ’, not merely in their own forms. This has boon 
thus asserted— 4 The Good consists in the happiness of the man, and this 
happiness is brought about by Substance, Quality and Action as indicated 
in the Injunction; hence it is to these that the character of Dharma belongs ; 
even though these, by thomselvos, are within the reach of the Senses, yet it is 
not in that form that they ore Dharma. The fact of those being the means of 
accomplishing the good is learnt from the Veda; and it is in this form that 
those aro Dharma; hence Dharma is not amenable to the Senses \ [Vide 
Shlokav&rtika, Su. 2, 191, and 13-14.]— 4 In that form \ as being the means of 
bringing about tlte Good. —Thus it is established that Dharma is a capacity or 
Potency. 

“ From thie ifi is also clearly understood, by implication, that Adharma 
also, as contrary to Dharma , is a Potency or capacity to bring about what is 
not-Good. 

, “ '^ his capacity or Potency a man with limited powers of vision cannot 

perceive diroctly by the Senses ; because capacity is always inferred from its 
effects; as has been declared in the passage— 4 The Potencies of all things 
are always proved by Presumption from those effects \— (Shlokavartika 
Su. 2, 200.)—If it were not so, then tire character of 4 having limited powers 
of vision ’ would disappear.—Nor can the Perception of mystics apprehend 
supersonsuous things,—simply because they are Perception,—like any other 
Perception. 

“ Nor can Inference be of rise in knowing what is Dharma; because 
Inference can envisage only such a thing as has had its relation with some¬ 
thing else already known ; and Dharma is not such a thing. 

“ Nor can Analogy bring about the knowledge of Dharma ; because 
Analogy consists in similitude and brings about, the cognition of a thing not 
before tho Eyas ; e.g. tho seeing of the Gavaya brings about the remembrance 
of the Cow ; and there can be nothing which is known to be similar to Dharma, 
—which similarity could bring about the cognition of this Dharma. 

“ Nor is Presumption capable of bringing about the knowledge of Dharma 
and Adharma. Because Presumption consists in the assuming of something 
not perceived, on the ground that something elso, which has been perceived 
or heard of, would not bo possible or explicable without the said assumption. 
Dharma is not something without which something else would not be 
explicable or possible,—whereupon its Presumption could be based. 

“ Non-apprehension also, which consists in the absence of all Means of 
Cognition, serves to bring about the idea of this is not, and not any positive idea. 

“ Thus Dharma and Adharma would fall within the jaws of this 
Non-apprehension and would be swallowed by it, if the Vcdic Injunction 
wore not there to save them. Hence Dharma must be regarded as 4 that 
which is indicated by the Injunctive Word as conducive to welfare’, 
—and it cannot be anything that is indicated by the Senses or other Moans 
of Cognition. 
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“ As a matter of fact, it is tho Injunction that is capable of providing 
knowledgo of what is past, present or future,—also what is subtle or hidden 
or remote and such like ; this cannot be done by anj r Sense-organ.—( Shabara - 
bha$ya 1. 1. 2.) For these reasons the Injunction must be regarded as 
authoritative and reliable. 

“ The name ‘ Injunction ’ is applied to words that urge to activity or to 
avoidance of activity, e.g. the words * Desiring Heaven, she should perform 
the Agniffoma sacrifice ’ urge one to activity ; and tho words ‘ One should 
not injure living beings ’ urge one to desist from activity. 

“ For you (Buddhists) the only means of establishing the authoritative 
and reliable character of the Injunction consists in mere Ideation with the 
‘ Three Principles ’ ;—such is the meaning of your definite pronouncement 
(Proposition).—And this view is not correct.—Why ?— Because it is set 
aside by the Revealed Word ;—that is, it is negatived by the Veda, which has 
spoken of Agnihotra and other things which are quite distinct from ‘ Cognition ’ 
(Idea); in fact, thp Veda itself stands apart from ‘ Idea ’. 

“ The mention of ‘ more Ideation ’ is only by way of illustration. There 
are other propositions of tho Buddhist which are set aside by the Veda,— 
such as ‘ All things are momentary ’, ‘ There is no Soul ‘ There has been an 
Omniscient Person \ ‘ There should be freedom from attachment ’ and so 
forth. All these words express ideas that aro contrary to what is said 
in the Veda.”—(2085) 

It might be urged against the abovo Mimdmsaka view that all this 
would bo set aside by the Veda only if its authoritative character were estab¬ 
lished.—Hence the Mimdmsaka adds the following :— 


TEXT (2086). 

“ The said Revealed Word is authoritative for all, because it is 

NOT THE WORK OF A HUMAN BEING ; BECAUSE IT IS ONLY 
WORDS EMANATING FROM HUMAN BEINGS THAT ARE 
FOUND TO BE FALSE.”—(2086) 

COMMENTARY. 

True Knowledge is what is called ‘ Pramdna,' 4 Right Cognition ’ ; and 
being the sourco of right knowledge, the Veda also is called 4 Pramdna 
4 means of Right Knowledgo 4 reliable \ 4 authoritative \ 

4 my ? * 

Because it is not the work of a human being ;—i.e. it has not proceeded from 
human source. What is meant by this is that the 4 authoritative ’ or 4 re¬ 
liable * character of tho Veda is duo to the fact that there is no possibility of 
the presence of Love, Hate and such defects which would render it wrong 
or unreliable.—The argument may be formulated as follows :—That which is 
free from tho contact of such defects as render the Word false and unreliable 
must be the source of right knowledge,—e.g. tho Eye not affected by any 
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disorder;—the Veda, not being the work of a human being, is free from the 
contact of Love, Hatred and such other causes of falsity;—hence this is a 
Reason (for Reliability) based upon the nature of the thing concerned. 

By putting forward a Corroborating Instance per dissimilarity, the Arguer 
indicates the absonco of ‘ Inconclusiveness ’ in his Reason—‘ It is only 
words, etc. etc' —What is shown by this is that the absence of the Probandum 
is invariably concomitant with the absence of the Probans. As a matter 
of fact, Defects (in the sourco of knowledge) are the cause of falsity ; and 
wherever these Defects are present, there alone they bring about their Effect 
in the shape of falsity, —not anywhere else ; and that is so because when the 
Cause is not there, the Effect cannot be there; even if the Effect were there 
it would have to be regarded as without cause ; and what would come about, 
without the cause would not be regarded as the offect of that cause ; jus that 
would lead to absurdity. Thus, the impossibility of the relation of Cause 
and Effect between Defects and Falsity,—and the contingency of falsity 
being without cause,—constitute the ‘ Reason ’ sotting aside any conclusion 
contrary to the one set forth above. Hence the Reason cannot be regarded 
as ‘ Inconclusive \ 

The argument may be formulated as follows:—Where the Cause of a 
thing docs not exist, the Effect cannot appear,—e.g. Smoko does not appear 
in water, where its cause, Fire, is absent;—in the case of the Veda, tho 
Cause of falsity in the shape of tho presence of Love, Hate, etc. is not present; 
—hence its Effect, Falsity cannot be thoro.—(2086) 


In the following text, tho Mxmdmsaka shows that his Reason is not open 
to the charge of being ‘ Inadmissible ’:— 


TEXT (2087). 

“ In THE CASE OF THE ASSERTION OF HUMAN BEINGS, IT IS ALWAYS OPEN 
TO DOUBT WHETHER OR NOT THERE ARE DEFECTS (IN THE SPEAKER) ; 

• IN THE CASE OF THE REVEALED WORD, HOWEVER, AS 
THERE IS NO Speaker, WE CAN HAVE NO SUS¬ 
PICION OF THERE BEING ANY DEFECTS.” 

—(2087) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, Defects reside in human beings only,—as they 
are their property; how then could they be there where their substratum is 
absent ? If they could be there, they would be there without a substratum 
(baseless); in fact it is the very nature of the subsistent thing that it should 
follow in the wake of its substratum ;—and Man—the doer, the compiler, 
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the spoakor—is the substratum of Defects ; and any such author is not 
there in the caso of tho Veda; whence then could there bo any suspicion of 
there being Dofects ? 

This same argument has set aside also the charge of the Reason being 
‘ doubtful—hence inadmissible \—(2087) 

The following might bo urged against the Mimumsaka —How is it known 
that there is no * doer ’, ‘ author * (in the case of the Veda), who would be 
the substratum of Defects ? 

In view of this, the Mimdtnsdka proceeds to establish tho fact of there 
being no Author of the Veda, by showing that no such Author can be cognised 
by any of tho five Means of Cognition :— 


TEXTS (2088-2095). 

“ (a) An author of the Veda is not perceived it could only be 

ASSUMED THAT SUCH A ONE EXISTED IN THE PAST [BUT SUCH AN 
ASSUMPTION CAN HAVE NO BASIS].—(6) WHEN ANY RELATIONSHIP 
(OF CONCOMITANCE) OF SUCH AN AUTHOR HAS NEVER BEEN PER¬ 
CEIVED BEFORE, ANY INFERENCE THAT COULD BE MADE REGARDING 
HIM MUST BE BASED ONLY UPON PRESENT IGNORANCE ; HENCE IF 
SUCH AUTHOR IS ASSUMED (BY THE OTHER PARTY) IT CANNOT BE 

through Inference.— (c) As regards Verbal Authority (Scrip¬ 
ture), THAT ALSO CANNOT POINT TO AN AUTHOR OF THE VEDA J 
BECAUSE NO OTHER SCRIPTURE IS WITHOUT AN AUTHOR ; AND HENCE 
ANY OTHER SCRIPTURE WHICH IS THE WORK OF AN AUTHOR, BEING 
ITSELF UNRELIABLE, COULD NOT PROVIDE A RELIABLE NOTION OF 

the Author of the Veda. As regards the words of Manu 
AND OTHERS, THEIR RELIABILITY RESTS UPON THE VEDA ITSELF. 
AS FOR ANY OTHER WRITER WHO HAS NO CONNECTION WITH THE 

Veda and is hostile towards it,—how can such a one be 

TRUTHFUL ON THIS POINT ? HENCE FOR US, THERE IS NO SCRIP¬ 
TURE COMPILED EVEN BY OTHERS WHICH CAN DECLARE AN AUTHOR 

of the Veda. — [d) In case someone were visible now who is 

SIMILAR TO THE AUTHOR OF THE Veda, THEN ALONE, ON THE BASIS 
of that Analogy, there might be an analogical Cognition of 
such an author.—( e) If there were something vouched for 

BY THE MEANS OF RIGHT COGNITION WHICH .WOULD BE INEXPLI¬ 
CABLE IF THERE WERE NO AUTHOR OF THE Veda, —THEN ALONE, 

such an Author of the Veda might be accepted on the 
basis of Presumption ; as a matter of fact however, there is 

NOTHING IN THE VEDA WHICH COULD NOT BE POSSIBLE WITHOUT 

such an Author ;—on the contrary, if there were an 
Author, there is much, in the shape of its Reliability and 
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SO FORTH, WHICH COULD NOT BE DULY COGNISED.—THUS THEN. 
BEING NOT AMENABLE TO THE SAID FIVE MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE, 

the Author in question becomes amenable only to the sixth, 
Negation (Non-apprehension) : Consequently, he is one whose 
existence is impossible,—as it is precluded by Negation, 
WHICH IS THE ONLY MEANS OF COGNITION (APPLICABLE TO HIM).”— 

(2088-2095) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ (a) The Author of tho Veda cannot be known by means of Sense - 
perception; because it can never be pointed out that ‘ Here is the Author of 
the Veda ’, simply because he is not seen at the present moment. It might 
be assumed that 4 there was an Author ’; and as no such person has ever 
been seen, the assumption can only be that ‘ he existed at some time ’; and 
this idea would not be reliable,—this is what is meant and has to be added. 

“ (6) Nor can the Author be known by means of Inference; this is 
what is said by the words—* Adr^fapurva, etc. etc.' tho detractors of tho 
Veda promise a relationship, in the shape of cause and effect, between tho 
Veda and the Author who lias never been seen bofore; and such a premiss 
can be based only on Ignorance, as thero can be no valid means of Cognition 
indicating any such relationship ; no one can ever be able to apprehend a 
relationship between Smoko and the Fire that has never been seen. Hence, 
if such an Author is assumed, such an assumption cannot be supported by 
Inference.—The particle * apt' implies that it is without tho support, not 
of Sense-perception only, but also of Inference. 

“ (c) The words * dgamopi, etc. etc.' point out that the Author cannot be 
known by means of Verbal Authority (or Revelation, Scripture). Bccauso, 
as there is no scripture other than the Veda which is itself without an author, 
the required scripture cannot be one which is without an author ; nor can it 
be one that has an author ; because such a scripture would itself be unreliable. 
Because, when the scripture would be the work of an author,—it could be 
the work of (1) Manu and other writers related to the Veda, or of (2) the 
Sddhyas and Munis not rolated to the Veda.—As regards the first alternative, 
—it is said—* as regards the words of Manu and others, etc. etc.’: —* Tatkrtd '— 
due to the Veda;—this moans that these works are not self-sufficient in 
their authority.—The objection to the second alternative is next stated— 
* Asambaddhaslu, etc. etc.' —* who has no connection ’—with the Veda ; because 
such persons aro not entitled to the study of the Veda. * Any other writer ’— 
i.e. the work of a person who has no connection with the Veda .—* Veda- 
kardgamah', —i.e. speaking of the Author of the Veda. 

[d) Pramitam —vouched for by the six Means of Right Cognition.— 

‘ Tina vind '—without an Author.—* Kihchil '—anything vouched for by the 
Means of Right Cognition.—* Asmin ' —Author. 

In the word * prdmdnyOdi ’, ‘ reliability and so forth ’,— 4 so forth ’ is 
meant to include Dharma and such notions. 

* Abhdvina ’;—it is only by the sixth Means of Cognition, Negation, 
that it can be known that a certain thing does not exist; as it is that alone 
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that envisages negation .—Or it may mean that such an Author is cognised 
in the form of negation—i.e. as non-existent ; becauso there is no moans of 
knowing him. 

‘ PramdnabhavabOdhandt *;—‘ abhdva cessation of the Means of Cogni¬ 
tion ; i.e. Negation as the Means of Cognition ;—by this Negation, the idea of 
the Author is precluded. • Hence it is established that there can bo no Author 
of the Veda. —(2088-2095) 

The following argument might be urged (against the Mimamsaka) 

If you prove the fact of the Veda not being the work of an Author, and then, 
on that basis, prove its authoritative (reliable) character,—then, lo ! the 
authority of the Veda rests upon something other than itself ; as the authority 
of tho Veda cannot become recognised until the fact of its not being the 
work of an author is recognised. 

The Mimdmsaka's answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2096). 

“Asa MATTER OP FACT, THE IDEA OF THE VEDA not BEING THE WORK OF 
an Author is emphasised only for the purpose of showing 
that there can be NO cause for unreliability ; AND AS 
such an idea (being negative) is a non¬ 
entity, IT CANNOT BE PROVED 
BY MEANS OF PROOFS.”— 

(2096) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by this is as follows :—We are not proving the Reliability 
(Authority) as a positivo fact, which is not recognised ; all that wo are doing 
is to reject the unreliability (of the Veda) which has been urged by our 
Opponent; and when this charge has been sot aside, the original positivo 
proposition remains fully recognised by itself.—As a matter of fact, even 
the idea of the Veda not being the work of an Author is not being sought to 
be proved by us ; because, if it were proved, the implication would be that 
the reliability of the Veda rests upon something else. Tho fact of the matter 
is that the said idea consists in the mere negation of the fact of the Veda 
being the work of an Author, and as such, it is a non-entity (which cannot 
be proved).—(2096) 


Question :—If it is not proved (by you), how does it become proved by 
itself ? 

Answer (from the Mimamsaka ):— 
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TEXT (2097). 

“When the Logician asserts the fact of the Veda being the 
work of an Author, the refutation of that fact proves 
the fact of the Veda not being the work of an 
Author.”—(2097) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—Even on the refutation of the Opponent’s view, if the 
upholder of the Veda does not actually prove his own view, how could tho 
latter be accepted and the upholders of the Veda become satisfied ? 

This Question is further expounded :— 


TEXT (2098). 

When there are two positive views regarding a question—e.g. 
* Primordial Matter ’ and ‘ Atom ’ as the cause of the 
world,—if one is not proved, the other does 
not become proved by itself. —(2098) 


COMMENTARY. 

The following Text explains the term ‘ Primordial Matter and Atom' 


TEXT (2099). 

Even after refuting the fact of Primordial Matter being 
the cause of the world, the idea of the Atom being 

THE CAUSE of THE WORLD HAS GOT TO BE PROVED 

by other Reasons.—(2099) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though the Vaishefika has (successfully) refuted the SdnJchya 
view that the World is a product of Primordial Matter,—yet he has got to 
prove, by means of other Reasons, the fact of the world being the product 
of Atoms;—similarly in the case in question (it is necessary for tho Mimumsalca 
to adduce reasons in proof of his view).—(2099) 


The answer to tho above (from tho Mimdmsaka) is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2100-2101). 

“ When a proof is adduced in support of the affirmative view,— 
if that is refuted, the negative VIEW (to the contrary) becomes 

RIGHTLY PROVED BY ITSELF. THUS IT IS THAT, WHEN THE 
OTHER PARTY ADDUCE PROOFS IN SUPPORT OF THE TWO 
ENDS OF THE VEDA, THE UPHOLDERS OF THE VEDA HAVE 
THEIR PURPOSE ACCOMPLISHED BY THE REFUTA¬ 
TION OF THOSE PROOFS.”—(2100-2101) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Affirmative view *—that the Veda is the work of an Author; and the 
denial of that is the ‘ Negative view These two views are so rolated that the 
truth of tho one involves the falsity of the other and vice versa ;—hence the 
denial of one is concomitant with the affirmation of the other ; so that the 
Negative view becomos proved by itself. For instance, for the purpose of 
proving the ‘ two ends ’—beginning and end—of tho Veda, the Buddhists 
adduce certain proofs,—the mere refutation of these proofs proves the 
contrary view that the Veda has no beginning or end, and as such, is not 
the work of an Author; and when this has become proved, tho Upholders of 
the Veda become satisfied on the accomplishment of what is desired by 

them.—( 2100 - 2101 ) 

Objection: —Even when the said proofs liave been refuted, it is necessary 
to put forth a further effort to prove tho positive fact of the Veda being 
otcrnal; under the circumstances, how can tho Upholders of the Veda be 
satisfied, until thoy have actually proved the Elemalily of the Veda V 

Tho answer to this (from the Mxmumsaka) is as follows :— 


TEXT (2102). 

“ As regards the positive fact of the ElemalUy of the Veda, IT 

BECOMES ESTABLISHED FOR US ON THE REJECTION OF THE ‘ TWO 
ENDS * (OF THE VEDA),—EVEN THOUGH WE DO NOT 
ADDUCE PROOFS rN SUPPORT OF THE SAID 

Elemalily." —(2102) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The two ends' —i.e. the proof adduced in proof of the idea of the Veda 
having a beginning and ond.—(2102) 

How the rejection of the ‘ two ends ’ automatically proves Etemalily 
is explained in the following :— 

17 
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TEXT (2103). 

“ Tub ‘ first end ' of the Veda consists in the idea ok its being the 

work OF AN Author,—and the * oiler end ’ consists in its 

BEING DESTROYED ; AND THE NEGATION OF THESE 

(two ends) means * Eternality ’.”—(2103) 
COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, ‘Eternality’ and ‘Having the two ends’ ate 
mutually exclusive,—one involving the negation of the other; and between 
two mutually exclusive ideas, the absence of one is always concomitant with 
the presence of the other ; as has boon already pointed out.—(2103) 

The other party urges—If the * negation of the two ends ’ constitutes 
Eternality, then it comes to this that Eternality is not a positive quality of 
things. 

The answer to this (from the Mtmumeaka) is as follows: 


TEXTS (2104-2105). 

“ The eternality of the Veda consists in the fact that it is not 

PRODUCED IN THE BEGINNING AND DOES NOT PERISH IN THE END.— 

If it BE URGED that ‘ even so, this eternality is SOMETHING 
cognisable ’,-^then [the answer is that] eternality is what 

IS MEANT BY THE TWO CHARACTERS OF ‘ BEING NOT 
PRODUCED ’ AND ‘ BEING NOT DESTROYED ’ J AND 
BOTH THESE BEING OF THE NATURE OF 

Negation do not require any proof 
for themselves.”—(2104-2105) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by this is that eternality forms part of the very nature 
of the Veda, which is an entity. 

«jf u u urged, etc. etc.'— This anticipates the following objection from 
the Opponent—If it is as stated, then Eternality is an entity and as such it is 
something that has to be cognised by a Means of Cognition, to be proved. 

The answer to this is—‘ What is meant, etc. etc.' 

‘ Both these ’—i.e. the characters of not being produced and not being 
destroyed. 

« p T00 f for themselves ’—i.e. any means of cognising their own forms. 
What is meant is that there need bo nothing incongruous in Negation being 
an entity; so that oven though Eternality consists in the two characters of 
‘ not being producod ’ and ‘ not being destroyed it need not bo a non¬ 
entity.—(2104-2105) 

“Having thus shown that the five Means of Right Cognition are not 
effeptive in the matter, it is regarded as proved that there is no Author of the 
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Veda; and consequently there can bo no ‘inadmissibility’ in the Reaeon 
adduced by tho Mwtdnmka—' because the Voda is free from the contact of 
defects that bring about falsity’.—Nor cun the Reason bo regarded as 
‘ Contradictory ’; because it is present wherever the Probandum is present; 
and being not present whore the Probandum is not present, it cannot be 
regarded as ‘inconclusive. Thus it becomes established that the Veda is 
authoritative and reliable.” 

Now the Mxmdmsaka proceeds to point out in detail the defects in the 
two arguments put forward by his Opponent in support of the view that the 
Veda is not authoritative and reiiablo. 

These two arguments are as follows (A) What is perceptible by the 
senses, and (B) what is produced by effort, must be non-ctemal.-e.g. the 
Jarand Sound is both (perceptible and produced by effort); these are 
Reasons based upon the naturo of things, which prove the non-etemalily 
of sound in general; and thus being proved, the non-eternality of the Veda 
necessarily follows; and from this it also follows, by implication, that like 
the assertions of human beings, the words of the Veda also may bo false.— 
Such is the souse of wliat is argued by the Buddhists and others. 

Against these arguments, the Mimdmsaka sots forth in detail the argu¬ 
ment that the proposition of the Opponents is annulled by the Verbal and 
other Moans of Right Cognition. 

First of all, the following Text shows that the Proposition that the Vedic 
Words aro fulso is annulled by Verbal Cognition itself 


TEXT (2106). 

“ One who asserts the falsity of the Vedic Words on the basis 
of Inference, has his Proposition annulled by the force 
of the Cognition derived from the Veda.”— (2106) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Vaidika ’ is derived from the Veda ; i.o. such cognitions or notions ns 
• Heaven follows from the performance of the Ayniholra ';—by the force 
of such notions, liis Proposition becomes annulled, as it is set aside by it. 
This has been thus assorted—“ As a matter of fact, the notion derived from 
the Injunction is not of a doubtful character,-—in any such form as 4 this 
may or may not bo so ’; nor at any other time or place, or in any other 
circumstances, or in any other person, does there appear any notion to the 
contrary, that * it is false As regards the idea that— 4 the notion derived 
from tho Vedic Injunction must bo false because we have found another 
statement made in tho Veda to be false ’,— this is only an Inference, and as 
such, becomes sublated by the aforesaid direct cognition to the contrary.” 
{Shabara-bhafya - Translation, page 18 .—(2106) 

Says the other party:— The two—Verbal Cognition and Inference—being 
of equal strength (validity), how can one be annulled by the other ? If even 
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when they are of equal strength, thero cun bo sublation, then why should 
not the Inference sublate the Verbal Cognition V ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2107). 

“ The knowledge derived from the Veda is of the same degree as 
Perception, and hence stronger than Inference; con¬ 
sequently, it can never be annulled by 
Inference.”—(2107) 


COMMENTARY. 


Question .—How then is Inference annulled by the Verbal Cognition 
(derived from the Veda) ? 


Answer : 


TEXT (2108). 


“ Inasmuch as thf, Veda has been placed in the same position 
as Perception, it is stronger than, and hence sets 
aside, Inference.”—(2108) 


COMMENTARY. 

Tliis has been thus declared—" Tho cognition derived from the words 
of tho Veda is Perception, and Inference contrary to Perception cannot be 

valid ”.—( 2108 ) 

Question .—In what way is Verbal Cognition (derived from the Veda) 
stronger than Inference,—by virtuo of which it is regarded us equul to 
Perception ? 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2109-2110). 

“There is a degree of simplicity in the validity of Verbal 
Cognition—due to the fact of its not needing a Corroborative 
Instance, and to the absence of defects,—which is not 
found in Inference. Consequently, whenever thebe 
should be any doubt between Verbal Cognition 
and Inference, it is Verbal Cognition that 

SHOULD BE REGARDED AS STRONGER, AND THE 
MATTER DETERMINED ACCORDINGLY.” 

-(2109-2110). 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Pramanalvl '—the Locative is to be construed with ‘ laghavam '. 

‘ Which is not found in Inference' ;—because it needs a Corroborative 
Instance and because dofocts are possible in it; the dofoct being that it is 
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annulled by Cognition derived from tho Veda which is equal in authority to 
Perception.—(2109-2110) 

Tho other party raises an objection—As a rule that alone is regarded aa 
a 1 Defect ’ in argument which is admitted by both parties ; in the case in 
question. Revelation is not a means of valid Cognition, for the Buddhist, who 
posits only two Means of Cognition (Perception and Inference); then how 
can there be an ‘ annulment ’ of Inference by what is not accepted as a 
Means of Cognition,—so far a« the Buddhist is concerned ? 

Tho answer to this (from the Mimdmsaka) is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2111-2110). 

“ While the Veda is clearly bringing about the cognition of 

THINGS, THE ASSERTION THAT ‘ IT IS NOT A MEANS OF COGNITION 
FOR ME ’ SHOULD NOT BE MADE BY A TRUTHFUL PERSON, BY 
REASON OF SHEER MALICE. It CANNOT CEASE TO BE A MEANS OF 

Cognition, on the ground that there is malice against it or 

BECAUSE IT IS NOT POPULAR ; NOR CAN ANYTHING BECOME A MEANS 

of Cognition, on the ground that one likes it and it is popular. 
Even those who are hostile to the Veda do not assert any 
REASON WHY IT SHOULD NOT BE A MEANS OF RIGHT COGNITION ;—BY 
VIRTUE OF WHICH THEY COULD BE REGARDED AS TRUTHFUL PEOPLE. 

When people, who have been intent upon the study, the 

RETENTION AN1? THE EXPOSITION OF THE VEDA AND UPON THE PER¬ 
FORMANCE OF ACTS ENJOINED THEREIN, HAVE NOT BEEN ABLE TO 
DETECT ANY GROUNDS OF FALSITY, HOW CAN THEY BE DETECTED BY 
PERSONS WHO HAVE KEPT THEMSELVES ALOOF FROM IT ? It IS ONLY 
PERSONS WHO ARE FULLY CONVERSANT WITH A THING AND WHO 
HAVE THEIR PURPOSE CENTRED THEREIN THAT CAN DETECT THE 
GOOD AND BAD POINTS OF THAT THING. THOSE EVIL-MINDED PEOPLE 
ON THE OTHER HAND, WHO ARE HOSTILE TO BRAHMAN AND HAVE 
BEEN FAR REMOVED FROM THE VEDA,—HOW CAN THOSE PEOPLE 
BARE-FACEDLY SPEAK OF THE GOOD AND BAD POINTS IN THE VEDA ? ” 
—( 2111 - 2110 ). 

COMMENTARY. 

Tins is how tho Mimdmsaka argues—" Things do not become established 
or otherwise merely according to one’s whim ; by virtue of which tho mere 
assertion of the opinion would set aside the validity of Verbal Cognition ; 
what is established by reason must be accepted by both parties; it has 
been explained that, the conviction derived from the Vedic declarations 
regarding Agniholra, etc. is exceptionally strong; how then can it bo said 
that it is not a Means of Cognition ? It is a mere assertion of yours, wholly 
devoid of reason ’’.—Such in brief is what is meant by the Mimdmsaka. 
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4 Because it is not popular' —Peoples ogroomont constitutes its 
popularity. 

4 Aloof from the Veda' — Shohyn and ot hers who keep away from the 
Veda ; because they are excluded from its study, etc. 

4 Who have their purpose centred therein —i.o. whoso purpose —ends of 
life, in the shape of sacrifice, etc.—is centred —expounded—in the Veda. 

'Hostile to Brahman '—;i.e. Hostile to the Veda. Or ‘Brahman’ may 
be takon as standing for the knowledge derived from the Veda.— 
( 2111 - 2110 ) 

44 Or. it may bo that the Inference is not annulled by Verbal C-ognition; 
even so, the Proposition of the Buddhist is defective ; because it is annulled 
by Perception aud other Means of Cognition 

This is the idea expounded in the following :— 


TEXT (2117). 

“ Then again, the etemality and all-permsivmcss op the Word, ts 

ESTABLISHED BY AUDITORY RECOGNITION ;—WHO, THEN, COULD 
EVER CONCEIVE OF THE CONTRARY ? ” 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows annulment by Perception. 

For instance, at all times, the Word is rccognisod by Perception as 
4 the same ’; hence the otomality of the Word is proved by this Recognition 
which is called 4 Perception ’.—And being recognised as 4 the same ’, in all 
places, Word is proved to be all-pervasive also.—Under the circumstances, 
who could conceive of the contrary—of the said etemality and all-pervasiveness ? 
—No one. The 4 contrary ’ of etemality and all-pervasiveness would be non- 
etemality and non-pervasiveness (respectively).—(2117) 

The position is summed up in the following:— 


TEXT (2118). 

'' From all this it follows that the fact of its remaining the 

SAME AT ALL TIMES AND AT ALL PLACES IS PROVED BY PERCEP¬ 
TIONAL Recognition ; and this annuls tt.”—(2118) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 At all times —i.e. in the past, present and future. 

4 It ’—the 4 contrary ’ (spoken of in the preceding text).—(2118) 
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Tho following Texts* anticipate and answer the objection that Recognition 
is not infallible (not always t-ruo)— 


TEXTS (2119-2120). 

“ If IT BE URGED THAT—' TN THE CASE OF SUCH THINGS AS THE FLAME, 
IT IS FOUND THAT THOUGH IT EXISTS FOR ONE MOMENT ONLY, 
YET THERE IS RECOGNITION —THE ANSWER IS THAT IT IS NOT 

so ; what is recognised in these cases is the universal , 

AND THAT IS ETERNAL, FOR US. IN CASES WHERE THERE 
TS NOTION OF DIFFERENCE IN REGARD TO ANY 
ASPECT OF THE THING, ON ACCOUNT OF CERTAIN 
CIRCUMSTANTIAL CONDITIONS,—THERE IS 

no Recognition, as is clear from 

THE NOTION OF DIFFERENCE.”— 

(2119-2120). 

COMMENTARY. 


4 Such things' —this includes the eases of Hair, nails and grass, etc.— 
which are cut- and grow again,—as also that of water-falls ; as in these cases 
also there is Recognition that these are the same Hairs and Nails, the same 
grasses, the water-fall, the same river-water and so forth. 

This is not right. In all these case what is recognised is the Universal, 
—the commonalty—such as 4 Firo * (in the case of the Lamp) and so forth ; 
and this Universal is held to be eternal; where then is there any falsity in 
our Premiss ? The individual form of these things, which is ovanescent, 
that certainly is not recognised (as being the same) ; where then is there 
any falsity in our Premiss ? 

4 Jn regard to any aspect ’—as in regard to the greater or less degree. 

4 On account of certain circumstantial conditions' —the lesser degree 
being duo to going upward. 

Question How do you know that there is no Recognition in such cases ? 

Answer :—* As is clear from■ the notion of difference \—it is deduced from 
the presence of the notion of difference that there is in such cases.— 
(2119-2120) 


The Mimdmsaka next proceeds to show how the Proposition of the 
Buddhist (regarding Veda being non-eternal) is annulled by Inferences 
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TEXTS (2121-2130). 

“ (1) The notions of the individual cow-word, though diverse 

IN POINTS PLACE, TIME, ETC., MUST ALL ENVISAGE THE SAME COU'- 
word ,— 1 THEY DO NOT ENVISAGE SEVERAL WORDS,—BECAUSE THEY 
ALWAYS APPEAR IN THE FORM * COW LIKE THE NOTION OF * COW ’ 
THAT APPEARS AT THE PRESENT MOMENT.—(2) THE NOTION OF THE 
COW-WOrd THAT APPEARED YESTERDAY ENVISAGED THIS SAME COW- 
WOrd,— BECAUSE IT ENVISAGED THE COW-WOrd ,—LIKE THE NOTION 
APPKARINO TO-DAY.— (3) THIS NOTION ENVISAGES THAT COW-UVrtl ,— 
FOR THE SAME SAID REASON,—LIKE THE PREVIOUS NOTION.— 

(4) Both notions envisage thf. same cow-word, —ltkk the single 
notion.—(5) All notions of the ' Cow divergent as regards 
place, time, etc., are brought about BY the same cow-word, 
—BECAUSE THEY ARK NOTIONS OF THE 1 C'OW LIKE THE SINGLE 
notion.—( ft) TnE cow-word that was uttered yesterday must 

EXIST TODAY ALSO,—BECAUSE IT IS ENVISAGED BY THE COGNITION 
OF THE COW-WOrd,— LIKE THE SAME WORD UTTERED TODAY.—(7) TlIR 
COW-WOrd THAT IS HEARD TODAY WAS HEARD BY ME YESTERDAY 
ALSO ; FOR THE AFORESAID REASON,—LIKE THE WORD UTTERED 
YESTERDAY.—(8) ALL 8UOH WORDS AS ARE EXPRESSIVE MUST BE 
REGARDED AS LASTING A LONG TIME,—BECAUSE THEY BRING ABOUT 

the Cognition of the cognisable thing through the appre¬ 
hension OF RELATIONSHIPS,—EVERYTHIN0 THAT DOES THIS HAS 
BEEN FOUND TO BE PERMANENT,—LIKE THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ ASPECT 
of Smoke. —(9) That which denotes things through the appre¬ 
hension OF RELATIONSHIPS CANNOT BE EVANESCENT,—BECAUSE IT 
MUST HAVE ITS RELATIONSHIP CONTINUING TILL THE TIME OF USE,— 
LIKE THE LIGHT OF THE LAMP AND THE LIGHTNING.—THUS THE 

idea of Word-Sound being non-etf.rnal is annulled by all 
these Inferences which must be admitted to be perfectly 
sound. Consequently it reoomrs established that words are 
ETERNAL."—(2121-2130) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ (I) The notions that appear in connection with the individual worth 
4 Cow —though divergent through diversities of place, time, quick, middling 
and prolonged, and so forth,—all envisage the same word,—they do not 
envisage diverse words,—lwcauso they all appear in the same form 4 Cow \ 
—like the notion of the cow-word appearing at the prosont time. 

44 Or. (2) Whenever there is notion of the word 4 Cow \ it must, he taken 
as referring to the word 4 Cow ’ appearing to-day,—because it envisages the 
word 4 Cow',—like the word appearing to-day;—the notion of the word 
appoaring yesterday envisages the same word.—This is thus a Reason based 
upon the nature of things. 
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“ Or, (3) The ‘ subjoct * of the Inference may be the notion of the word 
appearing to-day,— being envisaged by the notion of the word that appeared 
yesterday ’ is the Probandum,—' because it envisages the word ’ is the 
Probans ;—and ‘ the notion of the word appearing yesterday ’ is the Corro¬ 
borative Instance.—This is the argument formulated in the words.—* This 
notion envisa//es, etc. etc.'— 1 this notion * stands for the notion appearing 
to-day. —‘ That '—tho word * Cow ’ apprehended by the Cognition of the 
word ‘Cow’ that appeared yesterday.— 1 For the same said reason'— i.e. 
‘ because it envisages the word Cow'. 

“ O r » ( 4 ) Both—the notions appearing to-day and yesterday —envisage 
tho same word,—because both envisage the word ‘ Cow ’;—liko tho notion 
of the singlo word * Cow —This argument is expressed in the words * Both, 
etc. etc,'. The Reason ha* not been stated in detail, as it is well-known. 

“ Or, (5) All notions of the universal * Cow ’,—though divergent in 
regard to diversities of place, time, etc.—are produced by tho same word 
4 Cow ',—because they are notions of tho Cow,—liko tho notion of the single 
Cow.—In tho previous argument, the ‘Subject’ (Minor Term) consisted 
of * tho notions onvisuging tho word ' Cow ‘ envisaging tho same object ’ 
being the Probandum ; while in the present argumont, tho notions envisaging 
the universal * Cow ' form tho Minor Term.—and * bong produced by the 
same word Cow ’ is tho Probandum ;—this is tho difference between tho two 

Argument*. 

“ (6) Tho compound * hyaslanochch&rana ’ moans * that which hod its 
uttoranco yosterdoy ’;—this mentions tho Minor Torm ; * existing to-day ’ 
is tho Probandum. Tho rost is easily understood. 

" (7) The word ' Cow' that is heard to-day is tho Minor Torm ;—* was 
heard yesterday ’ is tho Probandum.—' Aforesaid', —i.o. ' bocouso it is appre- 
hendod by tho Cognition of the word Cow ’, is tho Probans. 

** Or, (8) * all such words as are expressive' is tho Minor Torm their 
* lasting for a long timo ’ is tho Probandum ;—and * because they bring about 
tho cognition of tho cognisablo thing through tho npprohonsion of relation¬ 
ships ’ is the Probans.—In the compound * sambandhAnvhhavd, etc.' ' sam • 
handhunubhdplktam ' qualifies * jHeyajiianajyravartanam ’ ;—* should be re- 
gurdod as lasting’; 'for a long time' qualifies 'lasting'. Tho ‘lasting 
charactor ’ meant hero is in regard to time, not in regard to place, as in 
tho case of mountains ;—this is what is intondod to bo indicated by tho 
qualifying term ‘ for a long time ’.—‘ Like the universal aspect of Smoke ' is the 
Corroborative Instance ; the ‘ specific individuality ’ of things cannot have 
any continuity of existonco or concomitance, honco it is tho ' universal 
aspect ’ alono that can servo as tho Corroborative Instance. 

“ (9) ‘ Cannot be evanescent. ’ this states the samo argument 
negatively.—‘ Because it must have, etc. etc.'.— Tdddtvika ’—till that timo, 
i.e. till the time of use,—its ‘ nimilta ’.—relationship—should continue.”— 
(2121-2130) 

The following objection is raised—In this way, tho Jar and such things 
also may be assorted to be one only. For instance, all notions of the individual 
Jar, though divers© through divergence of Place, Time, etc. must be regarded 
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ns envisaging ono and the same thing, and not ns envisaging several things,— 
because it. appears in the form of* Jar’,—like t ho notion of the .Tar appearing 
at the present, moment; and so forth. As a matter of fact, however, such 
ono-neas of the Jar is neither desired nor vouched for by perception. Hence 
all the Reasonings set forth above must be regarded os False. (Fallacious). 

The answer to this objection (from the Mimumsaka) is as follows 


TEXTS (2131-2132). 

“ If the rme.-neM of the Jar, th at is urokd as an undertra blr CON¬ 
TINGENCY, IS IN REFF.RKNCF. TO THE ' UNIVERSAL ASPECT —THEN 

THE ARGUMENT IS SUPERFLUOUS.—IF HOWEVER, ONE WERE TO 

UROK THE OONTINOENCY OF THE indhtulwl JARS BKINO OTIC, ON THE 

STRENGTH OF THE ABOVE ARGUMENTS,— 1 THEN IT CAN BE POINTED OUT 

THAT SUCH AN IDEA WOULD BE CONTRARY TO ALL FORMS OF RIGHT 

Cognition ; because the multiplicity of Individuals has been 

DEFINITELY ESTABLISHED BY ALL MEANS OF RIGHT COGNITION, 

Sense-perorption AND THE REST.”—(2131-2132) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it is in reference to tho * Universal ’—the 1 genus 4 Jar ’—that one-ness 
is sought to be provod by the above Reductio ad. Abaurdwn, thon, it is super¬ 
fluous ; as it hn* been declared— 4 That aspect of the object which is Universal, 
Common, is eternal, tho othor aspect is held to be perishable ’. 

On the other hand, if tho Reductio ad Abirurdum is meant to prove the 
otic-nesa of tho Individual Jars,—evon so, that does not falsify our premisses. 
Bocauso such a Proposition is directly annulled by Sonse-porcoption and other 
Means of Cognition ; specially as nil the Reasons adduced in this connection 
have to bo rogardod as qualified by tho condition that 4 what they assort is 
not annulled ’; how thon could there bo any falsity in our Reasons ?—Such is 
tho sense of tho passage. 

4 Would be contrary, etc. etc.’—That is, the Proposition in question is 
so contrary. 

The rest is easily understood.—(2131-2132) 


Again, the Mimdmsaka proceods to show that the Proposition that 
4 Words are non-eternal ’ is annulled by Inference and Presumption.—The 
Inference that ho sots forth is—" When the relation between two things is 
not-artificxal (otornal), tho two things themselves must be regarded as not- 
artificial (otornal);—e.g. Akdsha and the Atom ;—and tho relation of 
Denoter and Denoted between the Word and its denotation in the form of the 
4 Universal ’ is not-artificial;—hence this is a Reason baaed upon the nature 
of things." , 
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Ta tho following Text* Mm Mim/hnsaka proceeds to show that the 
R«*ason here adduced (Miat the relation between the Word and its Denota¬ 
tion is eternal) is not 4 inadmissible ’:— 


TEXTS (2133-2135). 


" Tf thk Hrlation.suip in question were artificial (srt up for the 
occasion), then, as the particular USE will HAVy BECOME 

ACCOMPLISHED AND COME TO AN END,—IT WOULD HE APPLICABLE 
TO THAT ONE PARTICULAR CASE ONLY, AND WOULD NOT BE UNIVERSAL 
IN ITS APPLICATION. TN THE COW THERE IS A COMMINOLINO OF 
SEVERAL FACTORS'—SUCH AS THE 4 EARTH 4 SUBSTANCE 4 BEING 
4 Tail ’ and so forth,—tiip.rk could be no definite idea of thk 
4 Cow ’ RXCBPTTHROUGH FREQUENT UEPRATED USAGE.—FUOMTHIS IT 
FOLLOWS THAT THE WORD IS not- artificial \ AND IT NEVER PERISHES,— 
BECAUSE IT HAS AN ETERNAL RELATIONSHIP WITH AN ETERNAL 

entity—like thr Alcfaha and the Atom"—\Shlok(iv<irti!ca— 
Ktkrnality of Words, 350-301].—(2133-2135) 


COMMENTARY. 


The sense requires the rending 4 krtrimalve cha sambanrlhasya \ 

Tf tho Relationship were nrtificial. then,—inaRinuoh ns the particular 
use will havo boon accomplished,—como to an end,—tho Word would have 
como to an end ; honco tho relationship between the Word and its mooning 
would not be universal—i.o. applicable to all uses of the Word nt all times. 
—Why ?—Because it would be applicable to that ono particular case only; 
i.e. it would upply to one particular Oow only. In support of this a Presump¬ 
tion is put forward—When several Cows are there before one, oven though 
the Universal 4 Cow ’ may bo subsisting in a single individual Cow, what is 
understood is tho universal 4 Cow * ns extracted from the word 4 Cow *; 
and this would not be possible if tho Word were not there.—Why it would 
not ho possible is explained in the Words— 4 There is a commingling of several 
factors, etc. etc.' —This Presumption is based upon the authority of Words. 

4 For these reasons Word cannot be artificial \—This sums up the Inference. • 
4 With an eternal entity '—i.e. tho objoct named 4 Universal \ 4 Com¬ 
munity *.— 4 Eternal relationship ’—which lasts for all time; just like the 
relationship of Atoms with Akdsha, which is eternal.—(2133-2136) 
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Tlie following UxLs reject the ‘Inconclusiveness’ of the above 
Presumption:— 


TEXTS (2130-2188). 

“Inasmuch as the Word, heard but once, envisages several 

‘ UnIVERSALS ’ IN AN INDEFINITE FORM. IT CANNOT DEFINITELY 
POINT TO ITS OWN SPECIFIC DENOTATION, AS DISTINGUISHED FROM 
THE OTHER ‘ UNIVERSALS—(UNTIL IT HAS BEEN USED SEVERAL 
TIMES).—AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE WORD ' COW ’ WOULD GET AT 
THE SPECIFIC DENOTATION OF THE PARTICULAR ‘ UNIVERSAL ' COW 
ONLY AFTER A LONG TIME WHEN IT HAS BERN HEARD SEVERAL TIMES, 
AND HAS THEREBY EXCLUDED THE OTHER UnivtrmU—' LIVING 

Beings \ ‘ the quality of Whiteness \ the action of ‘ moving ’, 
THE Universala ‘Dewlap’, ‘Tail’, and also the Individuals , 
THE * COW OF VARIEGATED COLOUR \ THE ' HORNLESS COW ’ AND 
THE LIKE,—WHICH ARK DIVERSE BY REASON OF THEIR INDTVI- 

DUAL peculiarities”— [Shlokavdrtika—] Etrrnality of Words— 
364-3001—(2130-2138) 


COMMENTARY. 

This has boon thus explained in the Blulgya (of Shabara, on Sfl. 1. 1. 19) 
—" Tf the word ‘ Cow ’ is oternal. it is the same word that is uttered many 
times and has »>oen previously hoard also several times, as applied to other 
individual Cows ; and thus by a process of positive and negative concomitance 
the Word comes to bo recognised as denoting the particular Universal ; for 
this reason also, the Word must be eternal.” 

* Individuals which are diverse , etc. elc.'—le. distinguished by their 
respective peculiarities ; their diversity is based upon their l»eing cognised 
as different from one another. Hence the compound * swwmibandhanah 
is to bo expounded to mean ‘which have their diversity based upon the 
cognition of their respective peculiarities ’. 

‘ Having cxchidexl' has to bo construed with all these.—(2130-2138) 


Tho following might be urged (against the Mimtlmsaka )Tf the Word 
get at its denotation after a long time.—even so, how does it become proved 
that the Word exists for all time ? 

The answer to this is as follows 
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TEXTS (2139-2140). 

“ And if the Word existed for such a long time, who could destroy 
it after that '— [Shlokav&rtilea —Eternality of Words— 307].— 
For another reason again it is not possible for the 
Word to be destroyed : In the case of the Jar and 

OTHER THINGS, IT IS UNDERSTOOD THAT THEY WOULD 
BECOME DESTROYED EITHER THROUGH DECAY OR 
THROUGH SOME WEAPON J THERE IS NO SUCH 
CAUSE BY WHICH THE WORD COULD BE 
DESTROYED.”—(2139-2140) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ For such a long time —i.o. during whioh time it denotes its own moaning 
after excluding so many other factors. 

Says tho Opponent:—In the wise of tho Jar, etc. it is found that though 
they oontinuo to exist for a long time, yet they come to be dostroyod by the 
stroke of a stick or some suoh thing ; tho samo may bo the case with Word 
also. 

Tho answer to this is—“ For another reason, etc. etc.".—' BhCyah' 
—again. 

Things like tho Jar undorgo dostruotion either by decay or by tho strok 0 
of some weapon; there is no such causo for tho destruction of tho Word.— 
Why t—Beoause tho Word is incorporeal, while the Jar and other things 
uro corporoul.—(2139-2140) 


It has boon dcolurod (undor Text 2131, ubovo) as follows ' If tho one¬ 
ness of tho Jar, that is urged oh an undesirable contingency, is in roforonco to 
tho Univorsul aspect, then the argument is superfluous.—If however, one were 
to urgo the contingency of the Individual Jars boing one, on tho strength of 
tho abovo arguments, then it can bo pointed out that such on idea would bo 
contrary to all Forms of Right Cognition *.—What has been said there is 
equally applicable to the present cose : For instance—If tho one ness urged 
is in rogard to tho ‘ Universal ’ aspect of tho ' ga ’ and other lotters (com- 
posing tho word ‘ Oavh ’), then it is superfluous, and so forth, all the rest 
of it may be repeated. Because in view of the diversity of Place, Time 
and Speaker, the Individual Letters—Ga and tho rest are many ; and it is 
in these that the ‘Universal’ Cow subsists; and in the sumo way, the 
Universal aspect of the letter ' ga' is held to subsist in the individual 
letter; so the two cases are exactly similar in all aspects [and on the same 
grounds that tho individual jars cannot all bo tho same the individual word 
‘ Cow or the individual lotter ' ga', cannot all be the same). 

Anticipating tins argument, the Mxmdmsaka offers tho following 
answer:— 
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TEXT (2141). 

“ Even though there are dirkkrkncks or Peace, Time and User,— 

THERE IS NO DIVERSITY IN THE LETTER ‘ G(l ' AND THE REST; 

as the ‘Recognition ’ in their case is clear 
and distinct.”—(2141) 

COMMENTARY. 

From Perception, in tlio shape of Recognition, it iH proved that the 
Individuals (lottors) aro oneluforonoe win have no validity, as against 
Perception ; Perception being the highest of all Means of Right Cognition. 
Such is the houno of the text.—(2141) 


Objection .—Diversity of the Lottors is proved by such diversities in their 
pronouncing us fast, middling, slow and so forth; under the circumstances, 
how can it bo said that their Recognition us being the same is clour and 
distinct T 

The Answer to this is us follows :— 


TEXT (2142). 

"Even when there is diversity in the pronunciation bkino fast, 
etc., the Individual letter 'ga ’ is not clearly cognised 

AS AN ESTABLISHED ENTITY, DISTINGUISHED FROM THE 
OTHER INDIVIDUAL LETTER ‘ ga '."—[SlUoku. 

vdrlika—Rphofa , 22].—(2142) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Established ’—not merely conceived or fancied. 

* .Distinguished ’—distinct, separate, different. 

* Qa-vayakli ’—stands for ‘ gaMravyaHi ’, the Individual lotter-sound 
' ga ’. 

What is meant is that Recognition having established the identity 
among tho individuals, there can be no ‘ other ’ Individual at all.—(2142) 

Says the Opponent—What is recognised, is only the Universal aspect of 
the Lettor ' ga not the individual aspect; how can there be said to be a 
recognition of tho Individuals ? 

Tho answer (of tho Mbnamsaka) to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2143). 

“The Individual Letter 4 Ga' has ho existence apart from the 

SUBSTRATUM OK THE UNIVERSAL ‘ Qo BECAUSE IT CAN 
NEVER BE APPREHENDED BY ANY COGNITION OTHER THAN 
THAT OF ‘ Q(l —JUST LIKE THE UNIVERSAL * 0(1 * 
POSTULATED BY THE OTHER PARTY.”— [Shlok/l- 

vnrtilai —MphoUi , 32]—(2143) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ OthiyabiuldhyanirQpyatvJl *—Bcctiu.se it it* nut apprehended—cognised 
—by any cognition except that of the letter * Ga ’. 

‘ bike the Universal, etc. etc. '—Because the view of the other party is 
that ‘ Universals are without universal* '.—(2143) 


TEXT (2144). 

“ The same conclusion could be proved on the ground ok its 

being a Letter, like the letter * Kha ’.—As a matter ok fact 
THE CONTRARY OF THIS IS NEVER PERCEIVED J HENCE 
THE SAID CONCLUSION CANNOT BE SAID TO 
BE ANNULLED BY PERCEPTION.’ ‘—[Shloku- 

vdrtiku — Sjthofli , 34]—(2144) 

COMMENTARY. 

' The same conclusion tho denial of the individual * (iu ’ apart from the 
Uni vernal. 

Tho argument may bo formulated us follows: —The Letter ‘ Ga ’ cannot 
he entirely differentiated from the sulwtrutum of tho universal ‘ Ga —o.g. 
tho letter * Kha and 4 Ga ’ is u letter hence hen* thero is apprehension 
of what is concomitant with tho Contrary,—us * being Letter ’ is invariably 
concomitant with the contrary of boing the substratum of tho Universal 
‘Ga’. 

That tho Conclusion of this argument is not sublated by Perception is 
shown by the words— 4 The contrary oj this, etc. etc,' —‘ contrary ’ stands for 
difference between the two.—* Detain ’—Perceived fact.—(2144) 

The following might bo urged :—The argument udducod is superfluous, 
as address*^ to tho Buddhist. Because tho idea of ' oneness ’ is held by him 
to be basod upon * the exclusion of others and not upon any Universal in 
the shape of ‘ Ga ’ as apart from the Individuals; so that even when the 
Universal 4 Ga * is denied as a distinct entity, the 4 one-ness ’ of the Letter 
does not become established on the basis of tho idea of 4 one-ness \—as it. is 
based upon the 4 exclusion of others 
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This objection is anticipated and answered (by the Mxm&msaka) m the 
following:— 


TEXTS (2145-2146). 

“ The entity in the form of the ‘ Letter ’ is admitted by both 

PARTIES ; IT IS ONLY RIGHT THEREFORE THAT ‘ ETKRNALITY AND 

OTHER CHARACTERS,—WHICH ARE ATTRIBUTED TO AN ASSUMED 
ENTITY,—SHOULD BE ATTRIBUTED TO WHAT IS ADMITTED 
BY BOTn PARTIES. THUS IT FOLLOWS THAT THE ONE 
IDEA ARISES OUT OF THE ONE-NESS OF THE LETTER. 

AS REGARDS THE IDEAS OF PECULIAR FEATURES, 

THAT WOULD BE DUE TO THE DIVERSITY IN 
THE CHARACTER OF THE MANIFESTING 
agency.”— [Shlokavdrlika—SphoUt, 

18, 23].—(214G-214G) 

COMMENTARY. 

" Why is it (hat loaving asido the Letter itsolf,—which is admitted by 
both parties,—suoh characters as * otornality \ ‘ multiplicity \ ' porvasive- 
noss ’ and tho rout aro attributed to an assumod entity, in the shape of the 
* exclusion of others as is clear from such assertions as 1 the class and tho 
proporty thus bocomo detorminod ’ ? The right thing to do would bo to 
attribute all those to what is admitted by both parties; as otherwise thoro 
would bo tho nocoasity of assuming much that is novor porcoivod at all. 
—Henco it follows that tho Recognition of tho Lottor as one and tho same 
must bo due to tho one-ness of tho Letter itsolf." 

Question If that is so, then how could there bo suoh diverse notions 
regarding the Lotter, as short, medium and loud ? 

Answer * As regards, etc. etc. ‘ Manifesting agency ’—consisting of 
tho conjunctions and disjunctions of Air (proceeding from tho throat of the 
speakor).—(2145-2140) 


As a matter of fact-, Air is never apprehended by tho Ear ; conjunctions 
and disjunctions also of tho Air must bo inapprehensible by the Ear ; under 
the circumstances, unless the manifesting agoncy is apprehended, how can 
tho manifested (property) bo apprehended ? For example, until the Light is 
soon, there is no perception of the Jar illumined by it. 

With tho above idea in his mind, the Opponent of tho Mimameaka 
urges the following objection :— 
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One for whom both are amenable to auditory perception could 

HAVE THE DUAL NOTION ; FOR YOU HOWEVER, THE pilch (OF THE 
LETTER-SOUND) BEING BEYOND THE SENSES, HOW COULD THE 
SAID PECULIAR FEATURES BE DUE TO THE pitch ?— 
[Shlokavdrlika—Sphota , 38].—(2147) 

COMMENTARY. 

* One for whom ’—i.o. fcho Grammarian and others, according to whom 
tho manifoHlor consist* of tho lettor-Sound in tho form of ghofa (articulation), 
not of tlio conjunotions and disjunctions of Air,—for such mon both, tho 
Manifested (lottor-Sound) and tho Manifester (articulation), nro apprehended 
by auditory perception ; for such people, there muy be the two notions,— 
tho notion of all os one, and also tho notion of tho peculiarities of tho pitch, 
oto. But for you, tho Mimdmsaka, how could tho Pitch, which is in tho form 
of tho conjunctions and disjunctions of Air, bring about tho notion of tho 
]>oculiuritics,—as such Pitches, otc. aro not perceptible by tho Ear ?—(2147) 


To tho above objection, tho Mimdmsaka makes tho following answer :— 


TEXT (2148). 

•' Some people assert that when a Word-Sound is coonised by the 

EAR AS AFFECTED BY THE DEGREE OF THE PITCH,—THEN IT IS 
THAT THERE IS APPREHENSION OF THE PECULIAR DEOREE 
OF PITCH, BROUGHT ABOUT ON ACCOUNT OF ITS 
BEING MIXED UP WITH THE WORD-SOUND.” 

— [Shlokavdrlika—Splwta , 39 ] .—( 2148 ) 

COMMENTARY. 


• Tadupashlcfa '—being mixed with the Word-Sound. 
‘ Tasya '—of the Pitch. 

‘ Dodhah ’■—apprehension. 

18 
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•Some people assert ’.—What those people mean is that, though pure 
Pitoh by itself is not apprehended by the Ear, yet when it is mixed up with 
Sound, it does become so apprehended; and hence the dual notion comes 
about.—(2148) 


The following Text justifies the dual notion, oven under the view that 
there is no apprehension of the Pitch:— 


TEXT (2149). 

“ Or, there may be no apprehension of these (Pitches) ; it is only 

THE COGNITION OF THE WORD-SOUND THAT IS BROUOHT ABOUT 

THROUGH THE PiTOH. AS FOR THE DEGREES OF TnE PITCH,— 

IN THE SHAPE OF INTENSITY, ETC.—THEY ARE COGNISED, IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THE IMPRESSIONS (MADE BY THE 

sound -pitch).” — [Shlokavdrtika — Sphofa , 40J. 

—(2149) 

COMMENTARY. 

«Tifdm ’—of the Pitohos ; consisting of the conjunctions and disjunctions 
of Air. 

Question :—How can thore bo a cognition of the Manifested whon the 
Manifestor is not cognised ? 

Answer ‘ It is only, etc. etc. ‘ Tadvaidl ’—through the Pitch ; i.o. 
by the mere prosonco of the Pitch. 

Question :—There may bo apprehension of the moro form of the Word- 
Sound ; how is thore the apprehension of the degrees of the Pitch ? 

Answer: —‘ They are cognised, etc. etc. ’ {—When the moro intensive 
Pitch produces an intensive impression on the Ear, then that intensity is 
cognised in the Sound; on the other hand, when the impression produced is 
wouk, the Sound is percoivod as weak. Thus the varying degrees of the 
Pitch are apprehended in accordance with the impression mado upon the 
Ear.—(2149) 


Says the Opponent:—Tho varying degrees of Pitoh resides according 
to you, in tho Manifester, not in tho Manifested (Sound); these degrees there¬ 
fore would be unapprehonded bocauso the Manif ester itself is not approhendod; 
under tho circumstances, without apprehending the degrees of Pitch in tho 
Manifestcr how could ono attribute it to the Word-Sound ? Until tho Water 
has been apprehended, it is not attributed to—imposed upon—tho Mirage ? 

Tho answer to this (from the Mvndmsaka) is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2150-2153). 

'Those who have their minds perverted by the disorders of 
BILE PERCEIVE THE SWCtl AS hi/ter, AND while AS yMotO -THOSE 
WHO ARK RUNNING FAST, OR SAILING IN A BOAT, MISTAKE THE HlLL 
AND OTHER OBJECTS TO BE MOVING ; THOSE WHO HAVE APPLIED THE 
FAT OF THE FROG TO THEIR EYES MISTAKE THE PIECE OF BAMBOO TO 
BE A SERPENT.—In THE SAME MANNER, THROUGH THE HIGHER AND 
LOWER INTENSITIES OF THE INDIVIDUALS, PEOPLE HAVE THE IDEA 
OF THE Universal AS beino the substratum of those intensities. 
—.Just as, in the cases cited, people have the ideas (of bitter- 
ness, etc.) without having any perception of their causes (in 
the shape of the disordered bile, bto.)—SO, IN the case in 

QUESTION, WITHOUT COGNISING THE VARYING DEGREES OF PITCH IN 
THE MaNIFBSTER, THERE WOULD BE A MISTAKEN IDEA OF THESE 
in connection with the MANIFESTED.”— [Shlokavartika—Sphofa, 
41-44].—(2150-2153) 


COMMENTARY. 

Through the disorders of Bilo, people apprehend the swoot thing oh 
bitter, without having any idoa of tho oharactor of tho Bilo;—eimilarly 
while running fast or sailing fust on u boat, people aro led to tho mistaken 
notion of tho Hill end other objoots moving along ;—similarly when ono applies 
tho fat of tho frog to his oyos, ho porcoivos bamboo-pieces a* Horpont* ;— 
similarly, through tho varying dogreos of intensity in tho Individuals, pooplo 
havo tho idoa of tho Universal as being tho substratum of those dogreos; 
‘ Being ’ being tho largest, highest, Universal, and tho * Cow ’ and tho liko 
boing tho lessor, smaller, Univorsuls.—If it wore not so, thon, being eternal 
and all-pervasive, all Univorsals would bo oqual; and in that case to what 
could tho ‘ largonoss ’ or * smallness ’ of tho Univorsals bo duo ?—Hence tho 
conclusion is that—just us pooplo have tho notion of Bitter in con¬ 
nection with the Sweet thing, without having any notion of the Bilo to wliich 
tho misconoeption is due,—so also, in tho case in question, without 
apprehending tho larger or smallor intensity in the Manifester, pooplo would 
have tho misooncoption of these in connection with tho manifested Sound. 

4 Abudhv d ’, 4 without cognising' ;—the soquoncc of the nominativo ugont 
is in reference to the action of 4 misconception '; otherwise tho Pastparticipial 
aftix 4 Ktvd ' would not be possible.—(2150-2163) 


Question :—How do you know that tho idea of Larger and Smaller 
intensity that appears in connection with Sound is due to extraneous 
circumstances, and the Sound itself has no such diversity ? 

Answer (from the Mimdmsaka ):— 
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TEXTS (2154-2155). 

“ Tire distinction in the Letter itself into short, etc. would br 

CONTRARY TO THE DOCTRINE OF ETERNAL1TY (OF WORDS) ; FOR, 1IOW 

can the Letter, which is ever present, be said to be 
measured by duration ? Consequently, it is the articula¬ 
tion of thb Letter that should be regarded as 
measured by duration, for one or two moments ; 
the Letter itself cannot be measured by 
duration.”— [Shlokavdrtika—Sphofa , 50-51]. 

-(2154-2155) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Short, Ion//, etc. \ The ‘ clcclcra ’ includes tho Lowj, tlu« uUm-lowj, 

the High Pitch, the Low Pitch, tho Middling Pitch, and tlu. 4 ’ and 

other musical notes. 

* Would bo contrary, ole. do.’—That in, because tho Elcrmidy of the Letter 
has boon established by llccoynitUm .—(2154-2155) 

In tho following text, tho Opposite view ia put forward—tlmt tho xuid 
’ nmnifoativtion ’ cannot be udmittod— 

TEXTS (2156-2157). 

The manifestation of Word-Sound by Artioulation is not possible : 

THAT MANIFESTATION COULD BE DUE TO TIIE EMBELLISHMENT EITHER 

of the Sound itself, or of the Sensw-oroan concerned, or 
of BOTH. If it were the Sound that was embellished, 
then it would be coonised BY AIX AS so embellished ; 

AND IT BBINO IMPAKTITK AND ALL-PERVADING, 

THERE COULD BE NO EMBELLISHMENT OF IT IN 

ANY PARTS.— (2156-2157) 

COMMENTARY. 

If there wore manifcslalion of tho Word-Sound by the conjunctions and 
disjunctions of Air, it could bo through tho ombollialimont of the Sound itself, 
or through the emboli ishinont of tho Sense-organ, or tlirough tho embollish- 
mont of both—of tho Sound and also of tho Sonso-organ.—If there wore 
embellishment of tho Sound, then whon embellished at ono place—at 
PufKilipiUra for instance,—it would become apprehended by people in all 
places ; as it goes everywhere simultaneously. 

It might be said that only a part of the Sound boeomos ombollishod. 

The unswor to that ia that it is imparlite,—not made up of parts, being 
incorporeal; hence, ovon though it is all-pervading, it being without parts, 
how could there bo any embolliahmont in part ?—(2150-2157) 
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It might bo argued that—as tho substratum of tho Sound varies, there 
could be embellishment of it, oven though it is without parts,—through that 
diversity of substratum. 

Tho answor to tho above is as follows :— 


TEXT (2158). 

Nor can there re determination of the embellishment through 
THE DIVERSITY OF SUBSTRATUM ; BECAUSE SOUND HAS NO 
SUBSTRATUM AT ALL,— LIKE AhlshUk AND Soul. - (2158) 

COMMENTARY. 

Bocauso Sound is all-pervading, liko Akdsha and Soul ,—it is without 
substratum.—<2158) 

Says tho other party—As a matter of fact Sound is a quality of Akdsha, 
and qualities always subsist in tho Substance to which they belong; so that 
Akdsha would bo the substratum (or receptacle) of Sound. 

Tho answor to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2150). 

Tf A kasha is the substratum, — even so, Akdsha itself being 

WITHOUT TARTS, THERE GOULD BE NO EMBELLISHMENT *» part, 
BECAUSE THE WORD-SOUND 18 ALWAYS COGNISED AS 1 

A WHOLE.—(2150) 

COMMENTARY. 

The said Akdsha being without parts, tho diversity In tho ombollislimont 
could not bo duo to tho diversity of tho parts of the substratum. 

Tho Opponent argues thus—Though Akdsha is without parts, yet there 
is diversity among substances coming into contact with Akdsha ; e.g. wo 
have ‘ the Akdsha in the Jar' and so forth ; so that tho Akdsha within the 
tympanum of one man would bo different from that within another man’s. 

Tho answor to that is—' Because the Word-Sound, etc. etc.' —this is to bo 
construed with tho sentence ' there could be no embellishment in part' ; tho 
sonso boing that Sound itsolf is always npprohonded as being without parts 
and such an approhonsion would not bo possible if the embellishment bolongod 
to only one part of tho Akdsha. —(2150) 

Tho following teat sums up the argument and shows how it is as stated :— 
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TEXT (2160). 

In as much as Sound exists as a whole peryadtno over the entire 

Ahlsha, it could not be cognised as a whole, ip it were 
EMBELLISHED IN PART.—(2160) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the Word-Sound pervndes over tho entire A kasha ; 
and hence the whole of it could not bo cognisod if it were embellished only 
in part.—(2100) 

The Mxtn&msaka's Opponent now sets forth objections against the view 
that the embellishment pertains to the Scnse-orgnn [the second alternative 
view suggested under Texts 2150-2157. regarding the variations of Sound 
being due to embellishments, in the slrnpe of the conjunctions and disjunc¬ 
tions of Sound]— 

TEXTS (2161-2162). 

Under the view that the Auditory Organ consists op Akdtha , 
AS the oroan would be all-pervadino, it would be equally 

in contact with all things ; so that even when the Sound 
is produced far opp, it should be heard here.—In 
this way the Auditory Organ also would be one 
ONLY FOR ALL LIVING BEINGS ; HENCE AT THE TIME 
THAT ONE PERSON HEARS A SOUND, ALL MEN 

SHOULD HEAR IT.—(2161-2162) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are some people who hold that the Auditory Organ consists 
of Ak&sha ; under this view, os Ak&sha is one and all-pervading, it would bo 
in equal contact with all Sounds, and hence it should bo possible to hoar 
Sounds at a distance also.—Tho Auditory Organ also would be ono and the 
some for all living beings ; hence when one of them hears a sound, tliat sound 
should bo hoard by a!I of them ; because the Auditory brgnn is one and the 
samo for all. It should bo oddod also tlrnt if one man does not hear a Sound, 
no man should hear it.—(2101-2102) 

The following might bo urged—Tho Auditory Organ consists of AhUha 
ns conditioned by the tympanum embellished by Merit and Demerit; hence 
as the Sound heard would bo subsisting in tho Ak&sha as contained in tho 
tympanum,—there would be no room for tho two undesirablo contingencies 
just pointed out—viz.: (a) that being nll-pervnding, tho Organ would be in 
equal contact with all Sounds, and (6) that fcliero would be one and tho samo 
Organ for all living beings. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2163). 


As Akdsha is without parts, the Auditory Oroan could not consist 
op Akdsha as conditioned by Merit and Demerit,—-which 
is essential for the two limitations referred 
TO ABOVE.—(2103) 

COMMENTARY. 

For that which is impartite, there can bo no parts, by virtue of whioh a 
certain part of Akdsha could constitute the Auditory Organ. 

* The two limitations '—the limitation thnt the contact of tho Organ with 
all-Sounda oannot be the same, and that there are several Auditory Organs.— 
Or the ‘ two limitations ’ may be those minting to the apprehension and non¬ 
apprehension of Sound.—(2103) 


TEXTS (2164-2166). 

Further, the Auditory Oroan, once embellished, should bring 

ABOUT THE COGNITION OF ALL SOUNDS ; WHEN THE EYE IS OPENED 
FOR SEEING THE Jar, IT DOES NOT FAIL TO APPREHEND THE 
Cloth.— This same contingency may be urged also in 
CONNECTION WITH TOE REMEMBRANCE OF THE THING 
(Sound) ; as the embellishment appertains, 

WITHOUT DISTINCTION, TO TOE SAME 8PACE 

IN Akdsha.— (2164-2166) 

COMMENTARY. 


Further, once ombollishod.—the Auditory Organ should load to tho 
Cognition of all Soimds ,—make them apprehended ; as the said Organ would 
apply in common to all Sounds ; and also because the Sounds, being all- 
pervasive, would be occupying the same porceptible place. 

It might be argued that—it is for tho ptirpoBo of cognition that tho 
Speaker luvs embellished the auditory organ of the Hearer ; consoquontly the 
organ would bring about the cognition of that same Sound, not others 
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The answer to this is—* When the eye is opened, etc. etc . *—' It does not 
fn.il to apprehend i.e. it does apprehend; that is, on account of the per¬ 
ceptibility of the place being equal. 

Question :—Why has the word ‘ all ’ been introduced ? 

Answer ;— 4 As the embellishment appertains, etc . etc . ’—All Sounds, being 
all-pervading in character, occupy the same space in Akusha ; honco their 
embellishment also should bo without distinction. 

In some places, the reading is 4 samskaro hyavishisatali \ In that case 
the particle 4 hi * stands for 4 because * 4 avishlsatah' stands for 4 avislti- 
setui ’; hence the meaning comes to be—Because the embellishment has been 
produced in Sotinds without distinction.—on account of their occupying the 
same spaco—therefore it should be possible for all Sounds to l»e apprehended 
(at the samo timo).—(2164-2105) 

The following might be urged—Though the embellishment appertains 
to all Sounds equally,—yet that Word-Sound alone is actually apprehended 
which the hearer desires to apprehend.—none other. 

The answer to this is ns follows :— 


TEXT (2160). 

The embellishment, when rr comes, would come about by the 

REMOVAL OF THE IMMOBILE AlR-ENYELOPK ; AND IT nAS BEEN 
FOUND THAT WHEN THE COVERING ENVEIX)FE IS REMOVED, 

THE APPREHENSION OF WHAT HAS BEEN THERE FOLLOWS 
(AS A MATTER OF COURSE).—(2166) 

COMMENTARY. 


There aro two kinds of Air—mobile and immobile; it is the immobile 
Air which envelopes Sound, like dene© Darkness;—it is in this Air-envelope 
that Conjunctions and Disjunctions are produced by the Air proceeding from 
tho Speaker’s mouth ;—thee© Conjunctions and Disjunctions bring about 
the removal of the said Air-envelope ; removal of the Air-covering is what is 
meant by the 4 embellishment ’ of Sound,—which cannot mean tho strengthen¬ 
ing of its characteristic f ©Attires: because Sound is eternal and always of 
one and the same form. 

What if it is so ? 
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‘ It has been found, etc . etc' —‘ Found ’ in scriptures and also in common 
experience; o.g. when tho enveloping darkness is removed, the Jar that 
is there,—even though its perception may not be desired,—becomes percoived, 
boenuse it lias in u perceptible spot.—(2ICO) 

[Tho following might bo urged]—It has boon assorted (in Text 2107). 
that ‘ if Sound woro embellished, it would ho hoard by all ’; but this incon¬ 
gruity does not ariso, because oven a single Sound may bo embellished for 
one man, whilo not-ombollishod for another; just as the same woman, 
through difference in relationship, may bo mother to one and daughter to 
another person. 

Tho answer to this is as follows s— 


TEXT (2107). 

The Word-Sottnd being one, it cannot be regarded as both 

embellished and not embellished ; so that only one condition 

SHOULD BE ADMITTED,—NO MATTER WHETHER IT BE 
COGNISED, OR NOT COGNISED, BY ALL.—(2107) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho Sound being ono, tho two conditions of boing ‘ ombollished' and 
‘ not ombollishod ’ cannot bolong to it, at tho samo time ; because tho condition 
cannot diffor from tho conditioned. ; so that, as tho conditioned 4 Sound ' is 
ono only, its condition (embollished or otherwise) must bo ono only.—As 
rogards tho oaso of one and tho samo woman boing bot h Mother and Daughter, 
—thore it is tho ixame only that differs, not tho thing itsolf; while in tho 
case in question, the difforonco is not merely in name, ns the Sound is there 
its equally porcoptible by all men ; whonco thore could not be perception and 
non-porception at the samo time; and moro change in name cannot doprivo 
a thing of its innate capacity for effective action. 

It might bo said that tho nattire of Sound is such that it is porcoptiblo 
by certain restricted persons only,—so that thoro would bo nothing incon- 
gruous in its perception and non-porception ot tho same timo, by reason of 
tho capacity of tho particular persons concerned. 

This cannot bo so ; if it woro so, then if Sound is not percoived by a 
man at one time, it would novor bo percoived by himbut such is not the case. 

Hence, in order to proservo the one-ness of tho Sound, only ono condi¬ 
tion should be accepted—either the embellished or tho unembellished. 

Question : —What would be tho rosult of this ? 

Answer :— 4 So that only one condition, etc. etc.' — (2107) 

The following Text puts forward the objection against tho view that 
4 thero is embellishment of both, Sound and Sense-organ » (the third alterna¬ 
tive view set forth under Text 2157): — 
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TEXT (2168). 

The objections that have been urged against each of TnK other 

TWO VIEWS ARE APPLICABLE TO THE VIEW THAT THERE IS EM¬ 
BELLISHMENT op both. Thus it is not possible in 

ANY WAY THAT TIIERE SHOULD BE ANY 

manifesto- op the Sound.—(2168) 

COMMENTARY. 

* To each of the two views ’—that there is embollishment of the Sound and 
there in ombollishmont of the Sense-organ. The objections that have boon 
urged against these aro applicable to the view that there ia embellishment of 
both. 

‘ Thus, etc. etc .'—This sums up the whole criticism (against the Mini&m- 
salca's view). 


The following texts sot forth the Mltrfimsaka's answer to the abovo 
criticism (sot forth in Texts 2150 to 2108):— 


TEXT (216ft). 

“ The Author of the Bhfift/a has expounded the answer to the 

ABOVE,—ON THE BASIS OP THE IDEA THAT THE EMBELLISHMENT 
PERTAINS TO THE AUDITORY ORGAN. THE DIVERSITY 
IN THE HEARING BY DIFFERENT PERSONS 
IS ALSO DUE TO THE DIVERSITY OF 

THE ORGAN.”—(216ft) 

COMMENTARY. 

' The Author of the Bhdfya ’.—This is what has been said by him (in 
Shabara • Bhaqya on 1. 1. 13)—‘For one who holds that the Conjunctions 
and Disjunctions manifest (not produce) the Word, tho said incongruity (of 
the Word uttered in Srughna being heard in PS(aliptUra) doos not arise, 
bocauso tho Conjunctions and Disjunctions operating in one place do not 
affect the Ear-drum at a distance ; so that tho Auditory Organ at a distanco 
does not catch tho Word-Sound that is manifested ’— (Translation, pp. 34-35). 

' Due to the diversity ’—in the Ear-drum. 

‘ Diversity in hearing ’—diversity in the cognition (of Sound).—(2109) 

Question: —How can tho embellishment of one thing bring about the 
manifestation of something else ? 

Answer (by the M'mumsaka ):— 
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TEXT (2170). 

“ Just as the Lamp ts reoarded as the manif ester op the Jar, through 

THE AID THAT IT AFFORDS TO THE EYE,—SO (IN THE CASE OF THE 

Word-Sound) the Articulation would be the manifester 
(of the Sound) through the impression that it makes 
upon the Auditory Organ.”— [Shlokavdrlilca— 
Etrrnality of Words, 42].—(2170) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as tho Lamp becomes the manifester of the Jar, through the help it 
accords to tho Eye, so the Articulation also, would bo tho manifester of 
the Sound through tho embollishment of—impression upon—tho Auditory 
Organ.—(2170) 

Says the Opponent:—It has to lx* oxplainod in what way tho Articulation 
brings about tho embellishment of tho Auditory Organ, which is an accom¬ 
plished ontity. 

Answer (from tho Mlmdmsaka) :— 

TEXT (2171). 

“ There should not be any such question as to the form in which 
the embellishment is made ; as that question can be similarly 

RAISED TN THE CASE OF THE production (OF THE WORD, IN 

the Ear) ; as in that case also, the capacity (of the 

THINGS CONCERNED) 18 BEYOND SENSE-PERCEPTION.”— 

[ShJokavdrtika —Eternality ok Words, 43],— 

(2171) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Thai question can be, etc. etc' —The said question can bo raisod, with 
equal roason, in rogard to tho viow that ‘ tlioro is prodxiotion of Sound in tho 
Ear \ Undor tho viow that Sound is produced (not manifested) by its causos, 
tho said question could bo raised,—‘ in wlmt form docs tho Articulation, 
which consists in Conjunctions and Disjunctions of Air,—or any other cause— 
produce tho Sound ? ’—Because in that case also,—i.o. in tho case of tho 
production of Sounds being brought about,—tho capacity of the causes of 
tho Sounds would bo beyond tho roach of Senso-perception ; and so it is 
in tho case of tho viow that Sounds are manifested (not. produced). So the 
quostion can be raised, with equal reason, in rogard to both tho views.— 
(2171) 


Question :—If the Capacity is beyond tho reach of tho Sense-organs,— 
how then can it be admitted ? 

Answer (from the Mimdmsaka ):— 
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TEXT (2172). 

“ Why should any question or objection be raised aoainst the 
Capacity OP THINGS, WHICH is always inferable from its effects ■' 

And the only proof for it lies in the fact that the 
particular effect appears only when the particular 
Capacity is there.”— {ShJokavdrtika —Bternality 
of Words, 44).—(2172) 

COMMENTARY. 

Whothor it bo tho capacity to manifest, or tho capacity to embellish,— 
in all cases, whntovor capacity in thoro can always bo inferred from its effects ; 
honco no question or objection can bo raised against it. 

Question .-—What is that effect whioh loads to tho inforonco of tho 
Capacity ? 

Ansuter:—' And the only proof, etc. etc 4 Tadbhdvi' —when tho Articula¬ 
tion is there,—then alono is ‘ tadblidvild *—i.o. tho appoaranco of tho offoot, 
in tho shapo of tho cognition of tho Sound; this is tho only proof for tho 
oxistonco, in tho Artioulntion, of tho capacity to omnifont tho Word-Sound ; 
—that is, from tho offoct, in tho shape of tho oognition of Sound, thoro is 
inforonco of tho said capacity. 

' Only ’—this is moant to prooludo tho idoa of production. —(2172) 

Tho following Text sums up tho position 


TEXT (2173). 

“ Thus the conclusion is that it is by means of the imperceptible 
Capacity alone that these (articulations) impart an im¬ 
perceptible Capacity to the Sense-organ concerned, and 
thereby appear as causks of the manifestation (OF 
the Word-Sound).”—[ Shlokavdrtika —Eternai.ity of 
Words, 45].—(2173) 

COMMENTARY. 

From all this it follows that theso articulations, by moans of thoir 
imperceptible Capacity, produce, in tho Auditory Organ, an imperceptible 
Capacity, and appoar as tho causos of manifestation —i.o. ‘ of Words and 
Sounds which has to be added.—(2173) 

Question :—Why cannot tho Articulations bo known (inforrod) as the 
causes of Production (and not of manifestation) ? 

Answer (from tho Mimdmsaka ):— 
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TEXTS (2174-2175). 


There are some people, according to whom the Word-Sound is 

APPREHENDED BY THE AUDITORY OltGAN, WHEN IT IS PRODUCED 
BUT NOT IN ACTUAL CONTACT WITH THAT ORGAN J—FOR THEM, THE 

absence of contact being equally present in the cask of dis¬ 
tant AND NEAR SOUNDS, THE APPREHENSION AND NON-APPREHENSION 
BY PEOPLE FAR AND NEAR WOULD BE EQUALLY POSSIBLE ; AND 
THERE COULD BE NO ORDER OF SEQUENCE, NOR THE GREATER AND 

less intensity (of Sounds heard).’’— [Shlokavdrtilca —Eternality 
of Words, 119-121].—(2174-2175) 


COMMENTARY. 


According to tho Buddhists, whon Sound is apprehended by the Auditory 
Organ, it has boon jtroduced and is not in coiUact with the organ ; in the com¬ 
pound * aprhplajtlta \ 'apr&pta', ‘not in contact *, qualifies ‘ jdta ’, 'pro¬ 
duced because according to their dootrinos, tho Visual and Auditory Organs 
aro oporutivo wiUioul contact, and Sound is producod by tho conjunction and 
disjunction of tho Primary Elomontary Substanco (Air).—In accordance 
with tho viow of thoso pooplo, tho ‘ non-contact ’ with tho Auditory Organ 
would bo equally prosont in tho coho* of romoto, obstructed and approximate 
Sounds, and thoir apprehension and non-apprehension by pooplo far and near 
would bo equally possiblo; that is, tho approhonslon by tho man near tho 
Sound would bo exactly like that by tho man far off,—thoro boing no dif¬ 
ference between tho two. 

Nor would thoro bo any apprehension of Sound in succession ; in tho 
way that tho apprehension by tho noaror man comos first and thon follows 
tho upprohonsion by the remoter man. 

Nor would there bo any such difference in tho hearing as that of greater 
or loss intonsity,—as is found to bo tho case in actual experience that tho 
Sound heard by tho noaror man is more intonso than that hoard by tho 
remoter man. So also with tho difference in grades of intensity also.— 
(2174-2175) 


Says tho Opponent:—Even for tho Mimumsaka, according to whom the 
Sound apprehended by tho Auditory Organ is ono that is in contact with the 
organ, and is nol-produccd ,—why should tho said incongruity not arise ? 

In viow of this question, the Mimumsaka proceeds to draw a distinction 
(between tho two coses):— 
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TEXTS (2176-2180). 

'• Thus, from the point of view of the Vedic Scholar also, let rs 

EXAMINE THE MATTER : IT IS AN UNDOUBTED FACT THAT (IN SI’KAK- 
IN(J) THE AlR WITHIN THE BODY, ON THE IMPACT OF THE MAN'S 
EFFORT, ISSUES FORTH; AND IN THUS ISSUINU FORTH, IT UNDERDOES 

Conjunction and Disjunction with the Palate and other spots 
IN THE MOUTH; AND INASMUCH AS THE AlR ISSUES FORTH WITH 
SOME VELOCITY, IT (JOES A LON II AS LOMU AS THE INITIAL MOMENTUM 
LASTS;—IT IS ALSO CERTAIN THAT, IN THUS ISSUINU FORTH, THE 
COMPONENT PARTICLES OP THE AlR COME INTO CONTACT WITH, 
AND BECOME DISJOINED FROM, THE STILL AlR (THROUGH WHICH 
IT PASSES) ;—HAVINO REACHED THE Ak'(Wui IN THE AUDITORY 
Organ, this Air imparts a certain Capacity to that organ ;— 

AND IT IS ONLY WHEN THIS IS THERE THAT THERE IS COGNI¬ 
TION (HEARING) OF THE SOUND ; FROM WHENCE IT IS CONCLUDED 
THAT THERE IS A CERTAIN ‘ EMBELLISHMENT’ OF THE ORGAN, AND 
THIS IS THE ONLY IMPERCEPTIBLE FACTOR (THAT IS POSITED). THIS 
WOULD BE EXACTLY LIKE ' THE CAPACITY TO produce ’ (WHICH IS POS- 
* TULATEI) BY THE OTHER TARTY).—SIMILARLY PECULIAR FORMS 
WOULD BE INFERRED FROM PARTICULAR FORMS OF THE COGNITION.” 

[Shlokavdrlilca — Bternality of Words, 121-1261.—(2176-2180) 
COMMENTARY. 

The montion of tho MhnQmsaka by the torm ' Slwlriya \ ‘ Vodio .Scholar \ 
is mount to show that ho is not u ' Logician \ and in thin way, by contrary 
HUggostion, ho indicates tho superiority of his own viow. 

Question : —What is tho viow of those Vodie Scholars Y 
Answer :—‘ It is an undoubted fact, etc. ole .'— The effort is tho form of 
tho operation of tho Palate and other contros of spooeh;—on tho impact 
of this effort, there is urged forward, the Air within the body, —which issuing 
out from the navol, spreads itsolf out in tho regions of tho heart,—revolves 
in tho throat and strikos tho brain,—then proceeding through tho mouth, 
it issues out. 

All this is shown by tho words—' In thus issuing forth, etc. etc.'. When 
this Air issues out, it undergoes contact and disjunction with tho l’aluto, 
etc.—When thus issuing out, it does not go on as far as Alcus/ui extends; 
it goes along as long as the momentum lasts, —i.o it moves forward in accord - 
anco with tho momontum imparted to it;—why Y—becauso it issues forth with 
some velocity; —when tho Air thus goes out, there coin© about Conjunctions 
and Disjunctions of the particles of that Air tvith the still Air —the calm, 
immobile Air. Thus when it roaches tho Ear-cavity, it surely imparts a potency 
to the Auditory Organ. And when this is there, —i.o. when tho Conjunc¬ 
tions and Disjunctions of the Air are there,—there is cognition of Sound ; 
and it is on this ground that it is held that there is ombollishmont of the 
Auditory Organ. You yourself hold that there is production of Sound by 
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other sounds or by articulation, and yot you also posit a potency or capacity; 
so also is the embellishment held by us.—As declared in the BK&iya (Shabara— 
on Su. 1. 1. 13)—* What happens is that the air-particlc* disturbed by the 
sound-provoking stroko, strike against the stagnant air-partioles and pro¬ 
duce Conjunctions and Disjunctions (i.o. ripplos) on all sides, which go on 
spreading as long as the momentum lasts ; the Conjunctions and Disjunctions 
(Ripples) are not perceived, because the Air (of which they are ripples) is 
impercoptiblo; and as for the Sound, it is hoard only so long and so far as 
the ripples do not cease,—and after they have coasod. the Sound is not 
hoard (Translation, p. 35). 

Objection If that is so, thon there is no difference botweon the view 
that Sound is produced and the view that it is embellished. 

Answer Similarly, etc. etc.'—' Peculiar forms ',—i.o. peculiarities of 
embellishment are possible through the peculiarities in the cognition of the 
Sound. Henco tho npprehonsion and non-apprehension by romoto and 
proximate persons cannot be similar ; os tho embellishment would vary with 
eooh person.—(2176-2180) 

Question : Why is there no cognition of Sound when thoro are obstruc¬ 
tions liko tho intervening wall ? 

Answer (from tho Mimdmsaka) :— 


TEXTS (2181-2182). 

“ THB INTERCEPTION 0AU8ED BY OBSTACLES LIKE THE WALL IS QUITE 
POSSIBLE IN T1IE CASE OF Air. THE STRIKINO AGAINST THE TYMPANUM 
(OF WHICH WE ARK AT TIMES COGNISANT) IS DUE TO THE FORCE 
OF THE AlR-OURRENT. AND INASMUCH AS THE AlR PRO- 
OEEDS IN SUCCESSION AND HAS A WANING INTENSITY 
AND VELOCITY, IT BECOMES HIE CAUSE OF THE 
SEQUENCE AND VARYING GRADES OF INTENSITY 
OF THE EMBELLISHMENT PRODUCED BY 

it. ’ ’— (Shlokav&rtilca —Etkrn alit y 
of Words, 128-130].— 

( 2181 - 2182 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though Sound is not subjoct to interception, yet, inasmuch as the Air 
und the Wall are both corporeal substances, they are liable to obstruction 
and intorcoption; and honco the Air does not reach tho Ear (when thoro is 
an intervening wall); and honco there is no embellisliment of the organ ; 
this is the reason why there is no hearing of the intercepted Sound.—Tho 
criticism urged therefore is applicable to those for whom there is perception 
of Sound without its actually reaching the Ear. 

To the question—How then is there the diversity of greater and loss 
intensity 7 —the answer is—‘ The striking against, etc. etc.' —The verb 
‘ yujyate ’, ‘ is possible ’, has to be construed with all those sentences. 
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• Hus a waning intensity, etc. etc.' —Tiro const ruction is—Thu liability to 
wane and velocity are both possiblo in Sound.—Or thu compound may bo 
expounded to mean that ‘ the velocity is liable to wane ’ ( Kannadhuraya) ; 
or ‘ the Sound has a velocity which is liable to wane ' ( BahuvrVn ). 

The construction is that—' 1 On these grounds tho varying grades of 
intensity become quite explicable *. 

The Hoquouoe in tho embellishment also bocomes explicable, la-causo of 
the sequence in tho Air-current; hijh intensity bocomos explicable on the 
ground of tho Air having velocity; and low intensity bocomes explicable, as 
being duo to tho waving character of tho velocity. 

Tho term ‘ ddi * is meant to include othor variations in tho Sound.— 
(2181-2182) 

Says tho Opponont— Undor tho viow that tho Auditory Organ is Akdsha, 
if thoro is ombollishmont of tho organ, there are various objections against 
this ns pointed out above—such as * Boing all-pervasive, there would be 
equality of oontuot with all Sounds and all organs ’ (Text 21U1);—how then 
is it that tho Author of tho Bhdfya (Bhabara) has provided the Answer on 
tho basis of tho 4 ombollishmont of tho Auditory Organ * T 

Tho Answer to this (from the Munumsaka) is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2183-2184). 

“ We do mot necessarily acof.pt thk idea of the Auditory Oku an 
consisting of Akdsha ; nok can Akdsha i»e regarded as RHINO 
without parts because such an idea has been negatived hy 
the Jaiiui AND THE SdAkhya. —Consequently the Auditory Organ 
MAY BE A PART OF Akdsha, OR IT MAY BE A DISTINCT ENTITY 11Y 
ITSELF ;—THUS THERE IS A SEPARATE AUDITORY ORGAN FOR EACH 
PERSON,—WHICH IDEA IS BASED UPON PRESUMPTION DUE TO THE 
FACT THAT WELL-KNOWN EFFECTS CANNOT BE EXPLAINED EXCEPT 

ON THAT BASIS.”— [Shlokavdrtilca— Etmrnauty of Words, UG- 08 J. 
-(2183-2184) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is moant by this is that tho objections urged against that theory 
are not applicable to tho Mimdmsaka, who doos not accept that theory. 

« Nor can Akdslui be regarded as being without parts *—Tho verb 1 abhyu- 
pc yule' (is accoptod) has to bo construod horo also. 

Why ? 

‘ Because such an idea has been negatived by the Jaina and the SCcMchya ’. 

_Tho Jainas —tho Arhatas, —as well as tho Sdhkhyas have rejected that 

idea. It is not that tho Mimdmsakas do not make uso of tho conclusions 
of othor pooplo ; thoy accept anything that is found to follow from reason ; 
if thoy did not do this, thoy would coaso to be 4 Mundmsakas ’ (Rationalists). 
Consequently, oven if thoy accepted tho Jaina and Sahkhya idea of tho 
Auditory Organ consisting of Akdsha, thoy would be doing nothing objection¬ 
able. ‘ Or it may be a distinct entity by itself called the * Ear-drum ’. 
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‘ Presumption due, clc. etc.'— i.o. based upon tho fact that tho phenomenon 
of tho hearing of Sound cannot bo explained except on the basis of this idea. 
-(2183-2184) 

Or, oven tho view that the Auditory Organ consists of tho indivisible 
Akdsha, is not open to the said objections.—This is wlmt is explained in the 
following:— 


TEXT (2185). 

“ *L VEN IF THB Auditory Organ (as consisting of the indivisible 
Akdsha ) were all-pervading and one,—the embellishment 
due to articulation could affect only the material sub¬ 
stratum of that organ ; HENCE that man alone hears 
the Sound the substratum of whose organ is 
affected by that embellishment. ”— ( Shloka >- 
vdrtilca —Eternality of Words, 68-69]. 

—(2185) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Vyapi ' Ekam ‘—qualify ‘ Bhrotram ' (understood). 

Evon so, that man alone, no othor, hours tho Sound whoso ‘ Ear-drum *, 
as tho substratum of tho Auditory Organ—is affected by the ombollishment 
due to articulation. 

What is moant by this is that tho embellishment affects tho substratum, 
not the Auditory Organ ;—and as tho substratum varies with each person, 
tho objections in question do not apply at all.—(2185) 

Tho following Text explains that tho said objections do not apply oven if 
tho ombollishment is rogardod us affecting tho Auditory Organ itself :— 


TEXT (2186). 

“ Even if the embellishment affects the organ itself,—as it could 
affect the organ only through its substratum, that organ 
of which the Ear-drum has not been embellished would 
not catch the Sound.”— [Shlokavdrlika — Eternality 
of Words, 69-70].—(2186) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Substratum '—tho Ear-drum ; it is through this Ear-drum that (here 
is ombollishment of tho Auditory Organ,—not by itself. It is for this reason 
that in the case of persons at a distunco, or with mind preoccupied, or asleep 
or in a swoon,—Sound is not heard, because tho substratum of tho organ has 
not boon embollishcd. 

19 
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The compound ‘ asamskrta, tic. tic' is to lx> explained ns ‘ that organ 
of which the Ear-drum has not been embellished 

In the word ‘ adhitfhanadishalaJ}', the 'Iasi' -affix at the end has the 
sense of the Locative. —(2180) • 

Says the Opponent:—If the articulations embellish tho substratum, or 
the organ as subsisting in that substratum,—how is it that tho Sounds 
whose presence is apprehended hero and there do not como to embellish the 
substratum of the organs of all living beings ? 

Answer (from tho Mlmdmaaka ):— 


TEXT (2187). 

" There is no embellishment of the Auditory Oroan, if and when 
the Articulation does not reach the locus of the organ ; 

THUS THE RESTRICTION ON THE EMBELLISHMENT BECOMES 
DETERMINED ON THE BASIS OF THE DIVERSITY IN THE 
SUBSTRATUM (OR LOCUS) OF THE OROAN .”—[ShloktlVdrtilca 

—Etbrnality of Words, 70-71].—(2187) 
COMMENTARY. 

Even if Articulations tend to embellish tho substratum, or tho organ 
localised in that substratum,—in oithor case, it is only when they actually 
got at the objoct to bo ombolUshod that they produco tho embellishment; 
not when thoy do not got at it. Hence tho ombollishmont cannot affect 
tho substratum of tho organa of all porsons. 

The mention of tho ' Auditory Organ • in tho Text is only by way of 
illustration ; for the matter of that thoro is no ombollishmont of tho nub- 
stratum also. 

In somo places, tho reading is ' apraplakarmdishddvd' . Under that 
roading, the meaning would bo that tho answer given boforo was based upon 
the idea of tho ombollishmont affecting tho Organ through its substrutum ; 
whilo the answer provided under tho clause in question is that—oven when 
thoro is no embellishment of the Organ through the ombellishmont of its 
substratum, there can bo no objection to tho view put forward ; because 
only those air-particles ore fit for bringing about tho ombellishmont which 
havo actually reached the base of the Ear-drum,—not those that have not 
got at it; it is with this other answer in viow that the clauso has boon addod. 

‘ Thus, etc.'— This sums up tho explanation.—(2187) 

The following text sets forth an objection raised by tho Opponent against 
all the three alternative explanations detailod above :— 
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TEXT (2188). 

“ The Opponent may argue as follows—‘ Having become embel. 

L1SHED IN ONE SUBSTRATUM, THE AUDITORY ORGAN SHOULD 
BRING ABOUT THE COGNITION OF THE WORD-SOUND 
IN ALL BODIES,—ACCORDING TO ONE WHO HOLDS 
THE VIEW THAT THE AUDITORY ORGAN 
IS ONE ONLY (FOR ALL) — 

[Shlokavartika —Etbr- 
nality of Words— 

71-73].—(2188) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Auditory Organ boing one only, it cannot have the two mutually 
contradictory cluiractorH of being embellished and being not-cinbeUiehed ; 
honco when there would bo embellishment in one, the organ boing tho saino 
in all bodies, it would bocomo ombollishod in all bodies ; honco tho Sound 
should bo hoard by all, evon by tho deaf ;—for ono who holds tho view that 
tho Organ is ono only, for all. And in that case, thoro could bo no doafness 
at all.—( 2188 ) 

Tho answor to tho above objootion (providod by tho Mxmdmeaka) is as 
follows:— 


TEXT (2189). 

“The appearance of the Cognition (of Sound) is held to take 

PLACE IN THE BODIES OF PERSONS ; CONSEQUENTLY, BY REASON 
OF THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR (BODIES) OCCUPYING DIFFERENT 
PLACES, THE EMBELLISHMENT OF THE AUDITORY 

Organ is inefficient to that extent.”— 
[Shlokavdrlika — Eternality of 
Words, 72-73].—(2189) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though ‘ Persons ’—in tho shape of Souls—uro all-pervading, yot the 
view of the Minuimsakas is that Cognitions appear only in the bodios that 
are adopted by the Souls by virtue of their merit and demorit. Hence os this 
principal factor, in tho shape of tho bodies, would be occupying different 
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points in spoon, tho ombelliHhmont in question, of tho Auditory Organ,— 
ovon though tho Organ is all-pervading —remains inefficient (in tho bringing 
about of tho Cognition of Sound in all persons); honeo thoro is no room for 
tho objoction tliat has boon urgod. 

In some manuscripts tho reading is ‘ sulra samskrlih '; in which case, 
tho construction would bo—‘ sd aamskflti} ulwolrasya \ 1 that ombollishmont 
of tho Auditory Organ (218U) 

Says tho Opponent—Tho Soul being all-pervading, tho cognition of 
tho Word-Sound in all places should bo irresistible. 

Tho Mim&msaka's answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2100-211)2). 

“ Even though, according to ua, tiie Soul is without parts and 

IS CONSCIOUS OF ALL THINGS EVERYWHERE, YET IT ACTUALLY APPRE¬ 
HENDS THE THING IN THE BODY ONLY J AND THERE CAN BE NOTHING 

Wrong in this explanation. [ ShlokaVArHka —Etbrnality of 
Words, 73-74.]—On the same grounds does Deafness also 
become limited in scope ; it does not form part of the ex- 

PERIBNOF. OF ANOTHER SOUL, BECAUSE IT IS INFLUENCED BY MERIT 
and Demerit (which varies with different Souls).—Just as 
WHEN THE VILLAGE-LORD HAS BEEN REMOVED FROM THE LORDSHIP, 
THOUGH CONTINUING TO LIVE IN THE VILLAGE, DOES NOT ENJOY 
THE PRIVILEGES OF THE LORD8IIIP,—SO THE SOUL OP THE DEAF 
MAN DEPRIVED OF THE AUDITORY ORGAN IN THE BODY, THOUGH CONTI¬ 
NUING TO DWELL IN THE BODY, DOES NOT ENJOY THE EXPERIENCE 
(OF HEARING SOUNDS), WHICH OTHER MEN ARE HEARING.”— [S/llok'U- 

vdrlika — Eternality of Words, 70-78].—(2190-2102) 
COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows :— 

Though it is as stated, yot tho actunl cognition of Sound by tho Soul 
appears only within tho limits of tho body with which it lias been equipped 
by reason of its Morit and Demerit; hence tho objection urged is not applicable. 

Question: —Tho Soul being the samo, how can thoro bo such differentiation 
as cognition and non-cognition and embellishment and non-ombollishmont 
of tho Auditory Organ Y 

Answer :—There is no forco in this. Though AkGeha is without parts 
yot, on account of the diversity of tho objects with which it comes into contact, 
it becomes subject to distinctions as ‘ Qkdsha in the Jar ' ukdsha in tho Pot ’ 
and so forth ; the samo would bo tho case in tho matter under consideration 
also. 
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It is for this same reason that, though tho Auditory Organ (as Ak&sha) 
is all-pervading and without parts, yet thore aro restrictions in the matter of 
Deafness, otc. on account of the diversity among objocts with which tho 
organ comes into contact.—This is what is meant by the words— 4 On the 
name grounds, etc. etc .; ‘—the ‘grounds ’ consist in tho diversity among objocts 
with which it comes into contact. 

Question :—If tho objects with which tho Organ comes into contact arc 
diverse,—oven so, why is it that only a certain poison bocomos deaf ? 

Anmocr :— 4 It docs not form part of tlie experience, etc. etc. 1 —That same 
dofeotivo Auditory Organ doos not form part of tho oxperionco of another 
person why ?—because it is influenced by Merit and Domorit. 

This same idea is further clarified by means of an example.— 4 Just as, 
when the village-lord, etc. etc .'—Tho Lord of a certain village, oven though 
continuing to livo in the villngo,—if he is removod by tho King from the 
Lordship, doos not onjoy tho snmo privileges in tho samo village;—in 
the same manner, tho deaf man doos not hoar tho Sound, oven though another 
man hoars it.—(2100-2192) 

Says tho Opponent—All the throo factors—tho Auditory Organ, tho 
Sound and Akdslui boing without parts and all-porvading,—no partial 
oxistonco is possible for any of them ; then how do you got at tho distinction 
into ' hearing 4 and * non-hearing * determined by suoh partial oxistonco ? 

Answer (from tho MimAmsaka) :— 


TEXT (2193). 

“ A MATTER OF FACT, THE AUDITORY ORGAN, THE SOUND AND ITS 
SUBSTRATUM HAVE THEMSELVES NO PARTS,—AND THEY DO NOT 
EXIST AT ANY ONE PLACE | EVEN SO, OUR VIEW IS NOT 
OPEN TO OBJECTION. ’*— [Shlokavartilcu —Ethr- 
nality OF Words, 78-79].—(2193) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho Auditory Organ, the Sound, and tho substratum of tho Sound—i.e. 
Akdsha, —these thomRolves have no parts ; yot such parts arc attributed to 
thorn figuratively through tho diversity among objocts with which they 
como into contact;—this is what is meant by tho qualifying term 4 thorn- 
selves ’. 

4 Even so, etc. etc.' — 4 our view rogarding tho partial existence, and 
restricted apprehension of sound and so forth.—(2193) 

Question :—How so ? 

Answer (from the Mlmumsaka ):— 
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TEXT (2104). 

“The (vibrating) air-particles, which are the manifbsters of 
the Word-Sound, have their different parts occupyino 

DIFFERENT POINTS IN SPACE ; ANI) THERE ARE DIFFERENT 

kinds of them also ;—and it is through this that 

THE EMBELLISHMENT BECOMES REGULATED.”— [Shlokfl- 

vurtika —Eternality of Words, 79-80].—(2194) 

COMMENTARY. 

They hnvo clifforont parts occupying different points in space; and 
there are different kiwis of them also,—duo to tho difference among the 
contributory causes in tho form of such diverse things as tho Palate and the 
rest.—(2194) 

Says tho Opponont—It has boon already pointed out that, ' on being 
embellished once, tho Auditory Organ should bring about tho cognition of all 
Sounds ’ (under Text 2164). 

Tho answer to this (from tho Mim&msaka) is as follows :— 


TEXT (2195). 

“Just as the Air-vibration put forth for the purpose of one 
does not bring about another,—in the same manner, the Air- 
vibration, capable of bringing about TnH embellishment 
for TnE apprehension of one Letter will not bring 
about another.”— [ SJdokavdrlika —Eternality 
of Words, 80-81].—(2195) 

COMMENTARY. 

' For the purpose of one ’—for the producing of another Letter. 

' Capable of bringing about, etc. etc.’ —that embellishment of the Auditory 
Organ which brings about the hearing of the Letter, is what is spoken of 
here by tho term ‘ anyavarna-samsk&ra' ; and it is not tho embellishment of 
the Letter itself that is meant; that it is so follows from tho fact that it is 
tho embellishment of the Auditory Organ that forms tho subject-matter of 
tho present discussion. 

‘ Will not bring about another' ;—i.e. will not embellish another Lottor 
through the embellishment of tho Auditory Organ.—(2195) 


Question :—Why should thore be the restriction in the caso of the Air- 
vibrations only ? 

Answer (from tho Mimumsaka ):— 
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TEXT (2190). 

“ One set op contacts with the Palate, etc. serves to bring about 
only one Letter-sound, not another ; in the same manner 

TnE CONTACTS BRINGING ABOUT ONE ARTICULATION DO NOT 
SERVE TO BRING ABOUT ANY OTHER ARTICULATION.”— 
ShloJeavdrtika —Eternality of Words, 

' 81-82].—(2190) 

COMMENTARY. 

What in moant is that thoro are different artioulations,—in tho chape 
of Air-vibrations—whioh serve to manifest Sounds ; and they vary with 
the variations in the contact of the Palate, etc. 

• Only one letter, not another ‘ is brought about ’ has to be takon as 
understood. 

‘ Bringing about of other articulations ’—i.o. the putting forth of them. 

' Serving to bring about one articulation ’—is to bo construed with * the 
contacts of the Palate, etc .'— (2196) 

Tho argument is summod up in tho following— 


TEXT (2197). 

" For these reasons—in the production and manifestation (of Word- 
Sounds), the diversity of capacity is equally present, in the 
Effort and the Desire to Speak, —such diversity being pre¬ 
sumed on the basis of certain effects (facts) which 
CANNOT BE OTHERWISE EXPLAINED.”— [Shlokavdrtikar— 

Eternality of Words, 82-83].—(2197) 

COMMENTARY. 

The word ‘ utpattyabhivyakiyoh ’ has tho Locative ending,—the moaning 
boing—* in tho production and in the manifestation of tho Word-Sound \— t 
thoro is oqual divorsity of capacity in the Effort and tho Dosiro to Speak ; 
—why ?—bocauso the fact of certain well-known ofTocts not being otherwiso 
explicable indicates such divorsity ; that is, in both cases, the Presumption 
based upon the said inexplicability of certain facts is oqually operative.— 
(2197) 


So far tho Mimdmsaka has taken for granted (for tho sako of argument) 
the idea that the Auditory Organ consists of AkHsha, as postulated under 
other doctrines,—or that it consists of the Ear-drum as conceived by common 
people,—and then proceeded to show that there can be nothing objectionable 
in the idea of the Word-Sound being manifested through the embellishment 
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of the said Auditory Organ.—He now proceeds to take his stand upon the 
idea of the Auditory Organ consisting of space as described in tho Veda, 
and to show that there can be no objection against tho idea of Word-Sound 
being manifested by the divorso embellishments of that organ :— 


TEXTS (2198-2199). 

“ On, THE IDEA THAT SHOULD DE ENTERTAINED IS THAT TnE AUDITORY 
Organ consists op Space ,—vvmcn idea would be in accordance 
with the Veda [Shlokavdrlikar— EtRrnality op Words, 150] 
NOWHERE IN THE VEDA nA.S IT BEEN SAID THAT THE AUDITORY 
Organ consists in Ak&sha, etc.—In connection with Dissolu- 
TIONS, IT HAS BEEN DECLARED (IN THE VEDA) THAT THE AUDITORY 
Organ becomes dissolved into Space ; here we have the des¬ 
cription OP THE ORGANS,—LIKE THE EYE AND THE REST,—BECOMING 
DISSOLVED INTO THEIR ORIOINAL CONSTITUENTS.”— [ShlolctlMrtika— 

Etkrnality of Words, 150-151].—(2198-2199) 

COMMENTARY. 

' The idea that the Auditory/ Organ consists in space *; i.o. tho conclusion 
should bo accopted that * Spoco itsolf is tho Auditory Organ.’ 

Why so ? 

‘ Because nowhere in the Veda, etc. etc.’ 

If that is so, thon, nowhere in the Voda is it found deolared that' Space 
constitutes tho Auditory Organ ’; thon why should that idea bo accopted ? 

Answer :—' In connection with Dissolutions, oto. otc.’—' Dissolution ’ 
consists in bocoming dissolvod into tho original constituent cause. At tho 
time of tho death of living boings, their Eyo and other organs bccomo dis- 
solved into thoir rospectivo original constituent causes ; in connection with tho 
animal that is sacrificed, it is said in tho Voda—' May its Eyo revert to tho 
Sun, and tho Ear to Spaco \— 4 may revert * is to bo construed with tho latter 
sentenco also. ‘ May revert' —i.c. may it go to that from where it camo. 
Thus though in tho Veda it has not boon diroctly doclarcd that 4 Space con¬ 
stitutes tho Auditory Organ ’, yot tho sontcnco ' may tho Ear rovort to 
Spaco ’ clearly implios that idoa which is, thus, as good as assorted. 

How so ? 

Answer :—‘ Here toe have the description, etc, etc.' ;—what tho sentenco 
4 may the Ear revert to Space ’ is meant to dcscribo is tho fact that the Ear 
rovorts to its original Constituent Cause, the meaning being— 4 may the Ear 
rovort to Spaco, whioh is its original Constituent Oauso '.— 4 Like what ? ’— 
4 Like the Eye, etc.’—(2198-2199) 


Tho some idea is further explained— 
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TEXT (2200). 

“ Jttst as, in connection with the Visual Oroan, it is asserted 
‘ May his eye revert to the Sun ’,—which conveys the idea that 
the Visual Oroan has its orioin in Light,— so, in the same 
manner, tiie Auditory Organ consists in Spaor.”— 
[Shlokavdrtika —Eternality op Words, 

101-152].—(2200) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just oh in the cnao of the sentence ‘ May his Eyo rovort to tho Sun ’ 
wlmt ia asserted ia tho idoa that the Visual Organ has ite origin in Light — 
tho form 4 chaksu^ih' haa to bo supplied in tho aamo manner, what tho 
sentence ' may the Ear rovort to Spaco ’ assorts ia the idoa of the Auditory 
Organ having its origin in. and conaiating in, Spaco.—Tho words are to bo 
conatruod in this way. 

' Tho idoa of Light boing tho origin *—i.o. tho idea of the Visual Organ 
conaiating of Light.—(2200) 

Question .-—What ia this ‘ Spaco ’ liko ? 

Answer (from tho Mimdmsaka ):— 


TEXT (2201). 

“ Space is one and all-pervading, and extends ar far as Akdsha ; 

WHEN IT BECOMES LIMITED WITHIN THE CAVITY OF THE EAR, IT 

FORMS THE Auditory Organ ,— in the same way as 
Akdsha DOES (FOR THE OTHER PARTY).” — 

[Shlokavdrtika — Eternality of 
Words, 152-153].—(2201) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ all-pervading character ’ is explainod by tho phrase 4 it extends an 
Jar an Akdsha ’. 

Objection :—If this is ao, thon, there can bo no ' deafnoss otc. 

Answer .— 4 When it becomes limited, etc. etc.'— The entire Space ia not 
the Auditory Organ ; it ia only that much of Spaco as ia oncasod within tho 

ear-cavity.—( 2201 ) 

Says tho Opponent^-Space being without porta, how do you secure tho 
division of its parts (which the foregoing explanation implios) T 
Answer (from the Mimdmsaka ):— 
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TEXT (2202). 

“ The reasons that toe Vaishesika can adduce in support of the 
VIEW THAT THE AUDITORY ORGAN IS A part of Akfisha, WILL APPLY 
EQUALLY WELL TO THE IDEA OP ITS BEING A part of SjXUW I WITH 
THIS DIFFERENCE THAT THE LATTER IDEA HAS THE SUPPORT 

of the Veda.”— [Sbdolcavdrtika —Eternality of 
Words—153-154].—(2202) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the coso of Akfisha, there is an assumption of parts, on the bnsis of tho 
objocts with which it comes into contact; tho same would be tho cnso with 
Space also. 

Question What then is tho difforenco botwoon this view and tho other 
ono under which tho Auditory Organ consists of Akfisha ? 

Answer :— ‘ With this difference, etc. etc.'— (2202) 

In tho following Text, tho Mimfimsaka sums up his position and explains 
tho possibility of Deafness, otc.— 

TEXT (2203). 

“Thus then, the Auditory Oroan consists of a part of the 
substance Space, which is influenced by Merit and Demerit 

AND WHICH COMES TO BE ENOLOSED WITHIN THE CAVITY OF THE 

Ear. And it is this Organ that is embellished (by 
articulation).”— [Shlokavfirtika— Eternality of 
Words, 154-155].—(2203) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho Mimfimsaka procoods to explain that the objections urged do not 
also offoot tho view that the ombollishment portains to tho object (tho Word- 
Sound that is heard).— 

TEXT (2204). 

“ Even if the embellishment pertained to the Object,—it would 
affect that one object only ; and on account of the 
difference in toe capacities of men, the Sound could 
not be heard by all.”— [Shlokavdrtika —Eternality 
of Words—83-84].—(2204) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued abovo (under Text 2157) that ‘ if tho Word-Sound 
were embellished, it should bo hoard by all men \—This criticism is not 
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applicable at all.—Why ?—Bocause on account of the difference in the 
capacities of men ; this difference in the capacity is duo to the fact that in 
t he caso of some men the air embellishing the Organ is in close proximity to 
them, while in others, it is not so.—(2204) 

Says the Opponont—The Sound being one and all-pervading, it must bo 
equally related to all men ; how then could there bo apprehension (by some) 
and non-apprehension (by others) of it ? 

Answer from the Mimumsaka :— 


TEXTS (2205-2200). 

“ Jdst as (under the Opponent’s view) the Word-Sound, though 

PRODUCED AND APPEARING EQUALLY WITH REGARD TO ALL MEN, IS 
NOT HEARD BY ALL, ON ACCOUNT OF THE DIVERSITIES OF DIRECTION, 
PLACE AND SO FORTH,—IN THE SAME MANNER, (UNDER OUR VIEW 

also) the Sound is heard only by one whose Auditory Organ 
IS embellished by the articulations made near HIM,—AND 

NOT BY PERSONS AT A DISTANOE.”— [Shlokavdrtika— EtERNALITY OF 

Words—84-86J.—(2205-2206) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question : —How is it known that what procoods from the Air-vibrations 
is the embellishment of tho Object (Sound),—and not the Object, itself ? 
Answer (from the Mimdmsaka ):— 

TEXT (2207). 

“ Inasmuch as the idea of the production of the Word-Sound has 

BEEN REJECTED,—AND AS NO OTHER EXPLANATION OF THE PHENO¬ 
MENON (OF THE HEARING OF WORD-SOUNDS) IS POSSIBLE, IT IS 
CONCLUDED THAT WHAT IS PRODUCED BY THE ARTICULATI0N8 
IS THE PARTICULAR EMBELLISHMENT.”— [Shlokavdrtika— 

Eternality of Words—126-127].—(2207) 
COMMENTARY. 

On tho ground of Recognition, it has been established that Sound is one 
and aU-pervading ; honco there can be no production of Sound [there can bo 
only manifestation of it]; and from this it is dcducod, by implication, that 
what is produced by tho articulations is tho embellishment, not tho Word- 
Sound.— (2207) 

Says tho Opponent:—It is clearly known that Sound is tho offect of tho 
articulations,—from the fact that it appears only when these aro there,— 
just as, on similar grounds, tho sprout is known to bo the Effect of the Seed- 
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In this latter case, it is found that tho Sprout is seen only wlion the seed 
has been there, and from this it is concluded that the Sprout is the effect 
of the Seed,—in tho same manner. Sounds aro perceived only when tho 
articulations have been there; why then, should Sound be not regarded ns 
tho effect produced by tho articulations ? Specially because tho said fact is 
tho solo basis for anything being regarded ns tho effect of something olso. 

The Minu'immkn'n answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2208). 

“ All that the fact of one thing appearing only when the other 
is THERE indicates is TnE presence (in the latter) of a certain 

POTENCY (or CAPACITY),—JUST LIKE THE POTENCY IN THE 

Auditory Organ ; and there the Presumption 
has been allowed to rkst.”— \ SKolcavurlika — 
Etbrnality of Words— 127-128].—(2208) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thoro is hearing of Sound when tho Auditory Organ is thore; but this 
fact of tho Sound being heard only when tho Organ is there doos not load 
to tho inforonco that tho Auditory Organ possesses tho potonoy to produce 
Sound; all that con bo inforrod is that it has tho potonoy or capacity of 
apprehending it. Similarly, in tho case in quostion, all that tho foot of Sound 
boing hoard only when tho articulations aro thore oon justify is tho inforonco 
that thoso articulations possoss a certain potency ;—it cannot indicato tho 
prosenco in thorn of tho capacity to produce Sound ; as tho said fact is oonoo- 
mitant only with tho prosenco of tho capacity in general,—and not with any 
particular kind of Capaoity. Honco in tho proving of tho particular kind 
of Capacity, tho said foot, if oitod as tho Probans, cannot but bo 4 fallible \ 
‘ inconclusivo ’.—This is what is moant by tho text. 

Question: —How thon is thoro tho idea of tho particular Capacity in the 
' Embollishmont ’ ? 

Answer :—' There the Presumption has been allowed to rest .'—That is, 
Recognition having established tho Etornality of tho Word-Sound, tho 
Prosumption Irnsed upon tho fact of tho woll-known phenomenon of Hoaring 
not boing otherwiso explicable has boon made—by tho author of tho Bhd^ya 
(Shabara)—to rest in tho particular embellishment ; and tho capacity of this 
embellishment has not boon inferred merely from tho fact of concomitanco 
(of tho Embollishmont and the Hearing).—(2208) 

Against tho viow that ‘ thore is ombellishmont of both (Sound and 
tho Auditory Organ) ’ [propounded as an altomativo in tho commentary 
on Text 2157],—it has been argued (under Text 2108) that ‘the objections 
urged against oach of tho two alternative viows aro all applicable to the view 
that thore is ombellishmont of both ’. 

Tho Mtmumsaka's answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2209). 

A.S REGARDS THE VIEW THAT THERE IS EMBELLISHMENT OF BOTH, THE 
ASSERTION THAT IT IS OPEN TO BOTH SETS OF OBJECTIONS IS FUTILE. 

Because when Sound is not heard by all, it is due to 

. THE DEFICIENCY IN EITHER ONE OF THE TWO.”— [Shloktl- 

vartika — Eternality of Words—86-87J.—(2209) 

COMMENTARY. 

The assertion mode previously that both set* of objections oro applicable 
is futile,—useless. 

Why ? 

Bocauso, to the deficiency in either ono of the two—of the embellishment 
of the Auditory Organ, or of tho embellishment of the object, Sound—is duo 
the fact that Sound is not hoard. For instance, even when tho oinbolliah- 
mont of tho Sound is thero, tho doaf man doos not hear tho Sound, bocauso 
his organ is doftoiont; and evon when thero is no doafnoss, if thoro is no 
manifestation of tho Sound (by articulation), thero is no hearing of tho Sound. 

Tho roading in somo places is ‘ twfffl dosadvayl vachah ’, the moaning of 
which is cloar.—(2209) 

Says tho Opponontr—If tho Word-Sound is ull-pervading, how is it that 
it is porcoivod us several—just like tho Jar,—whon thoro is diversity of 
place ? As a matter of fact, as it is all-porvoding, it should bo always porcoivod 
in un uninterrupted form. Nor should thoro bo any distinctions of far and 
near in tho easo of what is all-porvading ;—nor con it oomo in from any place, 
as it is always prosont ovorywhoro. Furthor ns it is otornnl, thoro can bo 
no such distinctions as long and short, or of various degrees of loudnoss and 
so forth. Nor again is difforonoo of lime possible.—From all this it follows 
that—bocauso Sound is actually perceived as affoctod and diversified in place, 
tiino and form, therefore, liko tho Jar, it must bo diverse and evanescent. 
How then is it that tho ossortion has boon made abovo (undor Text 2207) 
tliat—“ Inasmuch as tho idea of tho production of Sound hus boon rojootod, 
otc. ote.” ? 

Tho Mirncimsaka's answer to tho abovo is as follows 


• TEXT (2210). 

“ Though tub Sun is one, yet it is seen (by one and the same man) 
as diverse in Water and other surfaces at the same time ; 
and yet it dobs not make it many ; THE SAME SHOULD BE 
UNDERSTOOD TO be THE CASE WITH SOUND ALSO.”— [Shloka- 

vdrtika — Eternality of Words, 178-179, though 
the reading there is slightly different), —(2210) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant to be shown by this is tliat the fact of being perceived as 
diverse in different places, as a Reason for diversity, is ‘ Inconclusive ’.—(2210) 
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bays the Opponent—In the case of t ho Sun, there are grounds for the illu¬ 
sion otmultiplicity, in tho shape of tho divorse receptacles in tho form of Water 
and tho other reflecting surfaces ; in tho caso in question howovor, there is 
no ground for such illusion ; while what wo have put forward as tho Henson 
is accompanied by tho qualification * there being no grounds for illusion ’; 
how then can our Reason be regarded as being ‘ Falso and Inconclusive ’ ? 
The MhnAmsaka'a answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2211-2214). 

" Sound is heard in only a particular place, because it is depen¬ 
dent (for its cognition) upon the articulation that manifests 
it ; and articulations have not the capacity TO PERVADE TnF. 
entire space ; consequently, the Word-Sound is not heard 

CONTINUOUSLY ALL OVER THE WORLD ; AND BECAUSE THE ARTICULA¬ 
TIONS APPEAR IN DIFFERENT PLACES, THE HEARING IS RESTRICTED 
TO THOSE PLACES J AND AS TIIB INTERVENING SPACES (BETWEEN THE 
ARTICULATIONS) ARK NOT FILLED UP (BY THE ARTIOULATION), THERE 
IS THE COGNITION OF A BREAK (IN THE CONTINUITY OF THE SOUND). 

And, as these articulations appear only in limited places, 

THERE ARISES TUB NOTION THAT SOUND IS NOT ALL-PERVADING. 
Further, as these articulations have movement and a certain 

VELOCITY,—FROM WHATEVER PLACE THESE ARTIOULATION8 PROCEED, 
THE HEARER THINKS THAT THE SOUND THAT HE HEARS ALSO COMES 
FROM THAT SAME PLACE.”— [SMokavurtika —ETERNALITY OF WORDS— 

172-176J.—(2211-2214) 


COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is that in tho caso in question also, there is ground for 
illusion, in tho shape of the diversity of tho manifesting articulations, so 
that the two oases stand on tho same footing. 

‘ Because it is dependent upon the manifesting articulations ’; —i.o. tho 
Cognition of Sourul is so dependent. 

4 That place '—tho place whore tho articulation hus appoarod. 

4 That '—Sound. 

In what way tho manifesting articulation becomos tho cause of tho 
illusion of interception is explained by tho words— 4 and articulations do not 
have the capacity, etc. etc ';— 4 asau ’ stands for tho Sound ;— 4 the hearing '— 
of the Sound;— 4 tatra ' —in tliat part of Akdsha. 

4 As the intervening spaces are not filled up ’ ;—wliat is meant is tl»al 
they are not filled up by the articulations. 

4 Tif&m '—stands for the articulations. 

4 Ti cha dyanti ' —this also stands for the articulations. —(2211-2214) 
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Says tho Opponent—It cannot bo admitted that the single Sun is 
perceived os diverse because of the separateness of space (betwoon the reflect¬ 
ing Medio); because what are actually apprehended by the Eye are so muny 
diverso rofloctcd images of tho Sun ; and it is not the Sun that is apprehendod. 
For you, who do not regard tho reflected image to be different from tho 
object reflected,—there can be no cause for tho approhension of sovoral 
reflected images 

This argument of the Opponent is what is referred to in the following 


TEXT (2215). 

“ The Opponent says—' By what cause are the Reflected Images 

PERCEIVED SIMULTANEOUSLY AS DISTINCT IN EACH VESSEL (OF 

Water) ? ’ ”— [Shlokav&rtika —Eternality of Words, 

179-180].—(2215) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Alia *—' says ’—tho Opponent. 

' Simultaneously —at one and tho sarao tiino.—(2215) 

Tho answer to tho abovo is ns follows :— 


TEXTS (2210-2217). 

“ Our answer to this is as follows :—What actually happens is 

THAT BY THE LIGHT FROM THE SUN SCINTILLATING IN THE WATER, 
THE LIGHT FROM THE EYE (STRIKING THE WATER) IS TURNED BACK 
IN THE WAKE OF THE REFLECTED SOLAR LIGHT, AND THUS IT PER¬ 
CEIVES THE Sun IN ITS OWN REGION,—BUT THERE IS AN ILLUSION OF 
THERE BEING SEVERAL SUNS OF DIVERSE FORMS, BY REASON OF THE 
DIVERSITY OF THE VESSELS OF WATER. HOW THEN COULD THERE 

be multiplicity of Suns ? ”—[ Shlokavdrii/ca —'Eternality of 
Words—180-182].—(2216-2217) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho solar light in the vessel of Water which flows out makes the light of 
the Eyes turn back—reflected backwards—and hence, it apprehends the 
Sun in its own place. 
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‘ Yathupalram ’—os many as tho numbor of vessels that aro there. 

It is for this reason that tho Sun appears to bo of diverse forms. How 
then can there bo multiplicity of tho Sun ?—It cannot be ; because what is 
diverse is tho functioning of tho Eyo.—(2216-2217) 

Tho following Text show's that it is by reason of tho poculiar function¬ 
ing of tho Eyo that tho Sun, though really one, is porooivod as several :— 


TEXT (2218). 

“ When the Eye is slightly pressed by the finger, even a single 

OBJECT IS PERCEIVED AS DIVERSE,—BECAUSE OF THE DIVERSITY IN 
THE FUNCTIONING OF THE EYE. TlIE SAME THING HAPPENS IN 
THE CASE IN QUESTION ALSO,—ACCORDING TO US.”— [Shloka- 

varlika — Etkrnality of Words—182-183].—(2218) 
COMMENTARY. 

• Jpa * -slightly, a little.—When the Eyo is so pressed,—even a single 

object is porooivod ns diverse—many;—why ?—bocauso tho functioning of 
tho Eyo has boon diversified. In tho same manner, for us, tho single Word- 
Sound would bo hoard as diverse (if there aro adequate reasons for it).— 
(2218) 


TEXTS (2210-2220). 

"Other pkoplb who hold the view that the Reflected Image is 
actually produced (as something different from the Reflect¬ 
ed Object) urge the following objection 4 If the same Sun 
IS seen in the several vessels, why is not the same seen as being 
overhead (over one’s head, like the real Sun) i How too 
could it be seen below, in wells and such other deep water- 
reservoirs, if the Reflected Image were not actually pro¬ 
duced there { Further, how is it that when a man facing 
the East looks at the mirror, he perceives himself as facing 
the West f ’ ”— [Shloknvarlikar- Eternality of Words—183-185]. 
-( 2210 - 2220 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

It was argued (under Text 2210) that ‘just os in the Water, tho single 
SUn is seen as diverse, otc. etc.’; and os invalidating this reason, some people 
think that the Reflected Image is something ontiroly different from tho 
Reflected Object; and they argue os follows :— 
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If what is soon (in tho reflection), is the same Sun, and not the Reflected 
Image,—then, how is it that it is not perceived as being overhead ? It could 
be so seen if tho samo Sun had boon seen in different places (in tho reflecting 
surfaces)—not otherwise ; as otherwise there would be incongruities. 

Further, in the case of the Well, how could there be perception of the Sun 
lying so far deep inside, if its Reflected Image wero not produced there?— 
Certainly tho Sun does not actually exist there inside the Well. 

Thon again, when a man facing the East looks at tho mirror, how does 
ho come to faco the West ? Certainly a face is not seen to have been pro¬ 
duced at his back.—(2219-2220) 


The Mimdmsaka's answer to the abovo is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2221-2223). 

“ WlIRN A MAN IS LOOKING AT THE SUN AND THE WATER, HIS EYE (RAYS) 
PROCEED IN TWO WAYS,—ONE UPWARDS AND TIIE OTHER DOWN- 
WARDS ; THE PERCEIVKR DOES NOT PERCEIVE THAT SON WHICH IS 
ILLUMINED BY TnE EYE-RAYS PROCEEDING UPWARDS, BECAUSE IT 
IS NOT IN A STRAIGHT LINE WITH THE BODILY SUBSTRATUM OF THE 

Visual Organ ; while what is perceived by TnE downward rays 

IS THE Sun SHINING ABOVE PRESENTED MEDIATELY (INDIRECTLY) ; 
AND BECAUSE IT IS THE SAME SUN THAT IS SO PRESENTED, THE OB¬ 
SERVER THINKS THAT WHAT IS SEEN IS ' BELOW ’. It IS THUS THAT IT 
IS THE Sun ITSELF THAT IS SEEN BELOW, THROUGH THE INTERVENING 
MEDIUM (OF THE DOWNWARD RAYS).”— [ShlokllVUrtika —ETERNALITY 

of Words, 186-188].—(2221-2223) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho opinion entertained is as follows :—If tho organ wore to go out 
and thon render tho Sun cognisable,—then it would bo necessary that it 
should be seen above, not below ;—what happens however is tliat the organ 
brings about the cognition while it is itself still in the body, and doos not 
move upwards, as has been declared in the following words:—' If the organ, 
going out, woro to render the object cognisable there, then it might be as 
urged ; as a matter of fact, however, it brings about tho cognition while still 
in tho body’.—( Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of Words, 185-180.) 

Tho whole process is as follows :—Those who see, in the vessel, tho Water 
as woll as tho Sun, for these persona looking at the Sun and the Water, the single 
Visual Organ (in the shape of Raj's) proceeds in two ways—one upward and 
the other downward;—then the Sun that is illumined by the upward rays 
20 
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is not soen by tho observer;—why ?— because it is not in a straight line with the 
substratum of organ ;—tho substratum of tho Visual Organ in the body 

does not lie in a straight line with the Sun ;—bat ‘ mediately ’—through an 
intervening medium—the Sun is presented to the Visual Rays by the mys of 
the Sun, and hence becomes seen through the downward rays ;—so that what 
happens is that the Solar Rays present tho luminous object to tho Visual 
Rays, the Visual Rays presont it to the Visual Organ, and tho Visual Organ 
presonts it to the perceiving observer. This is what is meant by the ‘ mediate 
presentation’ of the luminous Sun. Thus it is that the Sun, shining above, 
is rogardod by tho obaervor os if it wore below. —Who regards it so ? The 
observing porson ;—and it is not that there is another Sun shining below. 
Why is this so ?— Because it is the same ; i.e. the Sun is ono, not diverse.— 
Others explain * tad&katvdt ’ as ‘ because tho Visual Organ is one ’.—Thus it 
is under tho influence of tho downward rays of tho Visual Organ, ns functioning 
through a medium, that the Sun is soon below, in the Well;—so also in the 
case of tho diverso vossols containing Water; if it woro not so, how could 
thero bo cognition of the Sun as ono and the samo ?—(2221-2223) 

It has boon arguod (by somo people, under Text 2220)—‘ How could 
tho man facing tho East, come to face tho Wost, when looking at tho 
mirror ? ’ 

The Mimdmsaka's answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (2224). 

" Similarly (in the case op the man looking at the mirror), it is 

THROUGH ILLUSION THAT THE MAN COGNISES THE FACE A8 FACING THE 

West, though in reality what he actually perceives is 

THE FACE AS PRESENTED BY THE VISUAL RAYS PROCEEDING 
EASTWARD TO THE RAY8 PROCEEDING WESTWARD.”— 
[SMokavSrlika —Eternality of Words, 189-190]. 

—(2224) 

COMMENTARY. 

What happens is as follows:—First of all tho Visual Rays, taking up 
the faco-image, issue forth till they reach tho mirror; these ore spoken of 
as 4 proceeding eastward ’ ;—on striking the mirror-space, the said rays are 
turned back and come back to the man’s face standing there as boforo; 
this is spokon of as 'proceeding westward';—the eastward rays thus 
present tho face-imago to tho westward rays,—and these latter present it to 
the Soul (the observer); thereupon the Soul, cognising tho imago as presented 
by tho westward rays, has the illusion that ho is facing tho West. The sense 
of all this is that the diversity of tho functioning of tho Eye is at the 
root of the illusion in question.—(2224) 
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Even granting that the Reflected Image is something different, produced 
in the reflecting medium, tho Mxmamsaka offers another explanation :— 


TEXT (2225). 

" Even granting that the Reflected Image really exists in the 

DIFFERENT PLACES,—THERE CAN BE NO PLURALITY OF THESE 
Images, beoause they are all apprehended by 
the same Cognition.”— [Shlokavdrtika —Eter- 
nality of Words—190-191].—(2225) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even if tho Reflected Imago is something different, fchoso images cannot 
bo sovoral;—why ?— because they are apprehended by the same Cognition — 
i.o. they nil fall within the same idoa. 

In tho samo way, the Word-Sound also becomes established as one,— 
bocauso it is npprohondod by a single Idea.—(2225) 

Says the Opponent—When tho images are actually porcoivod in diverso 
places, why should thoy not bo several ? That is to say, whon tho diversity 
of images is admitted on tho ground of their being perceived in divorso 
placos,—how can this diversity bo sot nsido by tho singlo Cognition (by which 
thoy aro all npprohondod) f 

Tho Mxmamsaka's answer to this is ns follows :— 


TEXT (2226). 

“ The idea of diversity due to diversity of place is inferential ; 
while the idea that ‘ it IS TnE same ' is perceptional— and 
HENCE ANNULS THE FORMER.”— [SfUokavdrtika —EtER- 

nality of Words, 197-198J. —(2226) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ It annuls the former ’;—because Perception is superior in authority to 
all means and forms of Cognition.—(2226) 
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The following text points out that the idea that ‘ it is cognised as appearing 
at divorse places ’ is not concomitant with ‘ diversityand hence there can 
bo no validity attaching to it:— 


TEXT (2227). 

“ Just as the single person, Devadalla, passing from place to place, 

ONE AFTER THE OTHER, DOES NOT BECOME DIFFERENT,—SO THE 

Word-Sound also does not differ (simply because it is 
heard IN several plaoes)."— [Shlokavartika—^ER- 
nality of Words, 198-199].—(2227) 


COMMENTARY. 

• So the Word-Sound also docs not differ ' either in rogard to time or to 
place \—this has to bo added. 

Thus, the non-concomitanco botweon the two (Diversity of Place of 
Appoaranco and Diversity of Sound) has boon indicated through spatial 
non-comcomitance; next, the Mxmdmsaka proceeds to point out tho non- 
concomitance of tho two cognitions, special and chronological,—through 
chronological non-concomitanco :— 


TEXT (2228). 

“ And again, the same Devadatta, whose one-ness is well known, 
—when seen again and again,—does not become diverse, 
on account of the diversity of time ; similarly the 
Word-Sound does not become diverse on account 
of the diversity of place.”— [Shlokavdrlika, 

Eternality of Words, 199-200].—(2228) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Jruilaikatvali *—‘ whoso unity is well known through Recognition '. 

‘ On account of the diversity in place 'this is by way of illustration; 
Sound does not become different on account of diversity of time either. By 
pointing one kind of non-concomitance, the other kinds of non-concomitance 
also become indicated. [That is why the Text has named place only.]—(2228) 
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The following Text anticipates and answers the objection that the 
Corroborative Instance cited (of Devadatta) is not quite relevant:— 


TEXT (2229). 

“ IF IT BE ARGUED THAT—‘ (IN THE CASE OF Devadatta) THE IDEA OF 
HIS BEING One IS NOT INCOMPATIBLE (WITH THE FACT OF HIS BEING 
SEEN AT SEVERAL TIMES), BECAUSE THERE IS SUCCESSION (IN THE 
SEVERAL COGNITIONS OF HIS PRESENCE) —THEN (IN THE CASE OF 
Word*Sound also) please see that there is no incompatibility ; 
also because the Sound is all-pervading. In fact, the 
property that explains a perceptible fact may be accepted 
as belonging to all things.”— [Shlokav&rtika —Eternality of 
Words, 200-201 ].—(2229) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argumont of the Opponont in an follows:—'Tho fact that, oven 
though Devadatta is soon in different places and at different timos, ho is not 
regarded as sovoral, what makes this not-incompatiblo is tho foot that tho 
repeated soeings of Dovodatta occur in succession, ono after tho othor, and 
not simultaneously ; thoro is no such reason in tho cose of Sound. Hence 
there is difference between the case in dispute and the caso cited as on 
example 

In answor to this, tho Mxmumsaka points out that in tho case of Sound 
also thoro is a reason whereby there con bo no incompatibility :—' Please 
see, etc. etc.' —the construction is that ' Please see that thoro is no incom¬ 
patibility, bocauso Sound is oll-porvading \ 

Wlmt tho particle ‘ api \ ‘ also \ indicates is tho reason mentioned boforo 
' because tho articulations do not fill up tho intervening space \ 

Question: —Why do you accept tho all-pervading character of tho Word- 
Sound ? 

Answer ' In fact, the property, etc . etc.'— For tho purpose of explaining 
tho idea of the same Sound being heard at several places and timos,—whatovor 
proporty is found nocossary is admitted through Presumption based upon 
tho fact that a well-known fact cannot be otherwise explained ; in tho prosont 
instance, if the Sound did not possess all-pervadingness, its being heard at 
several places and times would not be possible; hence on the ground of this 
Presumption, Sound is regarded as eternal and all-pervading. —(2229) 

The Mimamsaka next proceeds to show that the Reason that ‘ because 
Sound is cognised as having diverse characters, it must bo diverse ’ is also 
' Inconclusive ’, ‘ not true ’:— 
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TEXTS (2230-2233). 

“ When a large Pit is dug in the ground, there is a notion of the 
Akasha in the Pit being ‘ large \ and when the Pit is small, 

THERE IS THE NOTION OF ITS BEING ‘ SMALL ’ J IN THE SAME WAY 
THERE ARE SIMILAR NOTIONS REGARDING SOUND, WHICH ALSO (LIKE 
AkdsTta) IS NOT something produced ; CONSEQUENTLY, THE ILLUSORY 
IDEA THAT PEOPLE nAVB REGARDING SOUND (BEING LARGE, INCREASED 
OR SMALL, DECREASED) IS DUE TO OTHER CIRCUMSTANTIAL CONDI¬ 
TIONS J AS A MATTER OF FACT, ‘ LARGENESS * AND ‘ SMALLNESS ’ 
ARE NEVER PERCEIVED AS RESIDING IN SOUND J AND THE ASSUMP¬ 
TION OF THE ‘ LARGENESS ’ AND ' SMALLNESS ’ (OF SOUND) IS 
DUE TO THE GREATER AND LESS KEENNESS OF ITS PERCEPTION 
(Hearing). As reoards Perception, it is actually found to be 

VERY KEEN IF THE OBJEOT PERCEIVED—THE JAR—IS ILLUMINED BY 
A LAROE SOUROE OF LIGHT,—BUT LESS KEEN WHEN IT IS ILLUMINED 
BY A SMALL LIGHT.—FROM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT SUCH PRO¬ 
PERTIES as * Length ‘ Shortness ' and the like really belong 
to the articulations.”—(2230-2233) 

COMMENTARY. 

The purport of all this is as follows :—If what tho Opponent puts forward 
as his Reason is tho diversity of suoh oharactor as greater or loss intensity 
(in tho Sound),—then suoh a Reason cannot be ' admissible ’; because how 
could one, who holds Sound to bo otornal, admit that tho diversity of characters, 
—which, according to him, belong to other circumstantial conditions,—belong 
to tho Sound T—If, on tho other hand, what is adduced by tho Opponent as 
his Reason is the Cognition that people have of Sound being more or less 
intensive, whioh Cognition cannot bo poBsiblo without somo difforonco in 
tho oharactor of tho Sound,—then the Reason is ' Inconclusive ’; bocauso 
when a large Pit is dug in tho ground, there appears tho Cognition of ‘ largo- 
noss ’ in tho Akdsha contained within tho Pit,—even though tho ' largoness ’ 
does not belong to the Akdsha ; in tho same manner, in tho case of Sound 
also,—which is absolutely causeless, not being produced at all,—the Cogni¬ 
tion of greater or loss intensity and the like would be duo to the diversity 
in the articulations (that manifest tho Sound),—even without tho Sound itself 
having tho said diverse characters. 

This is wlmt is said in the words—‘ Consequently the illusory idea, etc. 

etc.' 

Question: —How is it known that tho said idea is due to other circum¬ 
stantial conditions,—and tho characters do not belong to Sound itself ? 

Answer :— 1 Largeness and smallness, etc. etc.'. —What is meant by this is 
as follows :—The man attributes the greater or less intensity, which really 
belongs to the Perception, to tho Sound, and thus falls into an illusion ; and 
it is not possiblo for tho Sound itself to be large or small; because it has been 
proved through Recognition that Sound is ono only. 
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The following might be urged:—If there wore no such diversity in the 
character of the object perceived, how could it appear in its Cognition ? 

The answer is—‘ As regards Perception, it is jound. to be very keen, etc. 
etc —In the case of the Jar, oven though there is no diversity of characters, 
yet its Perception is more or loss keen, on account of the largeness or smallness 
of the Light illumining it;—in the same way, in the case of Sound also, the 
diversity of 4 Length * Shortness ’ and the like is duo to the diversity in the 
character of the articulation,—oven though there is do such diversity of 
character in the Word-Sound itself.—(2230-2233) 


The Mim&msaka again proceeds to show that the Proposition that ‘ tho 
Word-Sound is not-eternal ’ is annulled by the fact that the donotativo or 
oxprossivo potency of tho Word cannot bo oxplainod otherwise (than by tho 
Presumption of the etornality of tho Word):— 


TEXT (2234). 

44 As a matter of faot, a Word, whose relationship to its denotation 

HAS NOT BEEN APPREHENDED, CAN NEVER BE EXPRESSIVE. If 

IT WERE SO EXPRESSIVE, THEN, EACH AND EVERY NEW 

Word could express its meaning.”— [ SJUokavdrtika — 
Eternality of Words, 242-243].—(2234) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Presumption that is hero put forward is itself based upon another 
Prosumption : For instance, the expressive Potonoy of tho Word is proved 
by tho Presumption that Verbal Cognition cannot bo oxplainod except on 
that basis and this Potency cannot bo explained oxcopt on the basis of 
the eternality of tho Word ; hence this Presumption is basod upon tho previous 
Presumption. 

This samo idoa is expounded in detail in tho Text —whoro it is shown 
that the Word by itself cannot be expressive if its relationship with its denota¬ 
tion has not been approhondod. 

1 // it were so expressive, etc. etc.' if the word, whoso relationship to 
the denotation has not been already apprehended, were expressive of its 
moaning,—then ovon a new word,—never hoard before,—could express 
itB meaning ; for instance, words like ' Cow \ etc. in the case of tho in- 
habitants of tho NGrikila-dvipa (the Coconut-Isle) (who are not cognisant of 
such words).—(2234) 

Soys tho Opponent—As regards the argument just set forth, there is 
no dispute at all; hence it is superfluous ; as a matter of fact, there is no 
one who holds that any meaning is expressed by a Word whose connection 
with such meaning has not been already known. But the question is—In 
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what way does this fact of the relationship of the Word being known prove 
its eternality ? 

Tho Mimdmsaka's answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2235). 

“The cognition of such relationship of the Word (to its 
MEANING) COULD NOT BE POSSIBLE IF THE WORD WERE NOT- 

ETERXAL ; BECAUSE, IF THE COGNITION OF THAT RELATIONSHIP 
IS ADMITTED, IT CERTAINLY PROVES THE EXISTENCE OF 

the Word at some other time also.” — [Shloka- 
v&rtika —Eternality of Words, 243-244].— 

(2235) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho relationship between tho Word and what is donotcd by it can bo 
established only when both are presont before tho man and it is only when 
thus mado that it could be cognised at a lator time. All this could not bo 
possible if the Word perished as soon as it was producod. 

This is what is meant by tho words—' It would not be possible if the Word 
were not-eternal ’. 

If thon, it is admittod that tho Word existed at tho timo, then tho idea 
of its having oxistod at other times becomos irresistible; os that would not bo 
incompatible with tho foots. This has boon thus stated—' If it oxiats during 
thot timo, who can destroy it lator on ? (Text 21 39—Shlokavdrtika— 
Etornality of Words, 366). 

It might bo urguod that—It may be that tho Word exists at tho timo 
that the relationship (with its denotation) is sot up; but later on, it would 
parish of itself. 

Tho Mlm&msaka't answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2236). 

" IF THE RELATIONSHIP HAS BEEN RECOGNISED WITH ONE WORD, ANY 
OTHER Word CANNOT BE EXPRESSIVE of that meaning (whose 

RELATIONSHIP HAS BEEN COGNISED WITH ANOTHER WORD). FOR 
EXAMPLE, WHEN THE RELATIONSHIP HAS BEEN RECOGNISED 
WITH THE WORD ‘ COW ’, THAT DOES NOT MAKE THE 

word ‘Horse ’ expressive (of that meaning)”.— 
[Shlolcavartika —Eternality of Words, 

244-245].—(2236) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ With one word' —i.e. with tho Word that existed at the time that the 
Convention was set up fixing its denotation. 
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Tho rest is easily understood.—(2236) 

The following Text anticipates and answers an argument of the 
Opponent:— 

TEXT (2237). 

“ IP IT BE URGED THAT—‘ THAT OTHER WORD ALSO (WH30H DID NOT EXIST 
AT THE TIME OP THE CONVENTION) MAY BE EXPRESSIVE THROUGH 
ITS OWN INHERENT APTITUDE ’,—THEN, IN THAT CASE, IN THE 
ABSENCE OF ANY FIXED RULE, THERE COULD BE NO CER¬ 
TAINTY AS TO WHICH IS THE WORD THAT IS REALLY 
expressive.” — [Shlokavdrtika —Eternauty op 
Words, 245-246].—(2237) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ OUutr Word ’—i.e. if tho Word that exists at the time of its use is hold 
to bo expressive, through its own inhoront aptitude, liko the Word that 
existod at the timo of tho Convention that cannot be right; because in 
tho absonco of a fixod rulo, thoro could bo no certainty as to which Word is 
exprossivo of which moaning.—(2237) 

Says tho Opponont—How do you say that there can be no cortainty, 
whon, as a matter of fact, it is clearly ascortainod that it is by its inhoront 
aptitudo that tho word expresses its meaning ? 

Tho Mlmdmsaka'a answor to this is ns follows :— 


TEXT (2238). 

“If the use of Words be assumed to be based upon actual 

EXPERIENCE AS TO WHICH WORD BRINOS ABOUT THE COGNITION (OP 
A CERTAIN THING),—THIS MAY SERVE THE PURPOSE OF THE 
HEARERS OF TnE WORD ; IT CANNOT DO SO FOR THOSE WHO 

USE THE Word.”— [Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of 
Words, 240-247].—(2238) 

COMMENTARY. 

True ; what has boon assorted would bring about certainty in the minds 
of tho hearers—as to a certain Word boing oxpressive of a particular thing ; 
because they may have a certain cognition arising on the hearing of the 
Word. But this will not bo possible for those who use the Word ; because 
they do not dorivo any cognition of anything from that Word ; as they use 
that Word for the purpose of bringing about the cognition for the hearers 
only. Undor the circumstances, how could there be any certainty in the 
minds of the persons using the Word ?—(2238) 


The fiflmo idea is furthor explained— 
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TEXT (2239). 

“ Without knowing with certainty (what Word expresses what) 

HOW COULD THE USER MAKE UP HIS MINI) AT THE OUTSET AS TO 

which Word he should use ? If, on the other hand, 

HE DOES KNOW IT, THEN IT MUST HAVE BEEN 
KNOWN TO HIM FROM BEFORE.”— [SMoka- 

vdrlika —Etbrnality of Words, 

247-248].—(2239) 

COMMENTARY. 

The first objection applies to tho view that the user doos not definitely 
know (the Word as having a definite moaning). Under tho other view, that 
ho doos know it at the timo of using it,—it nocossarily follows that tho Word 
must have boen known to him from boforo (ns oxprossivo of that moaning) 
which establishes its pormanenco. This is what is moant by tho words 
' //, on the other hand, etc. etc.' —(2239) 

Says tho Opponont—Tho light of the lamp, ovon whon nowly lit, 
illumines tho object; similarly tho Word also would oxpross its meaning 
(whon hoard and used for tho first time). 

The Mimdmealca'8 answer to this is os follows :— 


TEXT (2240). 

“ Light is auxiliary to the Perception ; hence, even when newly 
lit, it illumines things ; [not so the Word].—[If it be uroed 

THAT] IN THE CASE OF THE WORD THE COMPREHENSION OF THE 
MEANING OF A CERTAIN WORD IS DUE TO ITS SIMILARITY TO 
ANOTHER WELL-KNOWN WORD ;— THEN THE ANSWER 
IS THAT SO LONG A8 THE SIMILARITY IS NOT RE¬ 
COGNISED, the Word cannot be expressive 
(of that meaning) [Shkkflvdrtika— 

Eternality of Words, 248-249]. 

—(2240) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Light is auxiliary to the Perception ’i.e. it is an appurtenance of the 
Perception; as a matter of fact, it becomes an auxiliary to Perceptional 
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Cognition, by ombollishing cither the Object or the Sense-organ ; and as such, 
oven when newly lit, it servos the purpose of illumining things. As regards 
the Word, on the other hand, directly it denotes only supersensuous things* 
and as such it cannot bo an auxiliary to Perception. So that there is no 
analogy between the two cases. 

Or (the meaning of the Text may bo as follows)—What is auxiliary to 
Perception illumines things independently of the idea of any connection 
between the two (the illuminator and the illuminated);—e.g. the Eye;— 
Light is auxiliary to Perception ;—hence, even when newly lit, it illumines 
things;—Word, on tho other hand, pertaining, as it doos, to imperceptible 
things, is not auxiliary to Perception.—Hence thoro is a vast difference 
between the two cases (of the Lamp and of the Word). 

Says the Opponent—Even a now Word would express tho moaning 
through its similarity to a previously-known Word. 

Tho answer is—* So long as the similarity, etc. etc. ' —So long os the 
Similarity has not boon actually rocognised, the expressiveness of the Word 
cannot be duo to it; otherwise there would be incongruities.—(2240) . 

Then again, tho recognition of similarity may rest awhile ; as a matter 
of faot, no similarity is possible at allthis is what is explained in the 
following 


TEXTS (2241-2242). 

“ Which particular individual Word would it be, through simi¬ 
larity TO WHICH ANOTHER WORD WOULD BE ASSUMED TO UK 
KXPRKSSTVE ? ALL THESE WORDS WOULD BE EQUAL, IN SO FAR AS 
NO ONE AMONG THEM HA8 ITS CONNECTION (WITH THE MEANING) PRE¬ 
VIOUSLY KNOWN.—IF IT BE HELD THAT—' THE WORD PERCEIVED 
(HEARD) FIRST OF ALL DID ACTUALLY HAVE A MEANING [AND THE 
EXPRESSIVENESS OF THE OTHERS WOULD BE DEPENDENT UPON THEIR 
SIMILARITY TO THAT WORD] —THEN (THE ANSWER IS)—HOW COULD 
IT CONTINUE TO EXIST FOR SUCH A LONG TIME ? As A MATTER OF 
FAOT, A Word is not comprehended as HAVING a MEANING until it 
has BEEN heard twice or thriob.”— [Shlokavartika —Eternality 
of Words, 249-250].—(2241-2242) 

COMMENTARY. 

When one Word has been admitted to be expressive, others could be 
assumed to be expressive on the ground of their similarity to that Word ; 
but this is not possible; because all Words aro equally recognised as not 
connected with a meaning. 
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It might bo argued that— 4 the first Word that was hoard at the time of 
the fixing of the Convention, certainly had a meaning,—and all the rest 
would be similar to this one 

The answer to that is— 4 How could it, etc. etc.' —How could that first 
Word—heard previously—continue to exist during all this time when (ex- 
hypothcei) it must be destroyed as soon as produced. 

It might be asked—Even if tho Word is destroyed as soon ns it is uttered, 
—why cannot it havo a meaning ? 

Tho answer to that is— 4 A word is rot, etc. etc.' —That is, tho con¬ 
nection botwoen the Word and its Denotation is recognised only after 
repeated hoaring of it.—(2241-2242) 


It might bo argued that—on the hoaring of other words of tho same kind, 
that Word in qtiostion would become oxprossive of tho meaning. 

The following Text shows that that is not possiblo:— 


TEXT (2243). 

“For persons who have not heard other Words (like it), the 
Word, at the time, must be meaningless (inexpressive) ; 
that the same Word would become expressive as soon 
as the man has heard other words, would be a 
wonder indeed ! ".—[Shlokavdrtika —Eternality 
of Words, 251-252]—(2243) 

COMMENTARY. 


For those observers who havo not hoard other Words of the same kind,— 
tho Word heard for the first time is not expressive of any mooning ; because 
4 similarity ’ that rosts on divorsity is not there at the time.—That tho samo 
Word, for thoso same observers,—when they havo hoard other Words of tho 
land,—should becomo exprcssivo would indeed bo something extraordinary ! 
How could the two contradictory actions—of expressing and not-expressing — 
belong to one and the samo (Word) ? 

The compound 4 anyashrutindm ' is to be expounded ns 44 those persons 
who have had the 4 Shruti audition, hearing, of 4 anya' —other Words of 
tho same kind ”.—(2243) 


Having thus proved that Words are eternal, on tho ground that other¬ 
wise they could not be oxprossive, the Mimdmsaka now proceeds to prove 
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the same on the ground that otherwise no connection could be set up between 
the Word and its meaning :— 


TEXTS (2244-2245) 

“ NO CONNECTION CAN BE SET UP WITHOUT PRONOUNCING THE WORD ; 

AND WHEN TFIB WORD PERISHES AS SOON AS IT IS PRONOUNCED, IT 

CAN HAVE NO NEED FOR ANY CONNECTION. CONSEQUENTLY, AS 

the Word will have perished and would not have had 

ITS CONNECTION SET UP, THE FIRST WORD MUST BE 
INEXPRESSIVE (meaningless) ; how then could 
THE SUBSEQUENT WORD ALSO, WHICH HAS HAD 
NO CONNECTION SET UP, BE RECOGNISED 
as expressive ? ” — [Shlokavdrtika — 

Eternality of Words, 

256-258).—(2244-2245) 

COMMENTARY. 

First of all there is uttoranco of the Word,—then tho sotting up of its 
connection (with its denotation),—then its actual use, in practice;—such is 
tho way in which Words are doalt with in actual praotico. How could all 
this procoss be gono through if the Word perished immediately on boing 
uttered, and as such how can it bo open to any soquontial operation ? It is 
not only that for what has porishod, no connection can bo sot up ; there 
would not be any use in setting up any such connection ; as it would not bo 
prosont at tho time of usage; and it is only for the purposes of use that 
Conventions (rogarding words and their moanings) aro sot up. 

The words ' Consequently, etc. etc.' sum up tho conclusion ; the com¬ 
pound ‘ asambandhanastatvOl ’ is to bo explained as— 1 bocauso it would be 
asambandha —without its connection set up,—and bocause it would lx* 
naffa —porished—tho first word—that was there at the time of making the 
Convention,—must boinexprossivo 

It might bo said that—‘ the Word appearing at tho time of usoge would 
be expressive 

The answer to that is—' How then could the subsequent Word, etc. etc .'— 
(2244-2245) 

It might be urged that—if tho succossive utterance, etc. of the non¬ 
sequential Word is not possible,—they may be simultaneous. 

The answer to tins, from the Mlmdmsaka, is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2246). 

“ The utterance of the Word, the setting up of its connection 

AND ITS USE,—ALL THIS PROCESS IS, BY ITS VERY NATURE, SUC¬ 
CESSIVE ; HOW COULD ANY ONE PERFORM ALL THIS SIMUL¬ 
TANEOUSLY ? [Shlokavdrtika— Eternality of Words, 
258-259].—(2246) 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) Utterance of tho Word, (2) the setting up of its connection, (3) 
actual usago,—all thoso tlireo acts are, by their vory nature, such os can bo 
done only ono after tho other ; and it is absolutely impossible to do them all 
at the same time. And when there is no simultaneity, thoro can bo no setting 
up of tho Connection. If succession wore waited for, that would moan that 
tho Word continues to exist for somo time (other than the ono at which it is 
produced).—(2240) 

Tho MMmsaka reaffirms his view in tho following 


TEXTS (2247-2248). 

" For those persons who live at different times and plaobs, etc. 

_prior to the hearing of OTnER Words—there cannot bk 

even one such Word as had its connection set up.—Even 
if the idea bf. that the Connection is ‘ asserted ’ (not 
set up or created),—the refutation of that also 
WOULD BE THE SAME ; AS NO SUCH ‘ ASSERTION ’ 

IS POSSIBLE IN REGARD TO WHAT HAS 
PERISHED, OR WHAT IS NON-EXISTENT, OR 
WHAT EXISTS ONLY AT THE PRESENT 

moment — [Shlokavdrtika — 

Eternality of Words, 

260-261].—(2247-2248)] 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho term ‘ adi \ ' etcetera \ includes the states of childhood, youth and 
so forth. 
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‘ Pr i<> r to ’—this has to be construed with ‘ hearing of other Words '. 

‘ Perished, etc. etc .'—‘ what has perished ' —i.e. the past; —‘ what is non- 
ex iste/U ’—the future ; with regard to those two no ‘ assertion of connection » 
can bo mode, because they are non-oxistont at the timo ;—as regards ‘ what 
acists ’—i.e. the present, which is boing uttered,—that also perishes imme¬ 
diately ; how could it continue to exist till the setting up of the Connection ? 
-(2247-2248) 

The same idea is further explained :— 


TEXTS (2249-2251). 

" Which Word would it be which the Speaker would speak op to 
the Hearer, as being expressive op meaning,—when he is 

UNABLE TO UTTER THE WORD THAT HAS BEEN HEARD PREVIOUSLY ? 

—He cannot speak op the Word as expressive. He might 
speak of it as similar ; but, in that case, it would not be possible 
for the Hearer to recognise it as similar to that expressive 
Word ; because he has never heard that original expressive 
Word ; while the new Word that he hears is not expressive. 
And when the man who is a Speaker now becomes the Hearer 
AT A LATER TIME, THE SAME DIFFICULTIES WOULD APPEAR.”— 

[Shlckavdrtika— Etbrnality of Words, 261-264].—(2249-2251) 
COMMENTARY. 

The Spoukor cannot spook of the previously hoard Word, to the Hoaror, 
bocauso it has perished already ; the Word that he does spook to him,—that 
he cannot prove to bo oxprossivo ; because this Word has not yet had any 
connection sot up in regard to itsolf. 

It might bo possible that ho might spook of it os similar to the expressive 
Word.—But that also is not possible.—This is what is oxplainod in the words— 
'But in that case, etc. etc.' —What is desired in this connection is not similarity 
to anything, but similarity to tho expressive Word ; and that is not possible. 
If tho Hoaror had heard any expressivo Word, thon tho similarity could be 
pointed out to him ; as a matter of fact, however, the Hearer has not heard 
the expressive Word at the time that the Convention regarding its mooning 
was set up ; hence what has been suggested is not possible. 

It might be urged that the Word that is boing spoken of to him by tho 
Speaker might bo expressive. 

The answer to that is—‘ The new Word that he hears is not expressive ' ; — 
the Word that is being uttered at the moment is not expressive; because 
no connection has been set up in relation to it; as has been already pointed 
out. 
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‘ W/ten the man who is the Speaker, etc. etc.' —What is meant by this is 
that when the present Spoakor, in his return, becomes the Hearer,—then 
all these difficulties would affect him also,—i.o. all those difficulties just shown 
under Text 2250. 

Thus then, for all Speakers, there can bo no expressive Word at all ;— 
this is the upshot of the whole argumont.—(2249-2251) 

The following Text sums up the MimAmsaka's posit ion 


TEXT (2252). 

“ For all these reasons, the connection between the Word and 

ITS MEANING SHOULD BE ACCEPTED AS ETERNAL ; IT CANNOT BE 
BASED UPON CONVENTION J AS THAT IS NOT POSSIBLE 

IN ANY WAY.”—(2252) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the following Text, the MMmsaka sots forth the view opposed to his 
own— 


TEXT (2253). 

' The requisite capacity does not belong to the Denoter (Word) 
and THE Denoted (meaning), by themselves ; the idea that 
people derive from Words is due to Convention just as 

IN THE CASK OF THE WINKING OF THE EYE.’— [Shbka- 
mrlika — Sambandhakflpapariham, 12].—(2253) 

COMMENTARY. 

As between tho Donotativo Word and the Denoted meaning, there is 
no such capaoity inherent in their vory nature, by virtuo of which one is 
denotative and tho other denoted. 

Question :—How then is any idoa deducod from tho Word ? 

AnswerThe idea that people, etc. etc.'— When tho causal potency of 
something is such that it stands in need of Convention, then that cannot be 
its natural potency or capacity ;—for oxample, somo idea is dorivod from the 
winking oj the Eye ;—the causal potency of the Word in bringing about the 
notion of its meaning is dependent upon Convention ;—hence here we find 
something contrary to a wider term. 

What the Opponent does hero is to refute the objections that huve been 
urged by the Mhndmsaka against the conclusion that ‘ Words are not-oternal ’. 
—(2253) 
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The answer to the above (from tho Mimdmsaka) is ns follows :— 


TEXTS (2264-2255). 

“ Is this Convention made for each individual mortal being ? Or 

FOR EACH UTTERANCE OF THE WORD ? Or ONLY ONCE AT THE 

BEGINNING OF THE WORLD, BY SOME ONE PERSON ?—DOES 
THE CONNECTION ALSO (OF THE WORD WITH ITS DENOTATION) 

DIFFER WITH EACH INDIVIDUAL ? Or IS IT ONE ONLY, 

FOR ALL i —IF IT IS ONE, IT CANNOT BE ARTI¬ 
FICIAL ;—IF IT IS DIFFERENT WITH EACH, 

THERE SHOULD BE 80ME IDEA OF THIS 

. DIFFERENCE.”— [SJUokavdrtika — Sam- 

bandh&kfipaparih&ra, 13-14].— 

(2254-2255) 

COMMENTARY. 

The * Convention ' is in tho form ' this (Word) is the name of this thing 
(object denoted) ’ ;—for tho purpose of comprehension, it could bo sot up 
either (a) for each individual portion,—or (6) for ouch uttoranco and use by 
each portion,—or (c) it would bo sot up aimlessly onto only, at tho beginning 
of tho world—at tho timo of creation—by some one Person—on ordainor, in 
the shape of God.—These three alternatives are possible. 

‘ Docs the Connection also, etc. etc '—The connection also between tho 
Word and its Denotation,—when it is sot up,—would it sometimes differ 
with each living being ? Or would it bo ono only ?—Tills is onothor point 
for consideration. 

If it woro ono only, it would, like tho ' Universal ’, continue to 
remain through all variations of timo and place, and as such it could not bo 
1 artificial ’ ; that is, it would bo eternal. 

If, on tho other hand, it is different with each living being,—having a 
different character for onch person,—thon it would follow that there should 
bo cognition of its difference (and diversity); as divorsity in Cognition is 
always based upon divorsity of what is cognised. As a mattor of fact, in 
tho coso of the words, * Cow ’ and tho rest, even after tho word has boon 
usod hundreds of times, thoro is no cognition of any difference ; as is cloar 
from tho fact that in usage it is always regarded as ono and tho same.— 
(2254-2255) 

Further, if the Connection is different with each person, thon there 
must be cognition of difference, and this would put an end to all use of the 
Word. This is what is shown in tho following :— 

21 
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TEXT (2256). 

“ AS THERE WOULD BE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE IDEAS OF THE SPEAKER 

and the Hearer (in regard to the Connection),—the use of 
the Word would become vitiated ; as the idea of the 
Connection in the Mind of the Speaker would be 

ONE, WHILE THAT IN THE MIND OF THE HEARER WOULD 

be totally different ”,— [Shlolcavartika — Sam- 
bandhaJefepaparihara, 21-22].—(2256) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Difference between the ideas ' —The complete phrase should bo * difference 
betweon the Connection that forms the object of the ideas \—Hence the sense 
comes to bo this :—-The object, tho matter, that figures in the ideas of the 
Speaker and the Hearer,—being different, there could bo no usage busod 
upon tho idea of tho denotation (of the Word) being ono and tho samo. 
Question : —Why so ? 

Answer :—‘ As the connection in the mind, etc. etc.' 

Tho Mltndmsaka now taken up the viow that ‘ tho Convention is made 
for each mortal boing ’ (the first alternative, under Text 2254); and points 
out tho dofoct in it:— 


TEXTS (2257-2263). 

“ For the purpose of setting ur the connection for the benefit 
of the Hearer,—which 'connection ’ could the Speaker have 

RECOURSE TO ?—THE CONNECTION WHICH HE HAS PERCEIVED BEFORE, 
—that HE CANNOT SET UP FOR THE HBARBR ; WHILE THE NEW ONE 
THAT IIE MIGHT SET UP HAS NEVER BEEN ACTUALLY FOUND TO BE 
EXPRESSIVE. IF IT BE ARGUED THAT—' THE SAME ARGU¬ 

MENTS APPLY TO THE JAR AND SUCH THINGS ALSO ’,—THEN THE 
ANSWER IS THAT IT IS NOT SO J BECAUSE IN THE CASE OP THESE WHAT 
IS RECOGNISED IS THE ‘ UNIVERSAL WHOSE EXISTENCE HAS BEEN 
ALREADY ESTABLISHED J—EVEN AS REGARDS THE ‘ INDIVIDUAL ’ 
(Jar), THAT INDIVIDUAL WHICH HAS BEEN PERCEIVED TO BE EFFI¬ 
CIENT CANNOT BE SET UP ; WHILE THAT INDIVIDUAL WHICH MAY BE 
SET UP HAS NOT BEEN FOUND TO BE EFFICIENT IN BRINGING ABOUT 
ITS EFFECT.—Even WITH ALL THIS, HOWEVER, IN THE CASE OF 
UTTERANCES, THE POTENCY OR EFFICIENCY HAS BEEN RECOGNISED 
ON THE BASIS OF THE ‘ CONFIGURATION * (i.E. THE * UNIVERSAL ’). 

—This * Universal ’ can have no beginning ; but your 1 Con¬ 
nection ’ HAS BEGINNING.—If, IN CONNECTION WITH THAT (CONNEO- 
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TION) ALSO, YOU ADMIT OF AN ETERNAL ‘UNIVERSAL* (COM- 
MONALTY),—THEN OUR VIEW OF THE MATTER BECOMES ESTABLISHED. 

But even so, there cannot be a dual form. As a matter of 
fact, THE * Connection ’ is only a kind of Potency ; and of this 
NO DIVERSITY IS PERCEIVED ; IT IS ALWAYS INFERRED FROM 
ITS EFFECTS, AND AS SUCH, IT FOLLOWS THE DIVERSITY IN THE 
EFFECTS.—IN FACT THE POTENCY IS ALWAYS PRESUMED ON THE 
BASIS OF THE FACT OF SOMETHING WELL-KNOWN NOT BEING OTHER¬ 
WISE EXPLICABLE J AND WHEN THIS PURPOSE (OF EXPLAINING) HAS 
BEEN ACCOMPLISHED BY THE PRESUMPTION OF One POTENCY, THERE 
CAN BE NO JUSTIFICATION FOR ASSUMING SEVERAL [Shbkavdrtika 

— Sarnbandhdktfpaparihdra, 22 - 29 J.—( 22 . 57 - 2263 ) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ That he cannot act up for the Hearer ' bocauso it has perished (accord¬ 
ing to the Opponent). 

‘ Ha * never been I™"* 1 to be expressive because it has novor been 
perceived beforo. 

'In the case of the Jar and other things *.—By putting forword this 
incongruity, the Opponents moan to suggost the ' Inconclusive * eliaractor 
of the Mimdmsaka's Reason. What is meant is that what has been urged is 
applicable to the case of the Jar, eto. also ; for instance, the Jar that has 
been actually found to bo effloiout in accomplishing an offoctivo action cannot 
bo made again, bocauso it perished os soon as producod ; while the one that is 
made now has never boon actually found to bo efficient. 

The answer to this is—* It is not so ; because in the case of these, etc . etc.'.— 
‘ It is not so ’ domes the Opponent*# assortion.—Why is it not so ?—Bocauso 
the * Universal ’ has been established. 

This some idea is further olariiiod—‘ Even with regard to the Individual, 
etc. etc.'. —Even though the individual Jar has had its officionoy porcoivod 
in the post in the fetching of water, yot that individual cannot bo mado 
again ; ns it bus come and porished ; whilo the ono that is mode now, its 
capacity for effective uction has not yet boon ascertained.—Even so, the 
capacity for effective action is taken for granted in ull individuals, on the 
basis of the * Universal ’ (Commonalty). 

How so ? 

' This can have no beginning.' —' This ’ stands for the ‘ Universal ’. 
In some places the reading is ‘ na cha tasyddiniatta, etc.' the moaning of which 
ih as follows Of tlie efficiency to bring about effects like water fetching and the 
like, thore is no beginning in time ; because the 4 universal * is always oternal ; 
and it is absolutely non-differont from its substrata (in the sliapo of the 
Individuals); as declared in the words—‘ The Universal has no existence 
apart from the Individual ’. 

Says the Opponent—* The Connection (between Word and Meaning) also 
may bo similarly regarded as eternal, on the basis of the Universal 
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The answer to this is that that cannot be right; this is what is explained 
in the words—' Bui your connection haft beginning '. 

Further, if you admit of tlio eternal ‘ Universal ’ in the earn* of the 
Connection between the Word and its meaning,—in that case it l>ocomos 
ystablishod that there is an entity that is oternal; and this is exactly mu' view. 

It might bo urged that that fact (of otornality) doos not bocomo established 
in connection with the Word, which is the mattor under consideration. 

* The answer to that is—‘ But even so, there cannot be a dual form ' ; —the 
• two forms ’ consisting of the ‘ Connection ’ and the * Universal ’; only one 
form is possible, not the Universal ; bocauso the * Universal’ subsists in 
soveral individuals ; while the * Connection ' is ono only. 

Question: —How do you know that tho Connection is ono only ? 

Answer As a mailer oj fact, the Connection is only a kind of Potency, 
etc. eic.'— The ‘ Connection * is not anything different from tho Potency . 

Question : —What if that is so ? 

Answer :—' And of this no diversity is perceived '.—* Diversity '— 
plurality. 

Question :—Why is it not perceived ? 

Answer It is always inferred from its effects ';—that is, in all cases, 
it can only bo inferred from the effects it produces ; as declared in the words— 
' Potencies of all things can bo provod only by tho fact of their effects no 1 
being otherwise explicable*.—It is for this reason that tho Potency only follow H 
tho diversity of its offocts ; that is, whon it givos rise to any notion Of 
diversity regarding itself, it is only in accordance with tho diversity of its 
offocts ; that is to say, on tho ground that thoro can be no idea of diversity in 
tho Potency unions thoro is diversity in it* offocU*.—In tho case in question, 
there is no diversity in the offoot. Because tho offoot (in tho case of tho 
Words) consists only in tho bringing about of tho particular cognition ; and 
this cognition could bo based either upon tho Word or upon tho Object (donotod 
by it). Thoro is no diversity in tho former; because the Word is always 
recognised us tho samo. Nor cun there bo diversity in tho cognition based 
upon the Objoot; because oven when the word ‘ Cow * has boon uttered 
hundreds of times, tho cognition produced is never of any other kind (save 
that of tho Cow). 

Tho upshot of tho whole is statod in the words—* In fact, the Potency, etc. 
etc.' —It is booauso the cognition of tho meaning (denotation of the objoot, 
is not otherwise oxplicablo that tho Potency of the ‘ Denoted and Denoter ’ 
is presumed ; and as this purpose is accomplished by a single Potency, tho 
assumption of sovoral Potencies is absolutely useless. 

Nor can the diversity of the Potency be inferred on tho basis of tho 
fact of denotation not being othorwise explicable; all that this fact 
can indicato is mere Potency (not its diversity). —(2267-2263) 


Tho following texts proceed to show that for tho following reason also 
the notion of the Connection being made cannot be right, and consequently, 
the Connection must be oternal:— 
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TEXTS (2264-2205). 

“ At the time that the Connection is asserted, if the word ‘ Cow * 
is uttered, some people, being cognisant of the Connection, 
comprehend the meaning,—while others do not do so. Con¬ 
sequently, IF, AT ANY TIME, THE CONNECTION WERE NON-EXISTENT, 
NO ONE WOULD COMPREHEND ITS MEANING.—IT MAY BE ARGUED 
THAT—‘ IF THE CONNECTION WERE THERE, ALL MEN WOULD COM¬ 
PREHEND IT —But THAT IS NOT POSSIBLE ; BECAUSE (EVEN THOUGH 
THERE) THE CONNECTION MAY NOT BE KNOWN TO CERTAIN PERSONS.” 

— [Shlokavdrlika — Sambandh&kfepaparihdra , 30-31].— (2264-2265) 
COMMENTARY. 

When somo ono nays ‘ Tin’s Cow should not bo touohed with the foot \ 
somo people, having been cognisant of the Connection of Denoted and Denoler 
between the word and the particular animal, oomprohend the object, through 
that Connection ; while others who are not cognisant of the Connection com- 
prohond only the verbal form, not its meaning. Such boing tho caso, if the 
Connection woro not n roal entity, then nil mon, experienced in usage, would 
bo unable to eomprohond tho meaning. Because the samo thing cannot 
lmvo tho two mutually contradictory characters of boing existent and non- 
existent. From this it follows that tho Connootion must be there permanently. 

Says tho Opponont—‘ If tho Connootion is always there, thon how is it 
that nil mon do not havo tho comprehension of tho moaning at all times t' 
Tho Mimdmsaka anticipates this objection and supplies tho detailed 
answer to it, in tho words—' IJ the Connection were there, etc. etc.'. —' That 
is not possible, etc.' sots aside tho objection. 

Why so ? 

‘ Because the Connection may not be known to certain persons' —(2204-2266) 

Says tho Opponont-—* Even if tho Connection is not known (to somo 
porsons), why should it not bring about its own effects ? Evon though 
hidden in tho holes of tho Threshing Yard, tho seed does not relinquish its 
own function of producing tho sprout'. 

Tho Mimdmsaka's answer to this is ns follows :— 

TEXT (2266). 

“ The Connection is only an indicator ; nRNCE (for its functioning) 

IT STANDS IN NEED OF BEING COGNISED ITSELF; IT IS FOR THIS REASON 
THAT, THOUGH PRESENT, IT DOES NOT DO TnE indicating UNTIL 

it is itself cognised.”— [Shlokavdrtika — Sambandhd- 
lc$e.paj>arihdra, 32].—(2266) 

COMMENTARY. 

The nature of the Indicator is different from that of the Producer; the 
Word, like tho Smoke, is only an Indicator, not u producer, like the seed. 
Hence tho objection raised is not applicable.—(2266) 
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Says the Opponent—It is not possible for the same thing to have the 
two contradictory characters of being existent and being non-existent • 
similarly it cannot be right for the snmo thing to be both known and not 
known. If there is no incompatibility between these two, why should there 
bo incompat ibility between existence and non-existence ? 

The Mitndmsaka'a answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2207-2209). 

“ It is often found that though a certain thing exists, it is 
not known ; but it is never found by any person that what is 
absolutely non-existent is existent ; because existence, and non. 
existence, beino mutually contradictory, cannot belong to thf. 

SAMK THING. THERE IS NO SUCn CONTRADICTION BETWEEN being 

known AND being not known ; because knowledge subsists in the 
cognisant person ; and as personalities vary, there is no 
incompatibility ; HENCE the absence of knowledge, as residing 
IN ONE PERSON, DOES NOT BECOME EXOLUDED (BY THE presence of 
knowledge, in another VRRSOU).—[Shlokmrfrlika—Sambandhti- 
kgepaparihdra, 33-35].—(2207-2209) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is incompatible for two mutually contradictory proport ice to rosido 
in the same thing,—not when thoy rosido in different, things. As regards 
being knoum and being not known, —these reside in different, persons; hence 
there can be no incongruity in this. The somo cannot, bo said of existence 
and non-existence, which have been held (by tho Opponont) to reside in the 
samo thing (the Connection). Such, in briof, is tho sense of tho argument.— 
(2267-2209) 

Says the Opponont—In the enso of tho two characters of being known 
and being not-known ,—these two also imply tho mutually contradictory 
characters of existence and non-existence as residing in tho same substratum 
fit being tho Object that has the characters of being knoum and being not- 
known, evon though tho hunvledge resides in tho men]; hence tho said incon¬ 
gruity *vitiat08 this view also. Becauso the cognition and non-cognition of 
things are invariably concomitant with thoir existence and non-existence ; 
because they aro based upon these; if it is not so, then it behoves you to 
explain why when two persons are standing upon equally suitable places, 
ono sees the thing while the other docs not. 

In anticipation of this argumont, tho Mimamsaka says ;— 
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TEXT (2270). 

“ The white object standing before persons some of whom are 

BLIND AND THE OTHERS ARE NOT,—THE OBJECT IS NOT SEEN BY THOSE 
WHO ARE BLIND, WHILE IT IS SEEN BY TIIOSE WHO ARE NOT J 
BUT THIS DOES NOT MAKE THE OBJECT existent AND non¬ 
existent . ’ ’— [Shlokavdrtika—Sambandhd kfepaparihara , 

37].—(2270) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho Colour present before two persons—of whom one is blind and the 
other not so,—is actually seen only by one whose vision is perfect, and 
not by tho other ; and even for these men, this fact does not make tho Colour 
existent (for tho one) and non-existent (for tho other).—The same would 
bo tho case with tho Connection also.—(2270) 

In order to moot, the question as to what is the cause of this,—tho 
Mimumsaka offers tho following explanation :— 


TEXT (2271). 

“ There is no incompatibility in this case, because there is 

DIVERSITY IN THE CAPACITY AND INCAPACITY OF MEN. IN THE 

CASE IN QUESTION (OF WORDS) ALSO, THERE IS NO CAUSE OF 
THE PERCEPTION (OF THE MEANING), OTHER THAN THE 

Con wet ion. *' — [Shlokavdrtika—Sambandhd - 
kftpaparih&ra, 38],—(2271) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows Mere existence is not tho cause of a thing 
being porcoived ; tho cause of it lios in the capacity of tho porooiving man; 
it is for this reason that oven when tho thing is existent, its non-percoption 
by some ono who is dovoid of the capacity to perceive it. does not involve 
any incongruity ; hence * non-cognition ’ cannot be said to be invariably 
concomitant with non-existence. 

Says tho Opponent—If that is so, then, even when the Connection (of 
the Word and its meaning) is not there, tho cognition or non-cognition of 
the moaning by men would be determined by the presence and absence of 
the capacity in the men ; so that it all stands on the same footing. 

The answer to this is—* There is no cause, etc. etc .'.—That is, the cogni¬ 
tion of the meaning always follows from the cognition of tho Connection.— 
4 Other ’ goes with ‘ cause \ . 

‘ Of the perception ’—i.o. of tho apprehension of the meaning of the 

‘ Darshanasya '—the Genitive is to be construed- with 4 hituh ’. 
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In ' Sambandhat ’, tho Ablativo is to b© construed with ‘ any ah ’. 

‘ In Ihe case in question i.e. in tho matter of the usage relating to 
Words and their meanings. 

Other people take the first half of the text itself as providing the reason 
demanded by the Opponent, and explain the torm ‘ Sambandhat', as 'apart 
from tho capacities of men ’; and ‘ alra' os standing for the ‘ whita object ‘ 
spoken of above.—(2271) 

In tho following Text, tho Mimdnt sa ka‘ up the argument as hearing 

upon tho matter under discussion :— 


TEXT (2272). 

" Thus then, the ‘ knowledge of usage ’ stands on the same footing 

AS TnK SENSE-ORGANS ; SO THAT THOSE WHO HAVE THE SAID KNOW- 

LEDOE APPREHEND THE MEANING, WHILE OTHERS, NOT HAVING 
THE SAID KNOWLEDGE, DO NOT APPREHEND IT.-^JUST 
AS TnR BLIND MAN (BEING DEVOID OF TnE VISUAL 
ORGAN, DOES NOT APPREHEND COLOUR)."— 

[Shlokavdrtika — Samhandhdkfc.paparihdra , 39]. 

—(2272) 

COMMENTARY. 

The torm ‘ vyavahura ’, ' usage *, hero stands for tho Connection between 
the word and its meaning, in tho sonso that it is on tho basin of this that words 
nro used—' m/avahriyati attmfil ’;—tho ‘ Knowledge ’ of thin Connection, 
stands on tho namo footing as tho sonso-organs; for instance, thoso alone 
who have tho sonso-organ porcoivo tho objoct,—whilo thoso who have not 
do not porcoivo it ovon though tho objoct is thoro ; similarly, thoso who havo 
tho knowlodgo of tho Connection comprehend tho meaning from tho Word, 
while thoso who do not havo that knowlodgo do not comprehend it, even 
though tho Connection is thoro ro really thoro is perfect analogy between 
tho two casoe.—(2272) 

[Undor tho view that tho Connection of tho Word with its meaning was 
'croatod, sot up at a cortain timo, by a certain person 1 it has to bo explained, 
who tho Porson was who croatod tho Connection and to whom he com¬ 
municated it.—It cannot bo right to say that tho man loams it by himself; 
as tho same might bo said regarding othors also.—If it was communicated to 
tho prosent man by some one else,—then it should have boon communicated 
.to that man also by some ono olso,—then, in that case, there being no begin¬ 
ning, tho Connection must bo rogordod as eternal. 

This is shown by the Mxmdmsaka in tho following:— 
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TEXT (2273). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, FOR ALL FERSONS IGNORANT (OF THE CONNECTION), 

the Connection becomes known through long-continued 

TRADITION,—AND THERE HAS BEEN NO BEGINNING OF 

the Connection."—(2273) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho argument may be formulated an follows :—The Connection between 
tho Word and its meaning must be regarded ns preceded by tho usago of 
elderly pooplo,—bocauso it is a Connection .—like Connections of the present 
time,—tho Connection undor dispute is also a Connection ; hence this is n 
Reason based upon tho nature of things.—(2273) 


Having thus established the conclusion that it is not possiblo for tho 
Convention to bo sot up with regard to each mortal boing (tho first alternative 
suggested in Text 2254),—tho Minuhnaaka proceeds to reject tho other 
alternative (suggested thoro) that it is set up in roforonco to cnoh utterance. 

TEXTS (2274-2277). 

“ Convention in regard to each utterance cannot be made by 
usage.—At the time of the beginning of the Creation, there 
could not bio any such action ; AND NO 8UOH TIME is admitted 
by us." — [Shlokavdrlika — SambandhdkfepapariMra, 42]. — The 

VIEW HELD BY US IS THAT THE WORLD WAS NEVER OTHERWISE 
THAN WHAT IT IS NOW.—As FOR THE ‘ UNIVERSAL DISSOLUTION ’, 
IT CANNOT BE KNOWN THAT THERE CAN BE ANY SUCH IN REALITY. 

In fact ‘Dissolution’ may be a name for the Night only, 
when there is cessation of aU activity ; the Day in that case would 
be ‘ Creation because all sorts of activity proceed at that 
time. Or ‘ Dissolution ' may be there in the form of the 
Destruction of particular countries or Destruction of particular 
families.—There is no evidence for any such Dissolution as 
consists in the destruction of all things."—(2274-2277) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ By usage '—i.o. through tho setting up of usngo ; what is meant is that, 
otherwise, thoro could bo no setting up of tho usage prior to the setting up 
of the Connection. 

It has been asserted that tho Connection could have been sot up either 
at tho beginning of Creation or it might bo set up in tho present. This is 
rebutted by tho words—' At the time, etc. etc.:—' Such lime ’—i.o. the time 
of tho dissolution of tho world, when thoro would bo no connection between 
words and meanings. 
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‘ Otherwise than what it is' ;—i.o. in the* state of the utter annihilation of 
all things ;—as there is no evidence for this. 

Question :—How then do people speak of the * Dissolution ’ ? 

AnswerAs for Universal Dissolution, etc. etc .'‘ cannot be known '— 
by people :—‘ in reality' what is meant, is that an assumed destruction of all 
things may not be denied. 

These assumptions aro exemplified—* Dissolution may be the name for 
Night only '. 

Question : —Why is not the real ‘ Dissolution ’ admitted ? 

Answer :—* There is no evidence, etc. etc .'—(2274-2277) 

Granting that there is real ' Dissolution ’;—evon so, as at that time, 
there would bo no crontivo Person, in tho shapo of God, who has not entirely 
lost hia memory, intuition and other faculties,—no setting up of the Connection 
would be possible. 

This is shown in tho following :— 


TEXT (2278). 

“As A MATTER OF FACT THERE CAN UK NO ETERNAL CREATOR AND 
Destroyer, in the shape of God or any such Being, who, 

NOT HAVING LOST HIS MEMORY, COULD SET UP THE 
Connection.”—(2278) 


COMMENTARY. 

' There can be, etc. etc ,'—Boonuso tho possibility of any such Being 1ms 
boon repudiated in dotoil.—(2278) 


In the following texts, the Mimdmsaka anticipates the objections of the 
Opponent— 


TEXT (2279). 

“ [Says the Opponent]—* [Even though the Letters may be eternal] 
THE ARRANGEMENT (ORDER) OF THE LETTERS CANNOT BE ETERNAL ;— 
CONSEQUENTLY WHAT IS expressive CANNOT BE ETERNAL. 
Because what is regarded as expressive, is the Word ; 

AND THE IDEA OF THE WORD IS DEPENDENT UPON 
THE SAID ORDER (OF LETTERS) — [Shlokavdrtika — 

Eternality of Words, 278].—(2279) 


COMMENTARY. 

The Word is hold (by the Mxmdmsaka) to consist of the definite arrange¬ 
ment of the Lettors,—not of any such single entity as the ‘ Spho(ft * [which, 
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according to the Grammarian, is what, in the case of every Word, is really 
the entity representing the whole Word, which expresses the meaning];— 
and as the arrangement or order of the Letters is always dependent upon the 
whim of man (the Speaker), it cannot be eternal; and in this way the Letters 
also must he regarded as non-eternal; because the ‘ arrangement ’ is not 
anything different from the Letters. 

How so ? 

‘ Because what is regarded as expressive, etc. etc.' —It is the Word, con¬ 
sisting of the Letters, that is regardod to bo expressive ; because the idea of 
‘ Word ’ is duo to the particular arrangement of the Letters, not to any such 
other entity ns the ‘ Sphofa ’;—and the arrangement is duo to human agency. 
—(2279) 

The same idea is further explained— 


TEXTS (2280-2281). 

“ (The Opponent continues]—' As, according to you, Tint Letters 

ARE ALL-PERVADING, ANY PARTICULAR ARRANGEMENT CANNOT BE 

INHERENT IN THEMSELVES ; BECAUSE THE ARRANGEMENT IS THE 
PRODUCT OF ARTICULATION WHICH IS NOT-ETERNAL,—IT 
MUST, ON THAT ACCOUNT, BE NON-ETERNAL.—FURTHER, 

TnE SAID ARRANGEMENT MUST BE DEPENDENT 
UPON THE WHIM OF THE SPEAKER, AS IT OWES 
ITS APPEARANCE TO HIS DESIRE TO SPEAK. 

Thus the eternality of the Letters 
WOULD BE USELESS FOR YOU \”— 

[Shlokavdrlikn —Eternality 

of Words, 279-280]. 

-(2280-2281) 

COMMENTARY. 

According to you— Mimdmsakas— Lettors are all-pervading; hence 
there can bo no ordor or arrangement among them, in relation to space ; nor 
can it be in relation to time, bocauso they arc eternal ; hence it could be 
there only as due to the articulation that manifests them ;—and as this 
articulation is not eternal, what is due to it must also be non-otemal. 

Tho argument may be formulated os follows:—‘ What is due to some¬ 
thing non-otemal must be non-otornal,—o.g. the Jar;—the ordor of tho 
Lettors is due to something non-eternal; henco this is a ronson based upon the 
nature of things.’ 
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Then again, what comes about through the man’s ‘ desire to sponk ’ 
must bo treated by the intelligent ns of human origin ,—like the shaking of 
the hands, the winking of the Eye and so forth;—and tho Order of the 
Letters (in a word) comes about by the desire of man ;—bonce this is a Reason 
based upon the nature of things.—(2280-2281) 

It might bo urged that—tho Letters themselves, without any order, 
as tlioy becomo heard by tho Ear, would express the meaning. 

The Opponent’s answer to this is ns follows :— 


TEXTS (2282-2283). 

“ ‘ Words, without some order, have never been known to be 

EXPRESSIVE ; HENCE IT IS THE ORDER (OR ARRANGEMENT) WHICH 

SHOULD HE REGARDED AS THE Word, FOR THOSE PEOPLE 
ALONE, ACCORDING TO WHOM THE Word IS SOMETHING DIF¬ 
FERENT from the Letters, and devoid or any order 

OF SEQUENCE (OR ARRANGEMENT), CAN THE ASSUMP¬ 
TION OP THE ETERNAUTY OF WORDS HAVE 
any use [Shfokavdrtika— Etkr- 

nality of Words, 282-283]. — 

(2282-2283) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho Lettors themselves, without any order, havo never boon found 
to l>o expressive of meanings; hence a definite ordor or arrangement of 
Letter* has got to be admitted. Under tho circumstance*, it is tho order 
that comos to bo tho Word, and also expressive, —for you, 2ttm&maaktu; 
and all this character cannot belong to the letters thomsolvo*. 

This Order, howovor, is soraothing non-eternal; henco what i* expres¬ 
sive must also bo non-otornnl; honco the assumption of tho otornality of 
Words is absolutely futile. Because what is desired by you is to prove tho 
otornality of only that Word which is expressive, —not of any other ; honco 
tho proofs that you ndduco in support of tho Letters only nro of no use in 
tho matter undor consideration ; because tho moro Lotters are not expres¬ 
sive ;—then as regards what is exjtressive, i.e. the ordor or arrangement 
of tho Lettors,—it is not rogardod os otornnl; hence all your effort is futile. 

Thcroaro some people,—o.g. the Grammarians,—who regard tho Sphofa, 
which is on impnrtite entity as a whole, apart from the Lotters, to bo 
expressive ;—for those peoplo alono tho assumption of the otornality of 
tho Word can havo any use; bocauso tho said entity ‘ Spofa ’ is eternal.— 
(2282-2283) 


To tho above arguments of tho Opponent, tho Mimuinsaka offers tho 
following reply :— 
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TEXT (2284). 

" The contingency of the order or arrangement being regarded as 
THE Word DOES NOT arise for us. Becausk thk order or arrange¬ 
ment AS SUBSISTING IN ANYTHING ELSE HAS NEVER BEEN 
FOUND TO BE ILLUMINATIVE (EXPRESSIVE).”— [Shloka- 

vartiko — Etkrnality of Words, 284].—(2284) 
COMMENTARY. 

* Order ' consists in a certain sequential arrangement; any Much arrange¬ 
ment cannot become expressive,—under our view; becmiKO it would not be 
universally true.—Thin in shown by the words—* Jiccausc, etc. etc .'—* Sub¬ 
sisting in anyUUng else \— o.g. thut subsisting in goms, pearls and ho forth. 
—(2284) 

Further, it in not only the order subsisting in the Letters that in held to 
bo expressive.—Why T—The roan on is explained in the following:— 


TEXT (2285). 

“ As a matter of pact, the Order or Arrangement is only a pro¬ 
perty of the Letters ; it is not regarded to be a distinct 

ENTITY BY ITSELF. TlIE IDEA, IN FACT, IS THAT WHAT ARE 
expressive ARK the Letters as cognised in the said Order ."— 
[Shlokavdrtika —Etkrnality of Letters, 280-287], 

—(2285) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Not a distinct entity ’—i.o., na expressive independently by itself. 
Otherwise, there would bo roal difference between the Property and tho Objoct 
to whiuh it belongs,—which difference is not dosirnblo. 

Question: —What is it fchon that is oxprossivo ? 

Answer :—‘ The idea in fact, etc. etc .'—* Illham ’, in a particular ordor. 

What is meant is as follows:—It is not merely the Order that is oxpressi vo; 
—nor tho Ordor as subsisting in tho Letters ;—nor merely tho Letters ; what 
are oxprossivo aro the Letters as arranged in a certain order; honce in 
tho matter of expression, tho Ordor is not tho principal factor; bocauso tho 
Letters are cognised as having tho Order; lionco tho Ordor occupies only a secon¬ 
dary position ; and it is tho Lottors that aro reoognisod ns the tiling possessing 
that Ordor as thoir proporty. This is what is moant by the Text. —(2286) 

Two arguments have boon urged (by tho Opponent, under Text 2280) 
to tho effect—(1) that tho Letters uro tho products of Articulation, and (2) 
that they aro dopondont upon tho whim of tho Speaker.—It is pointed out 
by the Mimdmsaka in the following texts that both these Reasons are 
‘ inadmissible *:— 
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TEXTS (2286-2287). 

“ AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE ORDER OF SEQUENCE IS NOT A PRODUCT ; 
BECAUSE IT IS ALWAYS ACCEPTED AS AN ALREADY ESTABLISHED 
ENTITY ; THE SPEAKER DOES NOT ADOPT ANY ORDER INDEPENDENTLY 
BY HIS OWN CHOICE ; IN FACT, HE ALWAYS DESIRES TO UTTER THE 
WORD IN THE SAME FORM IN WHICH IT HAS BEEN UTTERED BY OTHERS 
IN THE PAST J AND OTHER PERSONS COMING LATER ALSO UTTER IT 
IN THAT SAME FORM THUS IT IS THAT THIS ALSO IS WITHOUT 
BEGINNING,—LIKE THE CONNECTION (OF THE MEANING)."— [Shloka- 

vdrtika —Eternality of Words, 287-289].—(2286-2287) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ Because it ia always, clc. ctc.'—i.a. tho Speokor adopts tho already 
existing order. 

This iH further clarified—' The Speaker does not, clc. etc.'. 

Like the Connection, tho Order also in without beginning.—(2286-2287) 

Tho argument is summed up by tho MhnOmtaka in tho following:— 


TEXT (2288). 

" Thus then, even though the Order is not something unchangeable 
(and eternal in that sense), yet it is eternal, in usage. And we 

HAVE TO MAKE AN EFFORT TO REFUTE THE IDEA OF MEN BEING 

independent (in their choice of the Order of Letters 
USED)."— [Shlokavdriilca— Eternality of Words, 
289-290].—(2288) 

COMMENTARY. 

• tf a h •—tho Genitive ending is duo to tho verbal affix found in 
' pralifcdhyd 

Tho ohjoction that has boon urged in therefore not applicable. 

ThuH though tho Order is not eternal in tho sons© of being unchangeable, 
like the Hill,—yet it* eternality has to be accepted on the basis of tho usage 
of experienced porsons. 

What this means is that the Order is etornal for all practical purposos,— 
and not unchangeably eternal, like the Hills.—(2288) 

Question :—If that is so in the case of tho Order, why is not tho 
• otornality ’ of the Letters also regarded as being for practical purposes 
only ? 

Answer :— 
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TEXTS (2289-2290). 

“ In the case of the Letters however, such eternality would 

NOT BE POSSIBLE IF THEY WERE NOT REALLY UNCHANGEABLE ; IT IS 
ONLY WHEN THE LETTERS THEMSELVES ARE ETERNAL THAT THEIR 
Order CAN APPEAR THROUGH USAGE ; JUST IN THE SAME MANNER AS 
THE Jar AND OTHER TIIINUS ARE MADE ONLY WHEN THE ETERNAL 

Atoms are there ; in the absence of these, the making of 

THESE THINGS WOULD HAVE NO BASIS AT ALL, AND NONE SUCH IS 

EVER perceived.”— [Shlokavdrtilca— Eternality of Words, 
* 290-292].—(2289-2290) 


COMMENTARY. 

Liko the Ordor, the Letters also could not bo rogordod as otornol in usage, 
though not unchangeably eternal, and fcho phenomena of the comprehension 
of the meanings of words oxplainod on that bonis. 

Question : —Why can it not bo so explained ? 

Answer:—‘It is only when the Letters, etc. etc.'— If the J-otters wore 
unchangeably eternal,— in that cane, the usago would bo possible tlirough 
tradition among pooplo and thonco the appearance of the Order ; i.o. the 
Ordor would ucquiro its existence ; as for example, the making of the Jar, 
otc. proceeds from the Atoms ns their basis. 

In some places, tho reading is * kramudayah' (for ‘ kramodayah '); 
in which case tho ‘ adi ' would include their * Connection \ ‘ Recognition ’ 
and so forth. 

Question Why cannot tho making (and appooranoe, of Jar, otc. and 
Order) be possible without the otornality of tho Lotters and the Atoms ? ’ 

Answer In the absence of these, etc. etc * in the absonco of those * 
stands for ‘ if both, tho Lotters and the Atoms, woro not unchaixgcably eternal \ 

Says tho Opponent—Just os tho Atoms are tho constituent causo of tho 
Jar and othor things,—so of tho Lotters also, there would be subtlor constituent 
parts; as has boon doclarod (by Grammarians) that—* Of Lotters thoro arc 
constituent parte, of which tho Letters themselves are only the fourth stage ’. 
Under the circumstances, how is it that Letters aro described as unchangeably 
eternal ? 

Answer: —-This does not affect our cose. It has been explained in 
course of tho Refutation of Sphofa (Shlakav&rtika), that Lotters hove no 
constituent parts.—(2280-2290) 

Further, if Lotters were not eternal, in tho souse of being unchangeable, 

_then, in the mind of every user of words, tho idea could not be there that 

* I am uttering only those words that have been used by others ’ ; and yet as 
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a matter of foot, this idea is there; hence it follows that this could not bo 
possible if tho Otters wore not eternal. 

This is what is explained in tho following:— 


TEXT (2201). 

“Thb idea in the mind of every Speaker is always that * I am 

UTTERING WORDS THAT HAVE BEEN USED BY OTHER PERSONS ’ *. 

THIS IN ITSELF MAKES THEM ETERNAL ; AND THERE IS NOTHING 
FOR YOU THAT WOULD BE INDICATIVE (OF A CONTRARY 

conclusion).’’— [Shlolcavdrtilca —Eternality of 
Words, 204].—(2201) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says tho Opponent—If tho Order of the Letters, Oa and the rest, ir 
not eternal in reality, —nor are tho articulations manifesting thorn, nor those 
Conjunctions and Disjunctions of the Palate, otc.,—tlion one cannot bring 
about these prompters of tho articulations fas they are past and gone imme¬ 
diately on coming]; and the now ones that one does bring about have never 
before boon found to bo suoh prompters under tho circumstances, how can 
tho Loiters, manifested in a certain order, become tho means of comprehending 
tho mooning T—(2201) 

In view of all those arguments, tho Mim&msaka says:— 


TEXT (2292). 

"Just as in the cask of the Jar and such things, their use is 
characterised (and indicated) by the ‘ Universal ’so in the 
same manner, the Order or Arrangement (of the Letters) 
would become characterised and indicated through 
the ‘ Universal ’."—[Shlokavdrlika —Etern ality of 
Words, 295].—(2292) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as in the caso of tho Jar, otc:., evon though they are non-oternal, 
yot fchoir use is indicated by tho ' Universal \—so, in tho same way, even 
though the particular arrangement of the Letters may be non-eternal, 
their uso could be determined and explained.—(2292) 
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How the use could be determined and indicated is next explained :— 


TEXTS (2293-2294). 

41 Scoh Universal?* as the ‘ Palate etc. are always present (in 
their Universal or common form) in all men ; and it is through 
THESE THAT THE SPEAKER EMITS THE Articulations \—AND THERE 
ARE DISTINCT UNIVBRSALS OF THESE (ARTICULATIONS) ALSO, WHICH 
SERVE TO BRING ABOUT THE MANIFESTATION OF THE SOUNDS, AND 
THERE ARE AS MANY OF THESE AS THERE ARE LETTERS J—OR IT IS 
THE PARTICULAR INDIVIDUALS (ARTICULATIONS) THEMSELVES AS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE SAID UNIVBRSALS THAT BRING ABOUT THE 
MANIFESTATION OF THE PARTICULAR LETTER-SOUNDS.”— [SMoka- 

vdrtika —Eternality of Words, 296-297].—(2293-2294) 
COMMENTARY. 

Such Universals as ‘ the Palate' and otlior spocch-contros subsist in 
the individual Palates of all mon; and oh such are presont in all men;— 
it in through those Universal* that the Sponkor determines those speech- 
centres, and thon emits— exhales—through them the Articulations in tho 
shape of tho manifestivo air-currents ; this is in accordance with tho maxim 
that ‘ thore can bo no idoa of the Qualified until there is cognition of tho 
Qualification 

Though these Articulations an* evanescent,—yet liko tho Universal 
4 Cow ’ and tho like, there aro as many 4 Universal* ’ as thore aro Lottors ; 
and those same Universal*, associated with tho Individuals, become mani- 
fostators of tho Letter-Sounds. 

Or, tho individual Articulations themselves, associated with tho Univer¬ 
sale, proceed to manifest tho Sounds in consonance with the Letters. This 
is an alternative view.—(2203-2294) 

Says the Opponent—Though there are distinct Universal of tho Articula¬ 
tions, yet, even when these Articulations are marked by those Universal, 
they cannot bring about the particular order in which tho Letters are mani - 
fested,—unless the Order is there. Because ovon though, through their 
respective Universals, they aro distinct from one another, yet there can be 
no Order inherent in thomsolvos ; because they ore impartite things. Under 
the circumstances, how can there be any idea of the Order among Letters, 
brought about by tho Order in their monifester ? 

The Mimamsaka'8 answer to this is as follows:— 

22 
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TEXT (2295). 

“ The Order of Sequence among the Articulations would be due 

TO THE ORDER AMONG THE CONJUNCTIONS AND DISJUNCTIONS OF 

the Palate, etc. ; and the eternality of both would be 
DUE TO their respective XJmvRRSALS."—[Shlokavdrtika— 

Eternality of Words, 298],—(2295) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though there is no Order among tho Articulations by themselves, yet 
the Ordor among them is brought about by the Conjunctions and Disjunctions. 

The eternality of both,—Lo. (1) of tho Order of tho Conjunctions and 
Disjunctions with tho Palate, etc., and (2) of the Order of the Articulations,— 
is duo to tho Universal* subsisting in them rospoctivolj'. 

Thus everything is all right.—(2295) 

Question :—Whon the Ordor is non-eternal by itself, how can its eternality 
l*o indicated by the Universal, by virtue of which it would form part of 
Usage ? 

Answer :— 


TEXT (2200). 

“ Just as in the case of Moving About and other Actions, there is 
an Order of Sequence, through the * Universal * subsisting 

IN TUB VARIOUS FACTORS IN THE ACTION,—SO A SIMILAR ORDER 
of Sequence may be there among the Palate, etc., 
the Articulation and the Letter, through their 
respective Universals.''— [ Shlokavdrlika — 

Eternality of Words, 299].—(2290) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just os in the case of the particular Actions of Moving About and the 
like,—* and tho like ’ including Ant-linos, otc.—tho prosonce of tho Ordor of 
Sequonco becomes a part of usage, tlirough the ‘ Universal etc. subsisting 
in tho various factors,—hero also ‘ etcetera ' inoludes the Universal* in the 
Ant-linos, etc.,—so, in the samo manner, tho prosonce of the Order of 
Sequence among the Palate, the Articulations and the Lottors is adopted in 
use, as indicated by tho Universal* sulwisting in the Palate, otc. 

Tho compound * tdlv&didhvanivarnabhuk ' is to be expounded as ‘ talvudi 
' Palate, etc.’—‘ dhvanayah ’, 4 Articulations ’,—and 4 varndh \ 4 Lottcrs ’ 
[a copulative compound] — 4 that which bears this' is 4 tdlvd .. . blidk ’. Thus 
what is meant is that—(o) the Order of the Conjunctions and Disjunctions of 
tho Palate, indicated by its own 4 Universal ’. is the cause of the exhalation of 
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the Articulation,—(2) the Order of the Articulations, due to the Order of 
the Conjunctions and Disjunctions of the Palate, etc., indicated by its own 
‘ Universal \ becomes the cause of the Order in the manifestation of the Letters ; 
and this Inst becomes the cause of the comprehension of the meaning. 

In somo places, tho reading is ‘ bhdguh' ; under which the meaning 
would bo as follows :—Just as the parts of tho Actions of Moving About and 
tho like, which appear in a certain Order of Sequence, become tho basis of 
usage, when they are marked by a ‘ Universal' or by somo other property,— 
similarly tho Order of Sequence in the Palate, etc. becomes part of tho usage. 

Somo people road * Kramunusmrtirlxxim syilt' (in place * KramGnuvfUi- 
rSvam syiit '); which would be construed ns follows :—Just os tho parts of 
tho Actions of Moving About, etc. are remem!>ered ns marked by the Universal, 
etc.,—similarly in tho case of tho Palate, otc. also there would bo romembranee 
of the Ordor, as marked by tho Universal, otc.—(2290) 

Or, tho Ordor of tho Articulations may not bo duo to tho Order of the 
Conjunctions and Disjunctions of the Palate, etc.,—it may be duo to tho 
Articulations thomselvcs, becauso they are made up of component parts.— 
This is tho view put forward in tho following:— 


TEXT (2297). 

*• Ok, the individuals (Articulations) themselves, beino extremely 
SUBTLE IN THEIR NATURE,—THERE IS COGNITION OF THE PRO¬ 
PERTIES of the * Universal ’; and it is through this that 
T nERK IS COGNITION OF ORDER AMONG THE LETTERS, EVEN 
THOUGH THESE ARK ALL-PERVADING.”— [Shlokavdr- 

tika —Eternality of Words, 300].—(2297) 
COMMENTARY. 

' Individuals ' —stands for tho particular Articulations. Tho parts— 
components—of tho Articulations—which appear in a certain order,—are 
extremely subtle ; hence there can be no usage through them ; consequently 
tho properties of the Universal—such as etemalily and tho rest—become 
rocognisod—definitely known—as the enusos of tho manifestation of the 
Word-Sound. 

Question : —What if that is so ? 

AnswerIt is through this, etc. etc.'—Even though the Letters are 
all-pervading, yet they appear as if in an Order of Sequonco, on account of 
tho Order of the Articulations which always appear in a certain order.—(2297) 


The following text sums up the discussion :— 
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TEXT (2298). 

“ Thus it is that the Letters, following up the properties of 
the Articulation which appear there as eternal, become 
expressive of diverse meanings.”— [Shlokavdrtika 
—Eternalitv of Words, 301].—(2298) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Properties of the Articulation such as sequential Order, greater or 
less intensity, limitation in space and so forth. 

‘ Which appear there as eternal ’.—through tho Universal. 

' Following up *—in accordance with.—(2298) 


Thus, it has boon explained in detail that, if on account of their boing 
eternal and all-pervading, Letters cannot have any Order, etc. by thomselvos, 
—evoo so, all this Ordor, etc., roally belonging to the manifesting Articulations, 
becomo attributed to tho Letters and thereby becomo contributories to tho 
comprehension of tho meaning of (the Word).—Now tho Mim&msaka proceeds 
to sot forth another view, under which tho said distinctions of Ordor, otc. 
roally bolong to Time, of which tho Articulations are only tho qualifying 
adjuncts; and these boing porceived in tho Lottcrs, bocomo contributories 
to tho comprehension of tho meaning.— 


TEXT (2299). 

“ The Order ok the Letters, as also the Shortness, Length and 
Prolongation,—all these are only distinctions or divisions 
of Time ; and they come to be recognised as conditioned 
(or affected) by the Articulations.”— [Shlokavdrtika— 
Eternality of Words, 302].—(2299) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho compound ' dhvanyupSdhayah ’ is to be expounded as—' Tho dis¬ 
tinctions of Time whioh have the manifesting Articulations for their 
qualification —(2299) 

Says the Opponent—People who have postulated Time havo rogarded 
it as one, all-pervading and oternal; as has been declared in the following 
words:—‘ Some people regard Time as a substance which is one, eternal and 
all-pervading,—and something quite apart from the operation of modifiable 
substances’;—under the circumstances, how can there be any * distinctions ’ 
(or divisions) of Time ? 

The Mimdmsaka's answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2300-2301). 

“ Time is one, all-pervading and eternal,—and yet it is known 

TO BE ‘ DIVIDED ’ ALSO, AMONG ALL THINGS ;-^TUST LIKE LETTERS ', 
AND IT BECOMES MANIFESTED BY CERTAIN THINGS IN CERTAIN 
CASES ;—WHEN IT IS MANIFESTED IN CONNECTION WITH 

Letters, it becomes contributory to the act of 
expressing (or denoting) ; and as it exists 
elsewhere also, its form is regarded as 
eternal.”— [Shlokavartika —Eternality 
of Words, 303-304].—(2300-2301) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Divided also ’tho term ‘ also ’ goes with all that has gone boforo—it in 
one also, eternal also, all-pervading also ; though it has boon misplaced in 
the Text. 

Question: —In what way is it 4 divided ’ ? 

AnswerAmong all things, like Letters ’.—What is meant is as 
follows:—Though tho Lottor, Oa for instance, is ono only and oternal, yot when 
it comos to bo manifostod by a particular Articulation at a particular placo> 
then it is known as dividod through the divisions of plnco, oto. ; similarly 
Time also ; though it pervades ovor all things, yot whon it comes to bo mani¬ 
fested by a certain action in rogard to n certain object, it becomes known 
as ‘dividod' or 'distinct'; and when it is manifested in connection with 
letters, it becomes contributory to the act of expressing. 

Question If Timo is so 4 dividod ', how is it regarded as oternal and 
all-porvading ? 

Answer :— 4 As it exists, etc. etc.'—' Elsewhere '—i.e. in Croopers, Loaves 
of treos and so forthbecause it oxists in those also, its eternality and all- 
pervasiveness become rocognised and established.— 4 Eternality’ alono is 
mentioned in the Text, by way of illustration.—(2300-2301) 


TEXT (2302). 

44 From all this it follows that there is no such property in 
Words as is perishable ; consequently it becomes es¬ 
tablished THAT THE WORD IS ETERNAL, FOR THOSE WHO 
UPHOLD THE ETERNALITY OF LETTERS.’’— [Shlokavdrliht 

—Eternality of Words, 305].—(2302) 

COMMENTARY. 

• From dll this, etc. etc .'—This sums up the Mim&msaka’s own view. 

4 Such property ’—as Order, etc.—(2302) 
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Says the Opponent—If the Order then is a property of Time, or of the 
manifesting Articulation,—and does not really belong to Letters,—then 
how does it become contributory to the expressing of the meaning ? Certainly 
the property of one thing cannot belong to the other. 

The Mimdmaaka's answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2303). 

“ AS MATTER OF FACT, A PROPERTY BELONGING TO ONE THING DOES BECOME 
AUXILIARY TO ANOTHER THING,—AS HAS BEEN POINTED OUT IN 

THE CASE OF THE SPEED OF THE HOltSE.—AS REGARDS 1 KTER- 
NALITY IN THE CASE OF ALL THINGS, THE ONLY PROOF OF 

it consists in Presumption."— [Shlokavdrtika— 
Etkrnality of Words, 306].—(2303) 

COMMENTARY. 

' As has been pointed out '—in such nssortions as ' People going in a boat, 
etc. etc.’ where the ‘ boat' is meant to stand for all kinds of conveyance. 

* Like the Speed of the Horae, etc.' —For example, when pooplo are riding 
a horse, the speed of tho horse is contributory to tho man’s reaching a distant 
place, and also tho man’s notion that tho troos on tho roadside are moving. 
Similarly tho Order, though belonging to tho Articulation, becomos contri¬ 
butory to the Letters bringing about tho comprehension of tho meaning. 

Having thus shown in dotail that tho assertion of tho non-etemality of 
Words is annulled by Prosumption, tho Mlm&msaka sums up his portion in 
tho words—* As reyards etemality, etc. etc.' —Tho term 1 tasmdl ’ ns introducing 
t ho summing up is to be regardod ns understood hero. 

* In the case of all things ’—Wlmt. is meant is that it is not tho etemality 
of Letters only that is provod by tho foot that tho expression of mooning by 
tho Letters cannot be otherwise explained,—but tho etemality of tho Palate, 
etc. and also of the Articulations. This has boon declared in tho Bhdfya 
(Shobaro. 1. 1. 18, Trans., p. 37) in tho following words:—‘If tho Word 
ceased to exist as soon ns uttered, thon no ono could spook of anything to 
others; and in that case, tho Word could not bo uttered for tho benefit of 
another. On the other hand, if tho Word does not coase to exist, thon it is 
only right that on hearing tho Word several times, thero is comprehen¬ 
sion of its meaning ’.—(2303) 


The Mimdmsaka proceeds to point out that in denying tho oternality of 
Words, the Opponent goes against (a) his own words, ( b ) against his own 
doctrine, (c) against scriptures, and (d) against common experience :— 
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TEXTS (2304-2305). 

“ In seeking to prove the non-etkrnality of WORDS, THE OTHER 

PARTY INCURS THE ODIUM OF CONTRADICTING HIS OWN WORDS. 
ETC. ; AS A MATTER OF FACT, EVERY PROPOSITION IS ASSERTED ONLY 
FOR THE PURPOSE OF BRINGING ABOUT THE COMPREHENSION OF 
WHAT ONE DESIRES TO PROVE ; AND IT HAS BEEN EXPLAINED THAT 
THE NON-ETERNAL WORD CANNOT EXPRESS ITS OWN MEANING. 

Consequently, as your own assertion expresses its meaning, 

IT FOLLOWS THAT IT MUST BE ETERNAL ; AND THUS THERE IS REJEC¬ 
TION OF THE DESTRUCTIBILITY (NON-ETERNALITY, OF THE WORD).”— 

| Sklokav&rlika —Eternality of Words, 313-314].—(2304-2305) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Hie own words, clc .'—‘ Eto.’ in meant to include the contradiction of his 
own accepted doctrine*. 

* It ha $ been explained ’—Under the Text—* A Word is not expressive if 
its connection with tho moaning is not known (See Text 2234.) 

• Consequently, it Jollowa, etc. etc .'—Tho ' eternality ’ follows from—is 
proved by—tho comprehension of the meaning. That is, tho eternality 
is proved by tho fact of tho ' comprehension of meaning ’ being otherwise 
inexplicable.—(2301-2805) 


Tho following Texts point, out that tho Opponent’s assertion implies the 
rejection of his own uccoptod doctrino :— 


TEXTS (2300). 

“ Having admitted the capacity of words to express their 

MEANING, IF THE OPPONENT PROCEEDS TO ESTABLISH HIS CASE, 

HE CLEARLY SETS ASIDE THE ‘ NON-ETERNALITY * (OF WORDS), 
by HIS OWN accepted DOCTRINE — [Shlokavdrtika — 
Eternality of Words, 315].—(2306) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Mimdmsaka shows that the Opponent’s Proposition goes against 
all scriptures— 
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TEXT (2307). 

“ For all parties, the perishability (non-eternality, of Words) 

BECOMES ANNULLED BY ‘ SCRIPTURE ’ (VERBAL AUTHORITY), THROUGH 

THE POTENCIES OF WORDS IN THE BRINGING ABOUT OF THE COGNI¬ 
TION OF THEIR MEANINGS,—WHICH POTENCIES FORM THE 
BASIS OF EACH AND EVERY SCRIPTURE [SMofa- 

vdrtika —Eternality of Words, 310J. 

—(2307) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound ' arthapratili, etc. etc.' is to bo expounded as—‘ those 
potencies—of words—that are evinced in the bringing about of the cognition 
of their own meanings.'—-The senso is that thoso servo to set aside tho Proposi¬ 
tion asserted by tho Opponent.—(2307) 

Tho Mim&msaka next points out that the Opponent's Proposition is 
annulled by common experience— 

TEXTS (2308-2309). 

"In the manner shown before, the Opponent’s Proposition is 
annulled by common experience, also.—There is annulment by 

Inference also, for reasons stated befoke.—[S hlokavdrtiJca 
—Eternality of Words, 317].—Annulment by Percep¬ 
tion ALSO HAS BEEN POINTED OUT BEFORE—ON THE 
GROUND OF THE OM-neSS OF WORD-SOUND BRING 
DEFINITELY PROVED BY RECOGNITION 
BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE AUDITORY 

Organ ”.-(2308-2309) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ In the manner shown above ’,—in the preceding text. But it should 
bo read as follows—' For all parties tho porishability of words becomes 
annulled by tho potoncios of words to bring about the comprehension of 
their meanings,—which potencies are definitely recognised by all men—and 
also by common experience ’. 

The words * There is annulment by Inforonco, etc. etc.’ servo to remind 
the reader of what lias boon said before regarding the Buddhist’s Proposition 
being opposed to Inference, etc. The ‘ reasons stated before ’ have been of 
several kinds—thoso detailed in the Texts 2121 cf scq. 

' Has been pointed out before ’—under Text 2117.—(2308-2309) 

Tho Mimdmsalca proceeds to point out the defects in the ‘ Subject ’ 
(Minor Term) and in the ‘ Reasons ’ (Probans) of the Reasoning put forward 
(by the Opponent)— 
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TEXTS (2310-2312). 

“ It has to be explained what the ‘ Shabda ‘ Word-Socnd is 

WHICH IS BEING PROVED TO BE PERISHABLE.—(a) Is IT THE ‘ AGGRE¬ 
GATE of the Three Attributes * ?—Or (6) something atomic ? 

—OR (c) ‘ A QAULITY OF Akdshd ’ ?— OR (d) SOMETHING IN THE FORM 
OF MERE Sound, AS APART FROM THE LETTERS ? Or (e) SOMETHING 
IN THE FORM OF AlR*, NOT EXPRESSIVE (OF MEANINGS)? OR (/) 
* Sphoja ' IN THE FORM OF WORDS AND SENTENCES ? OR (?) MERE 
‘ SIMILARITY ' ? OR (&) THE * EXCLUSION OF OTHERS * ?—ALL THESE 
MAY BE NON-ETERNAL ; ACCORDING TO US e.ttmalily DOES NOT BELONG 
to these.—Hence your Reasoning is open to the defects of 

(1) HAVING a * SUBJECT ’ WHOSE EXACT NATURE IS NOT KNOWN 
OR ADMITTED, AND (2) HAVING A ‘ PROBANS ’ WHICH HAS NO SUB¬ 
STRATUM (or BASIS)”.— [Shlokavartika—ETRRKAIATY OF Words. 
318-321].—(2310-2312) 


COMMENTARY. 


Th© Texts actu forth the sovoral views that have boon hold by various 
philosophers regarding the exact nature of ‘ Shabda ’ * Word-sound (m the 
present context). 

(a) According to the Sdmkhyas, ' Shabda ' is hold to be something con¬ 
sisting of tho • Three Attributes • of Harmony, Energy and Inertia.—(6) 
According to tho Digambara (Jainas), it is somothing atomic ' pudgala ' 
is Atom i what pertains to the pudgala, is paudgala, ‘ atomio 1 ; i.o. consisting 
of tho Atom.—(c) Tho followers of Kandda hold it to bo a 1 quality of Akdtha • 
—(d) According to tho common people, it is somothing of tho nature of more 
Sound, as apart from the Letters ; as has bocn declared in Patafyali'i BhOna— 
* Or, Shabda among men is known as sound whose meaning is woll known . 

(o) According to the author of tho Shikjd, it is of tho nature of Air, not 
oxprossive; as declared by them ‘The Air becomes tho Shabda ’.—(/)The 
Grammarians hold Shabda to consist of the Word-sphofa and Scntcnce-sphofa ; 
ns has boon said by them—' Tho sounds sow tho seed in the Buddht, along 


• Text 2311 presents what may bo regarded as a * literary ouriosity Here 
wo havo a quotation from tho Shlokdvartika— Chapter on ShabdanityOtd, SUoha 310. 
KamalashOa says, this represents the view of tho Shik# that * the Shabda cons.s* 
of Air and is inexpressive'; the reading in tho quotation being • vdyurupomavd- 
chakam Tho reading in the Shlokavdrtika itself, however, is ‘vdyurupo rlhavd- 
chakah', which makes the Shabda, • arlhavOchaka', expressive of moaning. Tho 
N ydyaratndkara says this is the view of the or tbs other 

TaUvasarxgraha and its Commentary on tho one hand, and Shlokavdrtika and its 
Commentary on the other, must bo wrong; both cannot bo right, as representing 
the view of tho Shikfd. P&nini’s Shiktf does not help to solve the riddle,-On 
the face of it, the reading adopted in the Taitvasangraha appears to bo wrong; as 
the subject-matter of the whole discussion is the expressive S/iabda, not that which 
is inexpressive. 
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with the last articulation, and when this seed has developed by repetition, 
the Shabda becomes cognisod \— (g) According to Vindhyavdsin, Shdbda 
consists in ‘ similarity ’.—(A) According to the Bauddhas what expresses the 
meaning consists in the ‘ exclusion of others ’, called ‘ Apoha of others 

If what the Buddhist seeks to prove is the ‘ non-otornality ’ of those 
eight lands of 1 Shabda ’-HM postulated by the Sdnkhya and others,—then 
the ‘ Subject ’ becomes open to the defect of being futile, which is expressed 
in its own form ; ns such ‘ Subjoct ’ has been rejected by us. Nor do the 
Mimumsakas wish to prove the oternality of such Shabda ns these. 

Further, any such ‘ subject ’ as Shabda in the particular forms of the 
Three-Attribute entity' and the rest is not admitted or known, so far os 
we aro concerned; hence tho * subject ’ bocomos open to tho charge of having 
its exact nature unknown. Tho Probans or Reason also, on that same 
account, becomes one whose substratum (in tho shape of tho Subject or 
Minor Term) is not admitted or known ; and any such ‘ subject ’ is not admitted 
at all.—(2310-2312) 

TEXTS (2313-2314). 

" tF THEN, YOUR ‘ SUBJECT ’ OR ' MINOR TlCRM ’ CONSISTS OF THE Shabda 
AS POSTULATED BY US, THEN, BOTH THBSB FALLACIES BECOME 
APPLICABLE TO YOU (WHO DO NOT ADMIT OF ANY SUCH Shabda AS 
HELD BY US).—Iff MERE Shabda (IN GENERAL, WITHOUT ANY QUALI¬ 
FICATION) WERE ASSERTED AS THE * SUBJECT ’ OK YOUR REASONING, 
THEN, IT WOULD mean that for you, the Universal ‘ Shabda ’ 
ITSELF IS NON-ETERNAL J AND SUCH A VIEW WOULD BE CONTRARY 
TO THE VIEW ACCEPTED BY ALL MEN THAT THE Universal IS ALWAYS 
ETERNAL; IN ONE FORM OR THE OTHER, THE* UNIVERSAL ’ IS 
REGARDED BY EVERY ONE AS ETERNAL [Shlokavdrlika— EtBR- 

nality OF Words, 321-323].—(2313-2314) 

COMMENTARY. 

We, Mimdmsakas, hold that ‘ Shabda ’ consist** only in tho Letters ' Ua • 
and tho rost, it is not anything apart from these and if this is tho Shabda 
which the Buddhist and others make the ' Subjoct ’ of their Proposition, 
thon both these fallacies —tho Proposition having tho oxoot nature of its Subjoct 
unknown and tho Reason having no basis—would befall thorn. 

If mere * Shabda' u'crc asserted—i.o. as the subjoct of tho Proposition,— 
then for you tho universal 4 Shabda ’ would itself be non-eternal tho 
phrase 4 bo non-eternal ’ is to bo supplied. Because the epithet 4 mere ’ 
means tho exclusion of all particular features, what olso—apart from tho 
Universal —could it bo that would bo ' mere Shabda' 1 Thus by implication 
your proposition would bo declaring tho non-etornality of tho Universal 
4 Shabda»itself. 

4 Be it so, what thon ? * 

That cannot be right; os 4 such a view would be contrary, etc. etc. ’—for 
instance, the Buddhists themselves, who postulate the Exclusion, 4 Apoha, 
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of others have declared that ‘ it is the Universal that stands ’. So that the 
view now put forth would involve the contradiction of what has been admitted 
by them. 

This is what is shown in the words— 1 In one form or the other, etc. etc. ’— 
J n whatever form the ‘ Universal ’ has been postulated by philosophers, in 
accordance with their respective doctrines, it is held, by all parties, to be 
eternal. If it were not so, then, like the Individuals, each Universal, appear¬ 
ing after the other, would become intormingled; and the very character 
of the * Universal ’ would become lost.—(2313-2314) 

Having finis pointed out the defects in the ‘Subject’ through the 
various alternative views regarding the nature of tho thing itself ( Shabda ) 
the Mimdtnsaka now proceeds to point out tho same, through the various 
alternative views regarding the exact nature of tho Probandum (non- 
eternality ):— 

TEXTS (2315-2316). 

•• then again, if by * non-etkrnality ’ you mean proneness to absolute 
destruction, then, so far as wb are ooncf.rned, the ‘ Subject ’ 
COMES TO BE ONE whosk qualifioation is not admitted.— If WHAT 
is MEANT is some sort of character which makes Shabda liable 

TO BEING CALLED ' NON-ETERNAL ’,—THEN SUCH ‘ NON -ETBRN AL1T Y 
WOULD BE ONE THAT IS ADMITTED BY U8 ALSO,—IN TnR SENSE 
THAT FROM THE ‘ UNMANIFESTED STATE ’ IT COMES INTO THE 
4 MANIFESTED STATE ’ [ShlokavfirtilcO— KTERNALITY OF WORDS, 

326-327].—(2315-2310) 


COMMENTARY. 

If by ‘ non-eternality * you mean that the Word-Sound in liable to 
absolute destruction, leaving no trace behind,—then, so far as we, Mimdm- 
sakas, ore concerned, tho qualification would lx> 4 inadmissible ’, and this would 
vitiate your premiss. Because for the Minulmsakas, a « for tho SUnJchywi, 
there is no such thing ns 'absolute destruction’; because oven when the 
Jar disappears, it continues to exist in the form of a Potency; in tho case 
of things like the Lamp also, the view is that (when it is blown out) its 
subtle particles become scattered in all directions. 

If however what you mean to prove is that—the Word-sound is somehow 
capable of being called 4 non-eternal’,—then the argument is open to the 
charge of being 4 futile ’; because even when Word-sounds are eternal, it is 
admitted by us also that they may be called 4 non eternal ’ in tho sense of 
going from the 4 ^manifested state’ to the 4 manifested state and t’.ce- 
versa. —(2315-2310) 

So far the Proposition (of the Buddhist) that ‘Word is non-eternal’ 
has been criticised in detail. The Mimumsaka now proceeds to cr.tic.se 
his Reason— 4 Because it is perceptible by the Senses ’ :— 
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TEXT (2317). 

“ If the Reason that is put forward is only amenability to the 
sense-organs, —then it is clearly recognised as fallacious, in 

view of the Universal which has been established — 
[Shlokavartika —Eternality of Words, 343-344].— 

(2317) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Only amenability to the sense-organs ’,— without any such qualification 
as ‘ being a product ’ and ho forth. 

If tho Reason (Probans) is put forward in this unqualified form, then it 
bocomos ‘fallacious’, 'Inconclusive\ in view of the ‘Universal’ which 
has beon established boforo; because no ‘ negative concomitance ’ would 
bo available (to confirm the Premiss).—(2317) 

The following might be urgedEven though, by reason of tho other 
party (Vaishesilca) admitting tho Universal, tho negative concomitanco is 
not available,—yot as tho Bauddha, who is tho main opponent of tho Mitndm- 
saka, doos not admit tho Universal, tho said nogativo concomitanco would 
bo quite available; how then can tho Probans bo said to bo Inconclusive ? 

Tho itflmANMta'i answer to this is os follows:— 

TEXT (2318). 

“Just as the Reason ceases to be a True Reason if it does not 
reside in the ‘ Subject ’, according to the other party,— 

so also, if it is devoid of affirmative and negative Con- 
comitanoe [Shlokavdrtika— Eternality of Words, 

344-345].—(2318) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho principle is that ‘ that Probans alone is able to prove or disprove 
which is admitted by both parties' ; hence, that Probans which is not 
admitted by any ono of the two parties to reside in tho ' Subject ’ becomes 
' fallacious ’; in the same manner, it becomes fallacious, if either party 
doos not admit its affirmative and negative concomitanco (with the 
Probandum). 

Tho construction is * anvayavyatirikayoh asiddhayoh \ * if tho affirmative 
and negative concomitance are not admitted ’.—(2318) 

Question : —If that Probans alone can prove or disprove which is admitted 
by both parties,—then, how is it that you yourself have urged the ‘ incon- 
clusivoness ’ of a Reason, against the Buddhist, on the basis of the ‘ Universal ’ 
(which is not admitted by him) ? 

Ansv>er :— 
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TEXT (2319). 

“ In the case cited, it may be that the ‘ Universal ’ is not admitted 
BY THE PARTY ADDUCING THE PROBANS ; EVEN SO, THE PROBANS 
REMAINS INVALID, SO LONG AS THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ HAS NOT BEEN 

rejected”— [Shlokavdrtika— Etf.ru auty OF Words, 
345-346].—(2319) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though, by the Buddhist and others who have put forward the 
l'robans in question, the ' Universal ’ is not admitted as something wherein the 
contrary of the Probandum is present,—yet, ns a matter of fact, the oxistonco 
of the Universal cannot be denied. The sense is that, even under the circum¬ 
stances, the Probans is ono whose concomitance with the contrary of the 
Probandum is suspected (and honce invalid).—(2319) 

The Mlmdmsaka puts forward another objection against tho Probans 
and tho Probandum,—through another alternative— 


TEXTS (2320-2321). 

“ In regard to amenability to the senses and the rest (that have been 

CITED BY THE OPPONENT), IT HAS TO BE CLEARLY ASCERTAINED 
WHAT IT REALLY IS \ (a) IS IT THE SAME AS THE INDIVIDUAL (THINGS 
IN WHICH IT SUBSISTS) ? OR (6) IS IT SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM 
THEM ?—[AND IF IT IS DIFFERENT FROM THE INDIVIDUALS]— (c) 
IS IT DISTINCT WITH EACH INDIVIDUAL ? OR (d), ONE AND THE SAME 
with all ?—Under all these, according as the alternative 

THAT MAY BE ACCEPTED BY THE OTHER PARTY, THE REASON WOULD 
BE SUBJECT (RESPECTIVELY) TO THE FALLACIES OF (a) BEINO ‘ TOO 
SPECIFIC ’, ( b) BEINO ‘ INADMISSIBLE ’, (c) AND ' HAVING THE 

Corroborative Instance devoid of the Probandum [Shloka- 
vdrtika —Eternality of Words, 346-348].—(2320-2321) 

COMMENTARY. 

• And the rest ’—includes non-etemality. 

An examination is to bo made as to the exact nature of tho said ‘ amen¬ 
ability to the senses ’: (a) Is it tho same os the Individuals T (the individual 
things in which it subsists) ?—Or ( b) is it something different from them ?— 
and, if it is different from them, it has to be examined whether these difforent 
amenabilities are (c) different with each individual object ? or ( d ) ono and the 
same with all ? 

(a) If the ' amenability to sense ’ is the same as tho individuals, the 
Probans is ‘ too specific ’; as there can be no ‘ negation ’ of individual; and 
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liko its own form, ono Individual, would not be present in another Individual 
[so that there could be no concomitance, negative or positivo, of itj. 

(6) and (c) If it is different from the Individuals,—as such difference is not 
admitted by the Mimdmsaka, whether it be different or the same in regard 
to each individual, it would, in either case, bo * Inadmissible 

It is for this reason that the defect in the fourth alternative (rf)—whereby 
tho ‘ amenability * is different from the Individuals, but the same in all—Ims 
not boon soparatoly mentioned. Because there would be room for it only 
if tho difference were admitted. 

In rogard to ‘ non-oternality ’ (which is another Reason put forward 
by tho Opponent, against tho expressiveness of words),—if it is different 
from tho Individuals, the Corroborative Instance would bo dovoid of the 
Probandum.—If, on the other hand, it is nou-difforent from them, tho 
Instance would bo certainly dovoid of the Probandum ; because one Individual 
can novor bo prosont in another Individual.—(2320-2321) 

Noxt tho MimOmeaha proceeds to point out the ' Inconclusive ’ character 
of another Probans oited by tho Opponent—' Bocauso it is invariably con¬ 
comitant with effort':— 


TEXTS (2322-2324). 

“ 1 BEING PERCEIVED AS FOLLOWING FROM EFFORT ’ HAS KEEN' 
ADDUCED AS A REASON FOR THE WORD BEING A PRODUCT AND NON¬ 
ETERNAL. This is ‘ Inconclusive ’, in view of certain things 
that are nol-momcntanj such as the three things: (1) Con¬ 
scious Destruction, (2) Unconscious Destruction, and (3) 
AkAsha : (1) When the destruction of things is brought 
about intentionally, it is regarded as ‘ Conscious Destruc¬ 
tion ’;—(2) when destruction is not brought about inten- 

TIONALLY, IT IS ‘ UNCONSCIOUS DESTRUCTION ’ BOTH THESE, BEING 
' IMPERISHABLE ’, HAVE BEEN REGARDED (BY THE Bouddlld) AS 

* uncaused * also.”—[See Shlohavdrtika —Eternality of Words, 
22-23]—(2322-2324) 


COMMENTARY. 

What ia meant by ' Pray at nd na ntanyat m ’ is tho character of being 
perceived as following after an effort .—And as this character is present in 
cases where the Probandum is absent, the said chnraoter, adducod as tho 
Probans, for proving that Words are products and non-etcmal, is ' Inconclu¬ 
sive \ For instance, the Buddhists postulate (1) ‘Conscious Destruction’, 
(2) ‘ Unconscious Destruction and (3) ‘ Akdsha ’ ns three entities which 
are unmodifiable and not-momentary, i.e. eternal. And yet, tho Probans in 
question (‘ being porceivcd as following after effort ’) is found in these also. 

This is what is pointed out by tho words—‘ when the destruction, etc. etc.' 
—that destruction of things like the Jar which is brought about intentionally, 
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is called ‘ Conscious Destruction»; while that which is not intentional, is 
‘ Unconscious Destruction»; such is the scheme of the Buddhists. 

‘ Tisam ’—of things like the Jar. 

' Tau cJia '—*•©• the Conscious and Unconscious Destructions. 

‘ Uncaused also *;—‘ also ’ includes ‘ non-otornal ’.—(2322-2324) 

How those two Destructions are ‘uncaused* and ‘eternal* and how 
they subsist in tho Probans,—is pointed out in the following Texts,—from 
the point of viow of tho Opponent (Dawldha) 


TEXTS (2325-2328). 

“ They declare that 1 Destruction ’ is brought about by itself, 
and is without, cause... when Fuel comes into contact with 
Fire, there proceeds a series of fiery kmhicus.— Destruction is 
natural, and inherent in everything that is born ; IT is 

SUBTLE, AND MERGED IN a HOMOGENEOUS * SERIES IT IS NOT PER¬ 
CEIVED ; WHEN HOWEVER A PECULIAR CAUSE OPERATES UPON THE 
HOMOGENEOUS ‘ SXRTES THEN, THROUGH A PECULIAR EFFECT, THE 

Destruction becomes manifested in its gross form. Thus, 

THAT SAME CAUSE FROM WHICH THE HETEROGENEOUS ' SERIES ’ 
HAH BEEN PRODUCED, ALSO SERVES TO MANIFEST THE DESTRUCTION, 
THOUGH THIS DESTRUCTION IS NOT PRODUCED BY THAT 

cause.”— [Vide Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of Words, 24-29].— 
(2326-2328) 

COMMENTARY. 

* They ’ —Buddhists. 

Says tho Opponont—A h a matter of fact, wo find the wood being burnt 
by fire, and tho Jar smashed by the bludgeon ; whoro thoro aro causes of 
DoHtruotion ; how then can Destruction bo without cause T 

Answer :— 4 When fuel comes into contact, etc. etc. ’—In this ense what the 
Fire is tho cause of is not Destruction, but the fiery embers,—as is ascertained 
through poHitivo and nogativo concomitanco ; specially as Destruction oxists 
by its vory naturo. 

Question : —If Destruction is something that exists by its vory nature,— 
bow is it that it is not precoived thoro prior to the contact of such causes 
ns the Fire and tho like ? 

Answer :—‘ It is subtle ’—Being deceived by tho appearance of the several 
similar factors in tho * homogeneous series ’, people fail to perceive tho 
Dostruction in its subtle form ; in fact by tho perception of the homogeneous 
series, they are led to imagine that tho object is ‘ undcstroyed ’. 

‘ Peculiar cause ’—in the shape of the Bludgoon. 

‘ Peculiar effect ’—in the shape of the Potsherds. 

It is under these conditions that the grossness of the Destruction becomes 
manifested. 

‘ Thus, etc. etc. ’—sums up the argument. 
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‘ Heterogeneous series ’,—of a different character. 

‘ Hlloh ’ is to be conducted with ‘ yatah 4 Tina ’—by that same 
cause,—which has been referred to by the pronoun in 'yatah'— is the 
Destruction manifested.—Such is the construction with the preceding 
clause.—(2326-2328) 

In the following Text, the Mlmdmsaka points out that the Probans in 
question is present in the contrary of the Probandum :— 

TEXT (2329). 

« Thus as this Destruction, perceived after the effort involved 

IN THE STROKE OF THE BLUDGEON, IS FOUND TO BE uncaused,— 

your Probans becomes * false ‘ Inconclusive \ ” 

— [Shlokavdrtika— Kternality of Words, 

29-30].—(2329) 

COMMENTARY. 

' This ’—the two kinds of Destruction. 

The compound * Prayatnd, etc.' stands for 1 invariably concomitant 
with effort involved in the stroko of the Bludgeon ’.—(2329) 

It was assorted (undor Text 2322) that the Probans is shown to bo 
4 Inconclusive' in view of three faotors. Inconclusiveness due to two faotors 
has boon shown,—in the shape of the two kinds of Destruction ; that duo to 
tho third footer of ‘ Akdsha ' is next pointed out :— 

TEXTS (2330-2331). 

Akdsha also, being eternal,—when surrounded by earth and by 

WATER,—BECOMES MANIFESTED (RENDERED PERCEPTIBLE) BY THE 

REMOVAL OF these by means OF digging and pumping out ; SO 
THAT HERE ALSO THERE IS AFPRBnBN8ION OF Akdsha FOLLOW¬ 
ING AFTER AN EFFORT \ CONSEQUENTLY THE PROBANS 
URGED IN CONNECTION WITH WORD BECOMES * IN¬ 
CONCLUSIVE ’. "—{Shlokavartika —Eternality 

of Words, 30-32].—(2330-2331) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 By the removal of these ’—The removal of the Earth by digging with tho 
spade, ete. 

4 Tatra ’—in regard to tho Word-sound. 

4 Darshanam' —i.e. apprehension following from effort.—(2330-2331) 

Having thus pointed out the dofects in the Probans (of the Opponent), 
the Mitndmsaka proceeds to point out those in the Corroborativo Instance 
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TEXTS (2332-2334). 

“ The exact nature of the (Opponent’s) Corroborative Instance 

AMO HAS GOT TO BE EXAMINED If IT IS MEANT TO BE TAKEN IN 
ITS DIRECT DENOTATION (i.B. THE UNIVERSAL), THEN, IT IS DEVOID 
OF THE PROBANDUM.—IF IT IS TAKEN IN THE INDIRECT DENOTA¬ 
TION, AS INDICATING THE INDIVIDUAL,—THEN THE QUESTION ARISES 
AS TO ITS BEING THE SAME AS, OR DIFFERENT FROM, THE UNIVERSAL. 
IF IT IS DIFFERENT (FROM THK UNIVERSAL), THEN THE * OBJECT ’ 
BECOMES ONE THAT CANNOT BE ADMITTED BY US ; WHILE IF IT IS 
NOT DIFFERENT (FROM THE UNIVERSAL), THEN THE OBJECT IS ONE 
THAT CANNOT BE ADMITTED BY OTHERS.—If IT IS SOMETHING 

indefinite (vague), — then such a thing cannot bf. either entirely 
eternal or entirely non-eternal, for us. Because that element 
in it which is called the ‘ Universal * is eternal, while the 

OTHER ELEMENT IS PERISHABLE ; AND IT HAS BEEN EXPLAINED 
BEFORE THAT EVERY OBJECT HAS A MIXED CHARACTER [VlDE 

Shlokuvflrlika — Etrrnality of Words, 350-352].—(2332-2334) 
COMMENTARY. 

Tho term ' Saj/akfa' (which in that wherein the I’robandum in known 
by all to l>o present) hero stands for the Corroborative Instance (in the 
reasoning of the Opponent, where tho Jar has been oitod as an instance of 
what in perceived us appearing after effort and is non-eternal). 

Tho question, as regards the Instance that has boon cited (tho ' Jar ') is— 
is the word meant to be taken in its direct denotative sense (which is tho 
Universal) 1 —Or in tho sense of tho Individual Jar ? 

If it is meant to bo taken in the diroct sense, then it is defective, in so 
far ns it is devoid of the Probnnduin (Nonoternality). • Shruti ’ hero stands 
for the Word; —the ' artha ' is what is directly denoted by it;—and what 
is so donoted is tho Univerml ‘ Jar *;—and tho Universal is admitted by all 
parties to bo eternal ;—hence there cannot bo presence, in it, of non-clemality, 
which forms tho Probandum. 

In some places, tho reading is ' jdlyarthah' in placo of ‘ shrxUyarthah ’; 
under which ‘ jtUi ’ is to bo taken as in apposition to 'artha'. Tho meaning 
however remains the samo as before. 

If the so<!ond alternative is meant—that tho word 1 Jar ’ stands for the 
Individual Jar,—then also, it has to bo considered whether tho Individual 
that is intended to bo the corroborative Instance is the samo as, or different 
from, the Universal; that is, whether tho Individual is something different 
from the Universal ? Or non-different from it ? 

If it is different, then the object cited as tho Instance is one that cannot 
be admitted by tho Mlm&msdka; because tho Mimumsaka does not hold the 
Universal to bo something absolutely different from the Individual, as tho 
VaishifiJeas and others do; as has been assorted in the words—‘ For us the 
Universal is nothing different from the Individual ’. 

23 
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If, on ihu other hand, tho Individual in meant to I*' non-i/i JfcrciU (from 
tho Universal),—then tlio object cited as the Instance is one that cannot 
be admitted by the Buddhist and others. These ‘ others * do not regard the 
Universal as non-difforont from tho Individual. 

If tho Jar is meant to be the Instance, in tho indefinite form, free from 
all conceptual contents like difference and non-difference, —oven t hen, accord¬ 
ing to us, tho Instance comos to be one devoid of tho Probamlum. This is 
what is asserted in tho words—‘ If it is somethin!) indefinite, etc. etc. '—‘ Tat ‘ 
stands for tho Jar. 

Question : —How so ? 

Answer :—‘ That clement, etc. etc.’—Of tho entity called ‘ Jar \ that 
factor which is called the ‘ Universal' is eternal, while tho other factor 
which is called the ' Individual ’ is perishable. 

Question: —How can ono and tho saint) thing have two mntually con¬ 
tradictory characters ? 

Answer :—' Mixed character, etc. etc. —(2332-2334) 

Tho Attm&mealca proceeds again to point out tho defects in the Correbom- 
tivo Instance, through tho various alternatives that are ixissiblo in regard . 
to tho Pro band urn :— 


TEXT (2335). 

“ In the same manner, the exact nature op * non-ktkrnality ' 

(YOUR PROBANDUM) ALSO HAS GOT TO BE CONSIDERED. If WHAT IS 

MEANT IS ABSOLUTE DESTRUCTION,—THEN THE INSTANCE IS 
DEVOID OF THIS PROBANDUM, FOR US. IF IT IS OTHERWISE, 

THEN THE INSTANCE IS DEVOID OF THE PROBANDUM, 
for you.—Thus briefly has the way been 

SHOWN FOR FINDING DEFECTS IN YOUR ARGU¬ 
MENT ”.— [Shlolcavartika— Eternality of 
Words, 353].—(2335) 

COMMENTARY. 

If what is meant by your Probanduzn, * non-otornality ’—is absolute 
Destruction,—then for us, MmOmsakas, the Instance is devoid of tho 
Probandum ; because wo do not admit of any absolute Destruction of things ; 
us they always remain in tho form of Potencies. 

Though tho word used in tho Text is the common word, ' ndsha ’, yot 
from tho Context, its meaning appears to bo restricted to utter, absolute > 
destruction. If it wore not so, why should tho writer liuvo urged the argu¬ 
ment that tho Instanco is devoid of the Probandum ? 

Question: —The question as to what is meant by 4 uon-etornality ’ lias 
been already discussed before under Text 2316 ; why is it discussed over 
again ? 
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Anstocr :—True ; but it was discussed there for the purpose of pointing 
out the defects in the ‘Subject’, while on the present occasion it is dis¬ 
cussed for the purpose of pointing out the defects in the Corroborative 
Instance. This is the difference. 

If, on the other hand, 4 non -eternal it y ’ that is meant is not in the form 
of ‘ absolute Destruction ’,—but in the form of ‘appearance und disappear¬ 
ance ’,—then the answer is —' JJ it is otherwise ’,— i.o. if 4 non-utornality ’ is 
something other than ‘ Absolute Destruction '. 

‘ For you ’—‘ there is absence of Probandum ’—this has to be construed 
hero also ;—i.o. in the Instance .—As you, Buddhists do not udmitof ‘ Destruc¬ 
tion with a residue ’—as the Sunkhyus do. Donee under your view, the 
Instance cited would lx* devoid of tho Probandum. 

This is t he way in which the arguments in support of the mm-otcrnnlity 
of Woids have to bo refuted,—which has boon expounded for the learned ; 
other m*gumonts limy also bo put forward by intelligent people themselves. 
—(2335) 

Tho Mhu/hnsalca noxt sots forth tlioso objootions of tho opponent nguinst 
his duutriiuiH :— 


TEXTS (233(5-2338). 

" (Says tiih Opponent]— 4 Though thk Word, thk Meaning and the 
Connection hktwken them have been proved to be eternal, 

YKT so PAR AH THK VALIDITY (RELIABILITY) OF THK MEANING OF THE 

Sentence is concerned, that oannot be admitted.— [Shloka- 
vGrtika— On Sentence—1].—It may bk that the meaning 

OP SENTENCES HAS BEEN ASSUMED BY THE MIMAMSAKAS, WITHOUT 
ANY BASIS, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THK CONVENTIONS OF MEN,—JUST AS 
IN THK CASE OP SUCH TECHNICAL TERMS AS QUTJ/l, VlMM AND THK 

like.—Further, being in the form of a compilation, the Veda 

MUST BE REGARDED AS A HUMAN PRODUCTION, LIKE A BOOK OF 

STORIES. And YKT there is no reliable person (known, who 

COULI) BE THE AUTHOR OF THE VEDA) ;—THE VEDA THEREFORE MUST 

be regarded as unreliable [See Shlokav&rlika —On Sentence, 
108-110].—(233(5-2338) 


COMMENTARY. 

The 4 moaning of sentence ’ consists in the Injunction or Prohibition of 
particular acts as associated with particular moans of accomplishment; 
horoin too lios tho validity or oflicioncy of tho Vedic Injunction as a 4 Meuns 
of Right Cognition ’; it does not rest in whut is expressed by words, Con¬ 
sequently when the validity or authority or reliability of tho Veda has to 
be proved,—what has been established regarding the eternality of the Word, 
its moaning and tho connection of these, is of no use in the matter at issue. 
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Further, whenever there is cognition of the meaning of a sentence, it is 
always found to bo based upon Convention ; o.g. sentences liko ‘ M-gumh ' 
(Punini’s Sutra, defining what is ‘guija’), bring about the cognition of 
what is meant by the technical terms ‘ guna ’, * vrddhi ’ and the likethe 
cognition of the meaning of tho Injunctive Sentence is cognition of the meaning 
of a sentence ;—hence this is a reason based upon the nature of things.— 
This is what is shown in the words—* In accordance with Convent ioixs, etc. etc. ’ 

• Like the technical terms, etc. etc. ’—The aillx * vati' has tho sense of tho 
J.ocntivo. 

In support, of the said idea it is added—* without any basis ’.—That is, 
it is just possible that without any reason,—through their unbridled imagina¬ 
tion,—for tho purpose of making a living—the ’ Sacrifice™ ’ have assumed 
tho meanings of such Vedio sentences as—‘ Desiring Heaven, one should 
offer the Agnihotra 

Then again, as a matter of fact, wluvtevor is a compilation is a human 
produot,—o.g. Dramas and Storios,—and the Veda is a compilation of 
words henco this is a reason based on tho nature of the thing. 

Thus then, ns the Veda is a human work, it must be unreliable—liko 
tho words of tho man by tho rondMide. 

It might bo that it is roliablo because it is tho work of a reliable porson. 

Tho answer to that is—* There is no reliable person known, etc. etc. ’— 
(2330-2338) 

To tho above, tho Mlmftmsaka makes tho following answer :— 


TEXTS (2339-2340). 

" The eternality op the Sentence is to de asserted in the same 

MANNER IN WHICH THE KTKRNALITY OP THE CONNECTION (BETWEEN 

Word and Meaning) has been asserted.— [Shloknvdrtika— On 
Sentence, 366].—Even thouoh in the case of the technical 

WORDS LIKE ' vrddhi ’, WHAT HAS BEEN ASSERTED MAY BE POSSIBLE, 
BECAUSE THESE DEAL WITH PERCEPTIBLE THINGS ; IN REGARD TO 

the Veda however, the idea of ' conventionality ’ is not pos¬ 
sible ; BECAUSE BY WHOM HAS THE CONNECTION BETWEEN HEAVEN 

and the Sacrifices (spoken of in thf. Veda)—which is beyond 
THE REACH OF THE SENSES,—BEEN PERCEIVED ? ”—(2339-2340) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho reasoning that has been put forward above in support of tho view 
that tho Connection botweon the Word and its Meaning cannot bo artificial, 
—under tho Text 2257,—on the basis of that same reasoning tho etornality 
of the Vedic Sontonce also may bo asserted. 

The Mitnamsaka points out the * inconclusive ’ character of the reasoning 
put forward by the Opponent, undor Text 2337 —in the words—' Because 
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these deni, etc. etc .'—In the ca.se of the SfUras like ‘ tvlingunah \ as they 
deal with tiling* that are perceptible, it is possible that the ideas conveyed 
may bo based upon Convention;—this however is not possible in the case 
of the Veda ; because Heaven and such things—which are spoken of in the 
Veda ,—are beyond the reach of the senses, and hence no Convention could bo 
made (by men) regarding them.—(2330-2340) 


Says the Opponent—If that is so, then the Veda may bo meaningless. 
The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (2341-2342). 

“ It cannot be mkaninole.sk ; AS its meaning is clearly 
APPREHENDED -(2341) 

COMMENTARY. 

* It ’—stands for the Veda. —(2341) 

The Opponent hns urged (under Text 2338 the fact of tho Veda being 
on ' aggregate ’ as a reason for its unreliability. By moans of a counter- 
reason, tho Mimdmeaka shows that tho said reason is ' Inconclusive 1 


TEXTS (2341-2342). 

“AS REGARDS THE ARGUMENT BASED UPON THE FACT OK THE VEDA 
BRING AN aggregate, the counter-argument should be stated 
as follows All Vedio Study (by any person) is always 

PRECEDED BY PREVIOUS ‘ STUDY * BY HIS TEACHER,— 

BECAUSE IT IS CALLED * VEDIO STUDY ’—LIKE 

the ' Study ’ carried on at TnE present 
time ”,— [Shlokumrlika — On Sentence, 

365-366].—(2341-2342) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says tho Opponent—Tho name can be said in regard to the ‘ study 
of the Mahdbharala also : all ‘ study ’ of the Mahubhdrata is always preceded 
by the previous study by the Teacher,—like the ‘ study ’ at the present, 
time ; but it will not be right to argue thus; hence the counter-argument 
put forward is ‘ inconclusive \ 

Tho Mxmumsaka's answer to this is os follows :— 
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TEXT (2343). 

“ THE ARGUMENT MIGHT UR URGED IX REGARD TO THE Muhuhidruta 
AI,SO ; BUT IT IS BLOCKED nV THE DISTINCT ‘ REMEMBRANCE ’ 

(Mention) ok its writer. Though there are such 
‘ REMEMBRANCES ’ IN REGARD TO THE VEDA ALSO,— 

YET, THEY ARE ALL BASED UPON ‘COMMENDATORY’ 

description ".—{Rhlohm'irUht—O'H Sentence, 

307].—(2343) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho wimo argument might lx* urged in regard to tho MahUbh/lrata also ; 
hut tho Author, Vyflsa, is clearly ‘ remoml>orod * (mentioned); hence such 
an assertion is rendered impossible by thin mention of tho author, and honeo 
cannot be mndo. Thoro in no such mention of the 1 Author 1 in tho case of 
the Voda. 

Says the Opponent—In regard to the Veda also, tho Author is mentioned, 
in such passages ns— 4 Agnirdvashchakruh sdmtlni ... <Uhar,rtnfiu„iraHah 

Tho answer to this i«— * Though there are ouch, etc. etc. ’—As regards tho 
mention of 4 authors ‘ in the Veda, that in Ixier.d t ipon commendatory dcscrip. 
lion i 4 arthaodda ' is the 4 w Via description, of 4 artha \ 4 facta ’; tills 
description in tho basis of tho said mention (of Authors in the Vodn); honco 
tlio word 4 rJuikmh ’ in the passage quoted does not stand for creating or 
producing, but for remembering ; so the moaning is that the persons named 
4 remembered ' t he Sdman, etc.—(2343) 

Question: —How has this meaning boon determined ? 

A nswer :— 


TEXTS (2344-2345). 

" The Past and Future times can have no connection with any 

‘ Author ok the Veda because they are points of time,_ 

LIKE THE Present. TIME as perceived.—Tt SHOULD RE UNDER¬ 
STOOD that BraJtml AND the rest are not the Makers 
OK THE Veda,—BECAUSE THEY ARE PERSONS, ETC. 

ETC.,—LIKE ORDINARY MEN ”.—(2344-2345) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho two arguments hero sot forth arc easily understood.—(2344-2345) 


In the following Texts, the whole subject-matter of the Context is summed 
up by the Mumlmsaka and supported by arguments :— 


“ THE REVEALED WORD. 


1099 


I) 


TEXTS (2340-2350). 

“ Tims THEN, IT SHOULD HR UNDERSTOOD CLEARLY THAT THE ASSERTION 

in the Veda is not false (unreliable) because in the expres¬ 
sion OP ITS MEANING, IT IS NOT DEPENDENT UPON A SPEAKER,— 
just like the Word in the expression of the word-meanino 
—(2340). 

“ The Coonitions derived from the Veda must bib rioht,—because 

THEY ARISE FROM THE ETERNAL SENTENCE,—LIKE THE COUNITION 

of the Sentence itself.—The arouments detailed before 
are ALL applicable here ”.— [Nhlokat&rUka — Ktimhandh&ksepa, 2]. 
—(2347). 

“The coonition brought about by the Vp.dio Injunction must ur 

RELIABLE ; (a) BECAUSE IT IS PRODUCED BY CAUSES FREE FROM ALL 
DEFECTS ;—LIKE THE IDEAS PRODUCED BY Tlllt INFERENTIAL INDICA¬ 
TIVE, OR BY THE ASSERTION OF TRUSTWORTHY PERSONS, OR BY 

Perception ; — (b) also because it is produced by an assertion 

WHICH DOES NOT EMANATE FROM AN UNRELIABLE PERSON, AND 
BECAUSE IT IS FREE FROM SUBT.ATION AT ALL TIMES AND PLAGES,— 
LIKE THE IDEA PRODUCED BY THE ASSERTION OF A RELIABLE PERSON ”• 

—[SMokrmlrtika, Sutra 2, 184-185]. (2348-2349) 

** It BEING THUS ESTABLISHED THAT THE VEDA IS AUTHORITATIVE AND 
RELIABLE,—THE LONGSTANDING BKC1INNINOLES8 LINK OF TEACHERS 

and Pupils that has been assumed tends to prove that it is 
FREE FROM DEFECTS”.—(2350) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlmt. which producos a cognition, independently of the person using 
it, with regard to a certain thing, cannot bo false in respect of that thing ; 
o.g. the Word as bringing about the cognition of its own meaningthe Vedio 
Sontenco produces the cognition of its meaning, independently of any speakor 
in the shape of its Authorhence there is apprehension of a condition 
contrary fro the wider condition * falsity ’ being ‘ less wido * than ‘ being 
productive of cognitions through dependence upon the composing Person\ 
which latter thus is the ‘ vj,apaka \ the ‘ wider condition the ‘ mruddha \ 

1 contrary \ of this would be ‘ being productive of cognitions independently 
of the composing person ’; and this latter condition is npprehonded in the 
case of the Veda. 

‘ Like the Word in the expression of its meaning ’this is meant fro show 
that Words are productive of cognitions in conformity with tho rool state of 
things; and tho ‘ cognition produced by the word ’ is not meant to be tho 
Corroborative Instance ; the words themselves being that instance.—Thus 
then, in tho argument, Word is the Minor Term; and what is sought to be 
proved in regard to it is its non-falsily on account of its being tho cause of 
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cognitions in conformity with tho real state of things;—consequently, the 
Corroborative Instance also should havo exactly tho same character ; other¬ 
wise the Instance would be devoid oj the Probandwiu 

There is another argument, which is formulated us follows :<—That 
Cognition which is brought about by an eternal sentence must bo in con¬ 
formity with the real state of tilings and hence right;—just like the cognition 
of the verbal form of the sentence itself;—the cognition of the fact of the 
performance of Aynihotra, etc. lending to Heaven is produced by the eternal 
Kontonco;—honco this is a Reason based upon the nature of things.—The 
etornnlity (of tho Veda) has been proved in detail already ; honco tho Probans 
in this urgument cannot ho said to lie 4 Inadmissible \ 

‘ The Cognition brought about by the Vedic Injunction, etc. etc. ’ —This 
has boon already oxplaincd. 

There are two other arguments, formulated ns follows The Cognition 
that is not produced by the assertion of an unreliable Person,—and also 
that which in froo from contradiction (sublation, annulment) throughout 
tho variations of time, place and personalities, must bo reliable,—like the 
Cognition produced by tho assertion of a reliable person of this same 
kind is the Cognition produced by the Vedic Injunctive Sontenoo;—hence 
this is a Reason based upon the nature of the thing concerned. 

Tho first of the Reasons ndduccd here cannot lie rognrdod as 
' Inadmissible '; because it has boon proved at groat length that tho Veda 
is not tho work of a Person. 

Nor can tho second Reason be regarded as ‘ Inadmissible ’; because, 
as has boon oxplainod in the following pnssngo—'The idea brought about 
by tho assertion—“ Desiring Heaven, one should perform sacrifices ”—is not 
an uncertain ono; that is, it is not in the form that—Honvon may or may not 
follow from tho performance of sacrifices ; in foot, the idoa is a definitely 
certain ono that. Honvon does follow; and when this is cognised for certain, 
it cannot bo falso. That Cognition alono is false which, having appeared, 
becomes sublated by tho notion that mch is not the actual rate ; tho idea in 
quoation (that Hcavon follows the performance of sacrifices) is novor found 
to bo so sublated at any time, or in regard to any jierson, or under any 
circumstances, or at any place. Honco it follow's that it is not falso or wrong ’ 
—( Shabara-lihilsya on 1. 1. 2, Translation, Pago 5). 

From all this it becomes established that tho Veda is reliable, by itself, 
being as it is, tho basis of all ideas of Dharma and alliod mattersand 
like Light, it is a trustworthy source of knowledge for all men. Honco, it 
becomes established that all such thoorios as ‘all that oxists is more 
Idea \ which havo boon propounded by tho Buddhists and others, cannot 
bo right.—(2346-2350) 


Says tho Opponont—If, like Light, the Veda is, by itsolf, a reliablo 
source of knowledge for all men,—then how is it that the Buddhist and 
others do not accept, that view ? It cannot bo right that for thorn, the 
Veda is not a reliable source of knowledge. 

Anticipating this, the Miinamsaka supplies tho follou-ing answer :— 
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TEXT (2351). 

“ Thus, like Lioht, the Veda being the ‘ Eye ’ for all men,— 
THE HOSTILITY THAT ARISES AGAINST IT AMONG SOME PEOPLE, IS LIKE 
THE HOSTILITY OF THE OWL (TO LIGHT),—AND IS THE EFFECT 

of their Demerit”.—(2351) 


COMMENTARY. 

When the Sun, which in the common Eye of all, has dispelled nil darkness 
by it* mass of effulgent rays and shines all round,—colour does not become 
visible to (he owl which him its Eye inefficient in the performing of its func¬ 
tions ; in the same way, people like the Buddhists, whoso Eyes of Intelligence 
have become disabled by Demerit, have their vision obstructed,—even when 
the one common Eye of all people, in the shape of the Veda, iH there. 

The particle ' Kiln' is meant to indicate displeasure. 

Iflr.re ends the case for the Reliability of the Veda, the Revealed Word. 
—Next follow the arguments against the Reliability of the Revealed 
Word, Veda.] 


The said * hostility ’ to tho Veda is now oxpoundod 


TEXT (2352). 

I 

All this is the product of the false pride of the Twice-born 
People. There is no truth in this, even by the 
slightest chance.—(2352) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Ohunakfaravat ’ 1 —even by the slightest chance; like tho * Crow and tho 
l’alm-fruit *.—(2352) 


i • Ghuiidkfara '—whon insocts got into a piceo of wood and mako holes in 
it, some timos, tho holes that appear bocomo. by chance, so arranged as to assume 
tho shape of Lettore; hence ‘ Ghundksara', 4 inseot-lettors stands for‘more- 
chance \ So also 4 Crow and the Palm fruit ’ stands for mere chance ; oxemplifiod 
by tho case whon tho Palm fruit drops from tho treo whon the Crow sits upon 
it, it is more chance, os the coming of the Crow cannot be tho real cause of tho 
falling of tho fruit. 
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It lifts been argued (by the Mimumsalca) that “ that which is free from 
the contact of defects conducive to falsity must bo t he source of true, cognition, 
etc. otThe Author, for the snko of argument, admits the Reason Imre 
adduced, and then prois-ed* to show that it is * inconclusive *- 


TEXT (2353). 

Even though there is no Author, the Veda cannot he regarded 

AS SAYINO WHAT IS TRUE BECAUSE IT IS DEVOID OF TIIOftK 
EXCELLENCES IN ITS SOURCE WHICH WOULD MAKE IT 
TRUTHFUL ;—JUST AS IN THE ABSENCE OF 
DEFECTS, THE WORD IS NOT REGARDED 
AS false..— (2353) 


COMMENTARY. 


' stancto for the Vodn. 

A man under the influence of Love and Hatred, etc. is found to ea V 
things that uro not true ; in this way, through positive nnd negative con. 
conutanee. ,t is ascertained that tliere are certain defects which lie at the 
root of falsify ; similarly u man full of mercy and other good qualities in found 
to be truthful; lienee those good qualities are excellences that lie at the 
root of truthfulness.— 1 Thus, in the absence (in the case of tho Vexla) of these 
causos of truthfulness, the offect, in tho shape of Truthfulness, also should be 
non.oxi8tont.-So that oven though tho Veda may not bo tho work of a 
Person, its truthfulness is not established; hence tho Reason put forward by 
tlio Mimamsaka is ‘ Inconchlsivo ’.—(2353) 


Question .- 
Answer 


" But how is it ascertained that the excellences are absent ? ” 


TEXT (2354). 

It IS ONLY IN THE CASE OF THE WORKS OF PERSONS THAT THE QUESTION 
ARISES AS TO WHETHER THE EXCELLENCES ARE THERE OR NOT. 

Hence there is no nerd for such an enquiry in 
THK CASE IN QUESTION ; AND WE HAVE NOT THE 
SLIGHTEST IDEA OP THERE RK1NO ANY 
EXCELLENCE AT ALL.—(2354) 


COMMENT A RY. 


F ,. W !‘ r a, | * h “ Rh ° WP f tlmt th0 gr ° undfl for dp ".V'nir the defects in the case 
of \ eda are also the grounds for denying the excellences also [viz. : (lie 
absence of a Porson as the author].—(23 54) 
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Summing up tho argument, tlio Author proceeds to show that when wo 
do not find the causes (of truthfulness and falsity), there cannot bo any 
possibility of the Veda being either true. or false, 


TEXT (2355). 

Thus, inasmuch as the causes of truthfulness and falsity, —in the 

SHAPE (a) OF WISDOM AND MERCY AND ( b ) OF ABSENCE OF 

Mercy, etc.,—are not there, the said two qualities 
CANNOT BELONG TO THE VEDA.—(2355) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wisdom, oto. are the causes of truthfulness, while the abscnco of mercy, 
etc. are the causes of falsity, — respectively. 

‘ The. Into :i.e. Truthfulness and Falsity.—(2355) 

The following Texts show what follows when tho Veda is neither truthful 
nor false .— 


TEXTS (2350-2357). 

Thus the Veda is riduobd to futility,—like such sentences as 

‘ SIX CAKES ’.—If IT BE ARGUED THAT ” MEANINGS ARE ACTUALLY 
COMPREHENDED (FROM VBDIO SENTENCES), TO RESPECT OF ACTIONS 
AND AOTIVE AGENTS ”,—(TlIE ANSWER’ IS THAT] THERE MAY BE 
SUCH COMPREHENSION IN CASKS WHERE THERE ARE EXPLANATIONS 
SUPPLIED BY MEN,—AS IN THE CASE OF THE DOINGS OF UrVOShi ,— 
EVEN THOUGH THE WORDS (OF THE VEDA) BY THEMSELVES DO 
NOT REALLY CONVEY ANY SUCH MEANING AT ALL,—AS HELD BY YOU. 

-(2356-2357) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho Veda now turns out to bo as ' futile ’ and meaningless ns such stray 
utterances of tho mad-cap ns ' six cakes \ 4 ton pomegranates ’ and the like. 

Says tho Mimutmaka —“ In seeking to prove the futility of the Veda, 
tho Buddhist makes his Proposition contrary to n pcrcoptiblo fact ; because 
it is directly perceived that the Vedic sentence actually provides the com¬ 
prehension of the idea that 4 from the performance of the Agnihotra, follows 
the attainment of Henvon How then can this be denied ? ” 


1104 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XXIV. 


In answer to this, the Author, with a view to leaving no room for the 
Opponent to say anything, says—‘ There may be such comprehension, etc. clc.' 
—The idea is as follows :—There would have been annulment of our Proposi¬ 
tion if we tried to prove the meaninglessness of the Veda by itself ; wluvt we 
are doing is only to put forward a Reduclio Ad Absiirdum ; and this cannot 
sot aside our Proposition, as there is no L’roposition in such an argument 
at all; all that is done is to show that when the other party does not admit 
the absence of tho narrower factor evon when the wider factor is absent, 
ho incurs an undesirable incongruity and contradicts his own words. 

Nor is our Proposition contrary to any percoivod fact. Because, even 
when tho Veda is really meaningless, such comprehension of meaning as 
has boon urged may bo the offoct of the explanations provided by people; 
for instance, in regard to tho Vodic sontcnco 1 Heaven follows from tho Ayni- 
hotra ', somo one may my—' what aro described in this sentence are the doings 
of Bhara/a, Urvashi and other persons ’; and ovon though ho may havo offered 
this explanation without actually knowing the moaning of the sentence, 
yot subsequently, tho man actually has tho comprehension of the said idea 
from tho sentence. But this does not. make tho Vedio sentence really 
expressive of that moaning.—In tho same manner, tho * comprehension of 
the moaning ’ that has boon urged by tho other party may proceed from 
tho Vedio sontonco, ovon though, in reality, this sontenco may bo entirely 
meaningless.—How then can our Proposition bo annulled by ' u fact of Percep¬ 
tion (2350-2357) 

Further, it may be that in tho Veda, there is absence, only of the dofocts 
conduoivo to falsity, not of the excellences ; ovon so, tho * inconclusivonoss ’ 
of your Probans is irresistible. This is shown in tho following 


TEXT (2358). 

Even if there bk no Defects, Truthfulness does not become 

TROVED SIMPLY BECAUSE THE OTHER ALTERNATIVE MUST BE 
ACCEPTED J BECAUSE THERE IS A THIRD ALTERNATIVE 
POSSIBLE, THAT OF ‘ MEANINGLESSNESS ’.— 

(2358) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, in connection with Words, there were only two possible alternatives— 
falsity and trustfulness, —then, the absence of one alternative would necessarily 
imply the presence of the other ; there is howevor a third alternative possiblo 
—that they are meaningless ; under the circumstancos, the negation of falsity 
doos not necessarily imply tho assertion of truthfulness ; as there is no negation 
of tho othor alternative of meaninglessness. —(2358) 
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TEXTS (2359-2361). 


It might be said that—“ The Veda by itself, independent of any 

PERSONALITIES, STANDS CAPABLE OF BRINGING ABOUT THE TRUE 
KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS,—AND IT IS ON THAT GROUND THAT IT IS 
REGARDED AS TRUTHFUL AND RELIABLE If THAT IS SO, THAT 
KNOWLEDGE SHOULD BE APPEARING INCESSANTLY,—BECAUSE ITS 
CAUSE IS ALWAYS THERE,—AS AT THE MOMENT INTENDED.—OR AT 
THE TIME THAT ONE COGNITION APPEARS, ALL COGNITIONS PROVIDED 
BY THE Vf.DA SHOULD APPEAR SIMULTANEOUSLY,—BECAUSE IT IS AN 
EFFICIENT CAUSE,—AS IN THE CASE OF THE INTENDED COGNITION.— 

(2359-2361) 


COMMENTARY. 

Tho following might be urgod—“ If wo hod regarded tho Veda oh truthful 
by reason of tho prcHenco of Morey and such other oxcolloncon in iU author, 
then, ok tho oxcolloncoM would bo routing in tho Person,—when this Portion 
would cense to exist, tho oxcolloncoB would disappear, and thence tho truth¬ 
fulness boned upon the excellences would also disappear. As a matter of 
fact, however, it is by its very nature that tho Veda is tho source of knowledge 
of roal things,—and this capacity of the Veda is not duo to any excellences in 
any Person ; hence there can be no ‘ inconclusivoness * in our Reason. Nor 
is there any possibility of the Veda being meaningless ". 

Anticipating this argument of the MlmQmsnka, the Author says—' If 
that is so, etc. etc. ’—Just ns, it is by its very nature that tho Veda has a 
moaning.—in the same way it might bo possible that it is false ; so that tho 
Reason still remain* Inconclusive. This is going to be further explained 

later on. , . .. .. 

If tho Veda wore the sourco of knowledge, by its very nature, thon tho 
cognitions provided by it should appear at all times and all simultaneously, 
as their efficient cause would bo there always. How then can tho con- 
tingency of being meaningless be avoided ? 

Tho argument may bo formulated as follows When tho efficient causo 
of a certain thing is there, that thing must come about,—e.g. tho cognition 
of the Agnihotra provided by the Vedic sentencesthe efficient cause, 
in the shape of Veda, of all cognitions arising from the Vedic sentences, 
is always present; hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of things.— 
(2359-2361) 


The Author next points out another objection against the idea of cogni¬ 
tions appearing simultaneously:— 
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TEXT (2302). 

After that tiik Veda’s capacity to bring about cognitions would 

CEASE ; CONSEQUENTLY THE VEDA COULD NOT BE ETERNAL. IF 
THE SAID CAPACITY CONTINUES TO EXIST, THEN THIS SAME 
COGNITIONS SHOULD APPEAR AGAIN.—(2302) 

COMMENTARY. 

That i« to xay, if, after having simultaneously produced all 1 ho Cogni¬ 
tions, tho Voda loses the capacity to produce Cognitions, then, on account of 
the cessation of that capacity, which forms the very essence of the Voda, 
the Veda itself becoinos liable to oouso to exist.—If however, the Veil a dove 
not lose that capacity, then, later on, tho same set of Cognitions should 
appear again. Honee, wo conclude that no eternal thing can possess any 
capacity for effoctivo action.—(2362) 

In tho following Text, the author puts forward a likoly explanation to 
moot tho argument that 4 when the oflioiont cause of u thing is present, that 
thing must uppoar ’:— 


TEXT (23153). 

It might re said that — 41 The Veda stands in need ok explanations. 

ETC., AND AS THESE EXPLANATIONS APPEAR IN SUCCESSION, 

THE COGNITIONS (BROUOHT ABOUT BY THE VEDA) ARE 
HELD TO BE SUCCESSIVE ALSO.”—(2363) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho 4 otc. ’ is meant to include Conventions. 

4 These '—stands for tho explanations. —(2363) 

This objection is answered in tho following :— 


TEXT (23(54). 

It CANNOT BE SO J WHEN IT IS EFFICIENT (AND HAS THE CAPACITY)— 
WHAT SORT OF ‘DEPENDENCE * COULD THERE BE ? If IT IS EFFI¬ 
CIENT BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF THAT ON WHICH IT IS 
DEPENDENT,—WHAT HOPE, THEN, CAN YOU HAVE OF ITS 

BEING eternal ?—(2364) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is only when something is inefficient by itself, that it needs tho help of 
others in securing tho required efficiency; when, however, a thing is quite 
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efficient l>y its*'If, llioro is no imporfoction in its character ; wliat sort of need 
«n* dependence voukl llioro bo in that, case ? 

If it bo hold that at first it is inefficient, but sulwequontly, it becomes 
efficient through the contact of contributory causes,—then you had bettor 
give up all hope for tho otornality of tho Veda!— (2304) 

Question : —" How so t ” 

-I newer :— 

TEXT (23(15). 

Ik it was previously inefficient, ani> is made efficient by the 

EXPLANATIONS,—THEN IT BECOMES A SOURCE OF KNOWLEDGE 
. THROUGH THE HELP OF PERSONALITIES, AND HENCE THE 

work of a Person.—(2305) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho underlying idoa is that tho efficiency or potency is not something 
apart from the Veda itself; if it woro something different, then as there would 
bo no connection botwoon tho Vodu and tho efficiency, the Voda would not 
bo an active agent at all; as effects are produced from efficiency only. 

• Source of knowledge ’—Tho Voda as source of knowlodge, comos to bo 
born of Personalities ; tho form of tho Veda itself becomes born of Personalities; 
and as all this is not different from the Voda, the Voda itself becomes ‘ born 
of personalities —(2366) 

Further, it is not only that by dependence upon something else, the 
Voda becomes non-eternal; tho assumption thut it is not the work of an 
author ulso becomes futile.—This is shown in tho following :— 

TEXTS (2360-23(18). 

The Veda, as it stands, provides no knowledok to us, until it is 

ILLUMINATED (EXPLAINED) BY PERSONS WHO ACT AS LAMPS. CON¬ 
SEQUENTLY THERE IS NO REASON FOR THE ASSUMPTION THAT WHAT 
BRINGS ABOUT THE KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS IS SOMETHING WHIOH IS 
NOT THE WORK OF A PERSON ; BECAUSE THE KNOWLEDGE IN- 
QUESTION DOES PROCEED FROM THE EXPLANATIONS PROVIDED BY 

Persons. Thus the character of rwl being the work of a 
Person, even though it may be present in the Veda, is of no 
use ; because the only result produced by the Veda—i.e. 
KNOWLEDGE—IS DEPENDENT UPON PERSONS.—(2366-2368) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea that the Voda is not the work of a Person is postulated for 
the purpose of showing that the knowledge provided by it must be right;— 
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this assumption also is not independent of personalities in providing that 
knowledge,—henco the assumption is entirely futile. In fact, the Persons, 
as authors of the Veda, might very well be the reliable source of right know- 
lodge,—what is the use of assuming this independence of Personalities, which, 
after all, is itself dopondont on personalities ?—(2305-2308) 

It might Ijo argued that—in order to avoid tlio contingency of the Veda 
becoming non-otornal, and also that of tho assumption of tho Veda being 
independent of Personalities becoming futilo,—tho Veda is held to be always 
efficient,—then this view becomes open to the objection already pointed 
out.—This is what is shown in tho following:— 

TEXT (23G9). 

If the Veda is always efficient (to ntoDUOK knowledge), then 

WHY SHOULD IT REQUIRE ANYTHING ELSE ? TlIK REQUIRED 
KNOWLEDGE WOULD BE FORTHCOMING FOR YOU FROM 
THE PRESENCE OF THAT SINGLE EFFIOIRNT 
CAUSE.—(2309) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho following might be urgod— 1 “ Even if tho help of Personalities is 
needed, tho idea of freedom from Personalities does not bocome futile ; because 
whnt is mado oloar (explained) by tho Porsons is tho moaning as it is there 
already,—thoy do not produce anything now; if they producod something 
now, then alone would the independence of those Persons become admitted; 
and in that cose, being beset with attachment and other Defects, if they 
wore to sot about producing Vedio texts giving oxprossion to wrong ideas, 
how could thoy bo provonted ? ” 

Tho answer is that all those contingencies would ariso also under the 
view that the knowlodgo of tho meaning of Vedic Sentences is brought about 
by the explanations provided by Porsons. 

This is what is shown in the following:— 

TEXTS (2370-2371). 

Persons, being free agents, proceeding to explain the Veda, 
ACCORDING TO THEIR WHIMS, COULD NEVER BE CHECKED BY 

any one. Consequently, being beset with such defects 

AS DELUSION, VANITY, ETC., THEY MIGHT PROVIDE WRONG 
EXPLANATIONS OF THE VEDA.—THERE IS ROOM FOR 

such a suspicion.—(2370-2371) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, no such Person has been postulated as is independently 
cognisant of the meaning of the Veda, which is beyond the reach of the senses, 
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who would expound this meaning. Because the power of such a Person to 
perceive supersensuous things through his knowledge of the Veda, cannot 
belong to him independently by himself;—and the knowledge of the 
meaning of the Veda also is not possible without the power to percoive 
supersensuous things;—thus there is an unavoidable mutual interdependence. 

This is what is shown in the following:— 


TEXTS (2372-2373). 

The other party do not admit any Person capable of perceiving 
SUPERSENSUOUS THINGS ;—AND THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE CONNEC¬ 
TION between Heaven and Sacrificial Performance can¬ 
not BE OBTAINED EXCEPT FROM THE (VEDIC) INJUNCTION ; 
BECAUSE FOR YOU, THERE IS NO PERSON WHO IS CAP¬ 
ABLE OF DIRECTLY PERCEIVING SUPERSENSUOUS 
THINGS ; AS WHOEVER HAS ANY KNOWLEDGE OF 
THESE HAS IT ONLY THROUGH THE ETERNAL 

Words.—(2372-2373) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound * achodanam ’ is to bo explained os—' that for which 
there is no Injunction ’; i.e. that which is independent of the Injunction. 

The reason for this is next stated—' Because, etc. etc. ’ 

Question :—“ Why is this also so T " 

Answer ' As whoever, etc. etc. ’-Ah has boon declared in the following 
words—‘ For those reasons there is no Percoivor of supersensuous things; 
whoever knows anything about these knows it only tlirough the Eternal 
Word ’—(2372-2373) 

Tho following might be urged—" The Voda itsolf would make known to 
such a person its ow-n moaning, without any action on the port of that Person ; 
so that there is no mutual interdependence 
Tho answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2374). 

The Veda, by itself, without any support, cannot always make 

KNOWN ITS OWN MEANING J IN FACT, IT STANDS IN NEED OF EXPLANA¬ 
TIONS by Persons,—such explanations being like the 
STICK HELD BY THE BLIND MAN.—(2374) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the Vedic sentence is heard by a man for the first time, it does 
not make known its meaning to that man, if he does not know the conventions 
(regarding the words and their meanings). 

24 
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Question “ Wliat then does it do ? ” 

Answer :— 1 It needs, etc. etc.'- The compound is to I* explained u» 
• that which is similar to the stick held by the blind man ’.—(23.4) 

Question “ It may be in need of it; where is the harm ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (2375). 

When pulled up by the Explanations, the Veda might fall into 

THE WRONG PATH ; AND IN THAT CASE. IT WOULD NOT BE RIGHT 
TO REGARD THE VEDA AS THE ‘ EYE ’ (ILLUMINATING THINGS) 

like the Light.—(2375) 


COMMENTARY. 

' Sa '—stands for the Veda. 

• Taxjd '—stands for the Explanations by men. 

‘ Might Jail into the wrong path'- b.V providing a wrong knowledge of 

tilings, expressing things a* they are not. 

Thus, it cannot be right to say, as has been said (by the Mtotimaka) 
—•The Veda, like Light, is the one eye for all men, and there should be no 
objections raised against it ’. (Text 2361).—(2375) 


The following Text sums up the discussion 


TEXT (2370). 

Even though by itself, the Veda may be able to bring about 

COGNITIONS,-YET ITS VALIDITY (RELIABILITY) CANNOT BE 
QUITE CLEAR J AS IT IS DEPENDENT UPON 

Personalities.—(2376) 

COMMENTARY. 

It lias been already explained that what is efficient cannot bring about 
cognitions through the help of Porsonalities.-Even granting that the Veda 
is efficient and vet it is productive of Cognitions through the help of Per¬ 
sonalities,-oven so, though it may be able to bring about cognitions through 
the help of Personalities, yet its validity and reliability would not be clearly 
possible.—Such is the construction of the sentence. 

The particle ‘ api' is misplaced ; it should be construed after ‘ salt .— 

(2370) 


The following Text further clarifies this same idea :— 
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TEXT (2377). 

The validity of a means of cognition is accepted on the ground 
of its bringing about cognitions in accordance with the real 

STATE OF THINGS. IF THEN, THE VEDA DEPENDS UPON EX¬ 
PLANATIONS PROVIDED BY MEN, THE ASSUMPTION OF ITS 
VALIDITY (RELIABILITY) CANNOT BE RIGHT.—(2377) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 The assumption of its validity cannot be right ’;—because under Text 2375 
it. has been shown that 4 it might fall on the wrong path ’.—(2377) 

From the abovo it follows that it is not right to assert as has been 
asserted (by tho Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2350, abovo) that—‘The Vedn 
being reliable, a boginningless lino of Pupils and Teachers tonds to make it 
faultless \ 

This is what is shown in tho followings— 


TEXT (2378). 

Thus, the Veda not having been proved to be valid, any beginning- 
LESS LINE OF PUPILS AND TEACHERS, EVEN THOUGH ASSUMED, 
CANNOT MAKE IT FAULTLESS.—(2378) 

COMMENTARY. 

After * wu7n8 \ we should road 4 a—sthiti *.—(2378) 

Question :—“ Why cannot it make it faultless ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (2379). 

Because not a single person among them is held to be capable 
OF perceiving supersensuous things ; hence, even though 

ASSUMED, THE TRADITIONAL LINE OF PUPILS AND 

Teachers can be only a line of blind 
persons.—(2379) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question: —" If it is a line of blind peoplo,—what then ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (2380). 

When a blind man is led by another blind man, he is not sure to 

GET AT THE RIGHT PATH J HENCE THE ASSUMPTION OF THE 
BEGINNINGLESSNESS OF THE LINE (OF PUPILS AND 

Teachers) is entirely futile.— (2380) 
COMMENTARY. 

This has boon thus assorted in the Shabara-BM$ya (1.1. 2)— In regard 
to such things as are beyond the sonsos, tho words of men cannot bo a reliable 
source of knowledge; just ns tho words of porsons born blind cannot bo a 
rcliablo source of knowledge regarding shades of colour ’.—( Translation, 
page 6). 


Hitherto objections against tho Voda have boen urged after having 
admitted (for tho sako of argument) that the boginninglossnoss of tho Voda 
is proved by ' tho lino of Pupils and Toachors '.—Now it is going to be shown 
that this also is not so proved :— 


TEXT (2381). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THERE IS NO MRAN8 OF KNOWING FOR CERTAIN 

THAT THIS TniNO (THE VEDA AND ITS MEANING) HAS NOT BEEN 
MADE (COMPOSED) BY SUCH LATER BEINGS AS ManU, 

VySsa AND OTHERS.—(2381) 

COMMENTARY. 

* No means of knowing, etc. etc. ’—because the matter is entirely 
imperceptible. 

The following might be urged—" When wo regard tho Voda as valid and 
reliablo, it is not because it is the source of true knowledge and hence not the 
work of any person ; wo do so simply because the connection between 
words and their meanings is oternal and what they express is true. This 
could not be possible if the Veda were the work of a Person ”. 

But this also is * Inconclusive ’; whore is the ground for the hard and 
fast rule that what expresses the truth must not be the work of a Person T 
—But granting that it is so ;—even so the view is open to objections. 

This is what is pointed out in the following:— 
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TEXTS (2382-2383). 


The validity and reliability or the Veda may be due merely to 

ETERNAL CONNECTION EXPRESSIVE OF TRUE THINGS ; EVEN SO, THERE 
IS NO ONE WHO EVER PERCEIVES THAT CONNECTION, WHICH IS 
BEYOND THE SENSES. ALL THAT IS EXPRESSED BY THE 
WORDS (OF THE VEDA) IS SUPERSENSUOUS ; HENCE ITS 
CONNECTION ALSO MUST BE SUPERSENSUOUS; WHILE 
ALL HUMAN BEINGS BY THEMSELVES ARK 
INCAPABLE OF SEEING THINGS BEYOND 
THE REACH OF THE SENSES.— 

(2382-2383) 

COMMENTARY 


' Saty&rtha ' qualifies 1 nityasambandha ’. 

As a matter of fact, the ' eternal connection ’ in something that has 
boon assumed ; and if it did n6t bring about the cognition of the meaning, it" 
a.ssumption would bo futile ; certainly it has no othor character except that of 
boing productive of the cognition of the meaning ;—the operation of the 
connection constats only in bringing about the cognition of the meaning ; 
how then can there be a Connection which doos not bring about such 
Cognition ? It is not by its more presence that the Connection brings about 
the cognition ; it does so only when it is itself recognised ; if it woro not so, 
then the cognition of the meaning would appear also in one who is ignorant 
of the convontion (bearing upon the connection between words and meanings); 
and yet the connection cannot be recognised by any one ; booauso one 
member of the connection—in tho shape of Heaven, etc.—being beyond the 
roach of the senses, the connection itself must also bo boyond it. 

It might be argued that—" People capable of perceiving supersensuous 
things would recogniso the connection ”. 

Tho answer to that is—' All human beings, etc. etc. ' —as has boon declared 
in the following words—‘ Thus there is no direct porceiver of things beyond 
the senses ; if people know those things it is only through the Word \ 

‘ Anatyakfadrshah '—capable of perceiving supersensuous things.— 

(2382-2383) 


It might be urged that-—" the Veda itself would make this Connection 


known ”. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2384). 

The Veda certainly does not say—‘ such and such is my connection 
WITH THE MEANING ’ ; AS REGARDS THE 4 CONNECTION OF THE 
MEANING ’ THAT WOULD BE FIXED BY MEN, AND WOULD 
NOT DIFFER FROM BEING ‘ THE WORK OF MAN \— 

(2384) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is not that the Vedu-Personality, ovor-flowing with sympathy, his 
mind bent upon piety, devoted to doing good to others, and charitably dis¬ 
posed, in vitos the Br&hmauas and offers to thorn tho meaning of the Veda, 
saying to them— 4 O BrAhma^as, such and such is my meaning, please accept 
this ’. 

Question: —" In that caso, the Bralnnunns would thomselvos imagine 
tho meaning ”. 

Answer •— 4 As regards, etc. etc.' 

The following Text explains the 4 non-difference ’ mentioned in the 
preceding Text :— 


TEXT (2385) 

Just as it is suspected that what the word of man says may 

BE UNTRUE,—IN THE SAME WAY, MAY IT NOT BE 8U8PKOTKD 
THAT THE MEANING IMAGINED BY MAN MAY BE WRONG ? 

—(2385) 

COMMENTARY. 

It sometimes happons that with tho intention of knowing things in a 
jumbled up form, men make use of confused and jumbled up words,—in the 
same way, thoy may imagine and dotormino the meaning of words in tho 
samo confused manner. Where then is tho difference between the two ? 

4 Sd *—stands for wrongness. 

‘ Shatikyd ’—might be suspected.—(2385) 


At first, it was explained that tho Veda itself being unreliable, the 
assumption of the 4 line of pupils and teachers ’ is futile. Now, it is granted 
(for the sake of argument) that tho Voda is reliable ; and then shown that in 
either case, the assumption of the 4 line of pupils and teachers ’ is futile 
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TEXT (2386). 

Even if the Veda is a reliable source of knowledge, the 

BEGINNINGLESS ‘ LlNE OF PUPILS AND TEACHERS ’ THAT HAS 
BEEN ASSUMED BECOMES LIKE A ‘ LINE OF BLIND 

PERSONS \—(2386) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the following text, the Opponent urges the fallacy of 4 Impossibility ’ 
against the foregoing assertion of the Buddhist to the effect— 4 May it not bo 
suspected, etc. otc.’ (Text 2385):— 


TEXTS (2387-2388). 

“ The COGNITION THAT ARISES IN REGARD TO HEAVEN AND SUCH THINGS, 
FROM THE VEDIC SENTENCES SPEAKING OF THE AgnUlOtra , ETC. IS 

FOUND TO BE FREE FROM DOUBT AND UNCERTAINTY,—JUST LIKE 
THE FIRM CONVICTION THAT PROCEEDS FROM SENSE-PER¬ 
CEPTION. Why THEN SHOULD THE VEDA, BRINGING 
ABOUT SUCH COGNITION NOT BE REGARDED AS 
RELIABLE ? It IS FOR THIS REASON THAT THE 
IDEA THAT ONE DERIVES FROM THE WORDS 
of the Veda is never doubtful 
AND UNCERTAIN.”—(2387-2388) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Alika ’—is doubt, uncertainly.—' Mi' is meant to include mistake, 
wrongness.—A h declared in the Shabara-BMtya (1. 1. 2)— 4 The idea brought 
about by the assertion—Desiring Heaven, one should perform sacrifices— 
is not an uncertain one ; i.o. it is not in the form—Hoavon may or may not 
follow from the performance of sacrifices ; in fact, the idea is a definitely 
certain one—that Heaven does follow ; and when this is cognised for certain, 
it cannot be false. That Cognition or Idea alone is false whioh, having 
appearod, becomes sublated by tho notion—such is not the actual caso ; the 
idea in question—that Heaven follows from the performance of sacrifices— 
is never found to be so sublated at any time, or in regard to any person, or 
under any circumstances, or at any place. Henco it follows that it is not 
false or wrong .'—(Translation, p. 5). 

If it were not so, then why should not your mind be swinging in doubt, 
even when you may be actually feeling tho huge flame of fire with gleaming 
sparks flying on all sides ? In fact, under the circumstances, there would 
be nothing reliable for you. 

Such is the sense of the Opponent (Mlmdmsaka). 

His argument may bo formulated thus That Cognition which is 
free from doubt and mistake must bo regarded by all intelligent men as 4 valid 
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and reliable»e.g. the certain cognition of fire that the man 1 ms who 
desires boat for cooking and whoso mind is not under delusion ;—and the 
Cognition arising from the Vcdic sentences speaking of the Agnihotra, etc. 
is free from doubt and mistake; hence this is a Reason based upon the 
nature of the thing. 

‘ Na-avalamblla '—is to be construed with (as governing) * pramdnaldm '. 

‘ Tam kurvan '—bringing about such cognition.—(2387-2388) 

The author answers the above argument in the following— 


TEXTS (2389-2390). 

It is not so ; BECAUSE uncertainty does arise (in the case of the 
Vbdio Sentence), just in the same way as in the case of 
another Assertion to the contrary ; and intelligent people 
DO not perceive any difference between the two cases. 
In fact, in regard to things beyond the senses, there can 
be no certainty reoardino their existence or non-existence. — 
If it be urged that—“this certainty does arise from 
the Vedic Sentence ",—then (the answer is)—why cannot 
there be certainty reoardino the contrary of that, from 
ANOTHER SENTENCE ?—(2389-2390) 

COMMENTARY. 

If your Reason means that the notion that intolligont men obtain 
from the Veda is free from uncertainty, otc.—then it is not 4 admissiblo ’; 
booauso the notion that the intolligont man has of Agnihotra leading to Heaven 
is just as uncertain as that of Agnihotra not loading to Hoavon; in fact, in 
the matter of all supersensuous things, there can be no cause for any absolutely 
certain oognition as to the thing being existent or non-existent ; because tho 
oorroboration of the actual perception of the real state of things is equally 
unavailable in both cases. 

4 As in the case of another assertion to the contrary ' —The 4 vati ’ affix is 
added to the word with the Locative ending. 

It might be argued that— 44 the certainty is obtained from the Vedio 
sentonco itself; why seek for another cause for it ? ” 

The answer to this is— 4 Why cannot there be, etc. etc.' —i.o. certainty 
contrary to what is asserted in tho Vedic sentence. 

4 From another sentence ' —i.e. from one emanating from a man. 

4 Why cannot there be' —i.o. there must bo.—Hence that also should 
be rogarded os valid and reliable; as the 4 absence of sublotion ’ would be 
equally available in both cases.—(2389-2390) 

It might be argued that— 44 As a matter of fact intelligent Vedic scholars 
do actually obtain unshakeable notions from the Veda ; hence the Reason 
cannot be 4 inadmissible ’ 
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The answer to that is that such notions may be obtained ; but even so, 
if the Reason is not ‘ inadmissible \ it certainly is ‘ Inconclusive 
This is shown in the following— 

TEXTS (2391-2393). 

That Vedic scholars derive unshakable notions from the Veda 

IS DUE TO THEIR MINDS BEING INFLUENCED BY FAITH ; AND THIS IS 
EQUALLY PRESENT IN OTHER PEOPLE’S MINDS, IN RESPECT OF OTHER 
ASSERTIONS. FOR EXAMPLE, QUITE AS UNSHAKABLE NOTIONS ARE 
DERIVED BY THE BUDDHISTS REGARDING TROUBLE AND SUFFERING 
RESULTING FROM SACRIFICES WHICH INVOLVE THE KILLING OF 
ANIMALS. OF THIS LATTER NOTION WE DO NOT FIND ANY SUBLATION 
TILL NOW. IF IT BE SAID THAT “THERE MAY BE SUBLATION 
OF IT AT SOME FUTURE TIME AND PLACE ”,—THE SAME IS EQUALLY 
POSSIBLE IN THE CASE OF THE VEDIC SENTENCE ALSO.—(2391-2303). 

COMMENTARY. 

* Sa ’—the firm conviction. 

' AnyS^m ’—of the Buddhist and othor people. 

• Anyalah ’—from such sentences at* 4 From sacrifices, involving the 
killing of animalfi, proceod troublo and suffering 

Thin is what is shown in the sentonco beginning with 4 For example, 
etc. etc.' —It is oaaily understood.—(2391-2393) 

The Author again shows that the premiss regarding the Veda being 
independent of personalities is 4 inconclusive ’:— 

TEXTS (2394-2397). 

If the Veda expressed its meaning by itself independently of 

CONVENTIONS MADE BY THE WHIMS OF MEN,—THEN IT MIGHT BE 
VALID AND RELIABLE. AS, IN THAT CASE, IT WOULD NOT ABANDON 
ITS MEANING, EVEN WHEN EXPLAINED OTHERWISE BY MEN WITH 
MINDS PERVERTED BY DELUSION, VANITY AND OTHER DEFECTS 
AND IT WOULD DIRECTLY BRING ABOUT THE COGNITION OF THAT 
MEANING ALONE, AND NOT EXPRESS ANY MEANING THAT MAY BE 
DESIRED BY MEN.—IF HOWEVER, IT DEPENDS UPON THE WHIMS OF 
MEN, THEN IT DOES NOT DIFFER FROM THE COMMON ASSERTIONS OF 
MEN J AS IN THAT CASE THE EXPRESSING OF MEANING WOULD BE 
DEPENDENT UPON MEN, AND IT IS QUITE POSSIBLE THAT IT MAY BE 

wrong.—(2394-2397) 

COMMENTARY. 

The whims of men are unfettered ; if then the Veda depended, in the 
expressing of its meaning, upon Conventions made by the whims of men,— 
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it would not express the meaning that is desired ; as there would bo nothing 
to restrict it. On the other hand, if the Veda expressed its meaning indepen¬ 
dently of the Conventions, then it would be possible for it to be valid and 
reliable ; because regardless of the explanations propounded by men, it 
would directly express its moaning; even though it might bo explained 
otherwise by men, it would never abandon the function of expressing its 
own moaning by itself,—exactly as the oye and other organs do not abandon 
their inheront function of apprehending things.—This is the sonse of the 
whole argument. 

‘ Akhy&yam&na '—Being explained. 

' Aram ’—Quickly ; at once. 

‘ Wrong ’—i.e. the whims of men may be wrong.—(2304-2397) 


It may be that, on account of the Veda not boing the work of an author, 
its connection with its meaning is inherent; oven so, however, what is 
desired by the Mbn&msaka is not proved ; ns the Henson adducod remains 
‘ Inconclusive \ 

This is the view expounded in the following:— 


TEXTS (2308-2399). 

It is said that the Veda, not being the wokk op an author, nxs 
THE INHERENT CAPACITY OF ASSERTING WHAT IS TRUE J—BUT WHY 
CANNOT IT BE SUSPECTED THAT WHAT IT SAYS IS NOT TRUE ? 

Just as its truthfulness is deduced from the fact 

THAT BY ITSELF, IT BRINGS ABOUT THE COGNITION OP 
WHAT IS TRUE,—IN THE SAME MANNER IT MIGHT 
BE SUSPECTED THAT BY ITSELP IT BRINGS 
ABOUT THE COGNITION OF WHAT IS NOT 

TRUE.—(2398-2390) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Pr&krlam ’—pertaining to its nature ; inherent.—(2398-2309) 


The following text proceeds to urge that the reason for the validity and 
reliability of the Veda may be held to lie in the fact of its being the work of 
a reliable person; why rely upon its not boing the work of anyone, which 
only shows your stupidity ? 
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TEXTS (2400-2401). 

Further, if you are really eager to regard the Veda as valid 

AND RELIABLE, THEN TRY AND PROVE THAT IT IS THE WORK OF A 
PERSON FREE FROM DEFECTS AND SO FORTH. If IT IS COM¬ 
POSED BY A FAULTLESS AUTHOR AND IS EXPOUNDED IN THE 
WORLD BY FAULTLESS EXPOUNDERS, IT CERTAINLY CAN 
BE THE MEANS OF OBTAINING THE COGNITION OF 
THE REAL TRUTH REGARDING THINGS.— 

(2400-2401) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ And so forth ’ —is meant to include the faultless expounders —(2400- 
2401) 

Question —" How can validity and reliability bo accepted as attaching to 
the Veda ns composed and explained by faultless persons ? ” 

A usurer :— 

TEXT (2402). 

The well-defined and excellent words of persons full of wisdom 

AND COMPASSION, EVEN THOUGH EMANATING FROM PERSONALITIES, 

ARE ACTUALLY THE MEANS OF TRUE COGNITIONS.—(2402) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thin has been thus declared by Shabarasvdmin (in his Bh&$ya on SO. 
1. 1. 2)—“ As regards the assertion of ordinary men, if it emanates from a 
trustworthy person,—or if it pertains to something that is directly perceived 
by the senses,—it must bo true ( Translation , p. 4.) 

' Sadvdchah ’—Excellent assertions.—(2402) 

The following Text again shows the * inconclusiveness ’ of not being the 
work of a Person as a Reason for reliability. 


TEXT (2403). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE VEDA CANNOT BE REGARDED AS A SOURCE OF 

Right Cognition, simply because it is not the work of 
man. Because it has been found that such things 
as forest-fire and the like (which are not 

THE WORK OF MAN) ARE THE SOURCE 
OF FALSE COGNITIONS.—(2403) 

COMMENTARY. 

Mistaken cognitions do not always arise from the presence of defects in 
men ; even in cases where no such defects are possible,—e.g. in the case of 
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such things as forest-fire, —there art* wrong cognitions in regard to the Blue 
Lotus and such things [the Blue Lotus appearing Red under the glare of the 
extensive fire]. 

‘ Duva-vahni '—is the wild fire burning in the woods. What is meant 
to be cited as tho source of wrong cognition is that Fire winch starts by 
itself through the friction of dried bamboos, etc. in the forest. That fire on 
the other hand which is produced by men by rubbing together of two 
sticks,—this cannot bo regarded as ' not the work of man ’ ; and hence this 
could not invalidate tho Mimdmsaka's Reason. 

• Forest-fire and the like ’—‘ and the like ' is meant to include tho Mirage 
and such phenomena.—(2403) 

How these aro the source of wrong cognitions is shown in the following : — 


TEXT (2404). 

In tub glare of fire, the Blue Lotus appears as Red.— If it is said 
that—“ In this case thf. Fire is the cause of the wrong 
Cognition, and is a product (not eternal) ’’—[then, 

THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWING Text]. 

—(2404) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might bo said (by tho Mim&msaka)— “ Tho mere faot of 
not being the work of a person has not boon put forward by us ns the Reason 
(for Reliability),—what ia mount by us to be the Reason is that fact along 
with tho faot of not being a product. —Or it is this character of not being a 
product that is indicated by the character of not being the work of a Person. 
Hence tho Reason is not rendored Inconclusive by the case of the Forest 
firo, which is a product (with a beginning) — 

This is tho Mitndmsaka's answer which is anticipated and sot forth in tho 
words—' In this case, the Fire, etc. etc.' 

1 Taddhltuh ’—the source of wrong cognition.—(2404) 

The answer to tho above is ns follow’s :— 


TEXT (2405). 

Does toe 'character of being a Product ’ make things the source 

OF WRONG COGNITIONS ? In THAT CASE, Smoke WOULD NOT 
BE THE CORRECT INDICATOR OF FlRE.—(2405) 

COMMENTARY. 

That alone can be a qualification of the Reason (Probans) which serves 
to differentiate the Probans from the contrary of the Probandum;—other- 
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wise, if any and every qualification could make the Reason conclusive, then 
no Reason could ever be Inconclusive ; because qualifications would easily be 
available by the mere wish for it;—the character of not being a Product does 
not set aside its capacity to bring about wrong notiotis ; because if being a pro¬ 
duct were known to be the cause of being a source of wrong notions, then the 
absence of the former might moan the absence of the latter also. 

The Opponent might say—“ It is so known 

The answer to that is—* In that case, etc. etc.' —If the character of being 
a Product were the reason for being the source of wrong notions, —then the. 
character of not being a Product would be the reason for being the source of 
right notions bocauso Right and Wrong Cognitions being mutually 
contradictory, both could not proceed from one and the same cause ; e.g. 
Fire, which is the source of Heat, cannot be the source of gold; consequently, 
as Smoke is a product, it could not be the means of the Right Notion of Firo.— 
(2-105) 

The following might be urged :—'* Wlmt is meant by us is, not that 
the character of being a product is tho cause of wrong cognition only, but that 
the said character alone is the cause of tho wrong cognition ; there is no 
other cause for it; wo do not assert that Right Cognition can never be 
brought about by what is a Product. Everything that is a product is not 
equally regarded by us as being tho cause of Wrong Cognition ; by virtue 
of which, tho Right and Wrong Cognitions being mutually contradictory, 
all that is not-product would be the source of Right Cognition. What is 
moant by us is that Products boing multifarious, it is only some Products 
that are the souroe of Wrong Cognition,—e.g. jaundice, otc.—whilo some are 
tho source of Right Cognition,—e.g. tho whole lot of undisoosod sense-organs. 
If it woro not so, then, on finding that some products like Ico aro thesourco of 
cold,—it might bo presumed by implication that warmth which is contrary to 
cold is due to something that is not u Product. As a matter of fact, however, 
this is not so.—Thus, inasmuoh as wo do not deny the fact of tho Product 
boing tho source of Right Cognition, Smoke does remain tho moans of Right 
Cognition (of Fire) 

Anticipating this argument, the Author answers it in tho following— 


TEXT (2406). 

Thus, even though not the work of a person, the Veda 

CANNOT BE THE SOURCE OF RIGHT COGNITION ; HENOF, THE 
ASSUMPTION OF IT IS ENTIRELY FUTILE.—(2406) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the character of being a Product were tho cause of both Rightness and 
Wrongness,—then the absence of that character would mean the absence of 
both Right and Wrong Cognition ; consequently the fact of the Veda not 
being a product could not be a ground for its being a source of Right Cognition ; 
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as that is not a cause of this latter; hence the qualification—‘ not being a 
product ’—as applied to the Probans, is useless. 

The following might be urged— 44 By the qualification— 4 not being the 
work of man \ what is meant is not the 4 Positive-Negative * Premiss, but a 
purely nogutive Premiss ; the sense being that— being a Prorluct, which is the 
contrary of the Probans ( 4 not being the work of man ’), is concomitant with 
4 falsity \ which is the contrary of the Probandum ( 4 Truthfulness *),— 
because falsity is found in the words of man only—hence wherever there is 
the character of not being a Product, which is contrary to that with which 
Falsity is invariably concomitant,—there, the character of not being a Product, — 
which is negatively concomitant with falsity —being nogatived, its concomi¬ 
tant, Falsity, also becomes negatived ; and thus it would follow that U'hat is 
not a Product asserts what is true; and as thus t he desired conclusion would be 
got oven without the affirmative premiss, any statement of such a Premiss 
would be useless ”, 

Truo; this is ho. If the concomitance between the two contraries is 
admitted. But it is not admitted. For instance, there would be con¬ 
comitance betwoon the two contraries of the Probandum. if against the 
Probans, which is contrary to the Probandum, there were a sublative cogni¬ 
tion. Thoro is. however, no snob sublntivo cognition. Moro non-perception 
does not prove non-existence ; as it is not a conclusive proof for non-existence. 

The following might be urged—“ lieing a Prculuct is the contrary of 
not-beinga Product ; in tho former wo find falsity, whence it follows by implica¬ 
tion that what is not a Product is devoid of falsity ”. 

This is not right. From nooing something in one plnco, it does not follow 
that it doos not exist olsewhoro; Ixicauso one and the name thing in found 
to bo concomitant with mutually contradictory things. For instance, tho 
single character of non eUtmality is found to bo concomitant with what is 
produced by effort and also wlmt is not so produced ; and tho mcro fact of 
non-elcmalily being found in what is produced by effort, cannot lead to the 
conclusion that it doos not exist in wlmt is not produced by effort. 

Further, if the mere fact of falsity boing sometimes found in what is u 
Product wore to mean that tho two aro invariably concomitant, then it 
might bo that truthfulness being found in words proceeding from men,— 
truthfulness and proceeding from men may bo regarded os invariable con¬ 
comitants ;—and consequently, on tho cessation of the clmractor of being 
a product, falsity should cease,—us also Trulhf/dncss should coase; so 
that tho more fact of not being the work of a Person does not prove truthfulness- 
Enough of this discussion.—(2406) 


Tho Author has, so far, proved, in detail, the 4 Inconclusivonoss 4 of tho 
following Reasons (propounded by the Mimumsaka, in support of the 
Reliability of the Veda)—(a) that it is free from all defects conducive to 
falsity, as implied by the fact of its not being tho work of man,—(6) that it 
is not tho work of man, as indicated by the absence of defects,—(c) tliat it 
is not tho work of man, which has been directly stated in so many words. 
He now proceeds to show the 4 inadmissibility ’ of theso :— 
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TEXTS (2407-2409). 

From all this it follows that the Reasons in support of (1) the 
Veda not being the work of a Person, (2) of there being only a 

‘ MANIFESTATION ' OF IT, AND (3) OF ITS BEING ETERNAL,—AS ALSO 
(4) OF THE ETERNAL CONNECTION BETWEEN THE WORDS AND ITS 
MEANING,—HAVE ALL BEEN SET FORTH USELESSLY. BECAUSE, EVEN 

IF THE Veda has all this character, it cannot be ACCEPTED 

TO BK THE SOURCE OF TRUE KNOWLEDGE ; AS HAS BEEN JUST STATED 

in detail. Hence we are not paying much attention to the 

REFUTATION OF THIS IDEA (OF THE VEDA NOT BEING THE WORK OF A 
PERSON). Who WOULD EVER CARE TO REFUTE WHAT HAS NO BEARING 
UPON TIIF. MATTER UNDER CONSIDERATION ?—(2407-2409) 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) The idea of it* not being the work of a Person, (2) the idoa that 
there is 4 manifestation ' of it, and (3) the idoa that it in eternal;—the 
Reasons in support all this.— 'SudJiana' being that by whioh something is 
proved, i.e. Reaxon, Pro bona.—Various kind* of auch Reasons have been 
shown above already. 

4 Tatmin ‘—even if all this bo truo.— 4 Asya ’ of the Veda. 

4 Upagamyatl *—cannot be accepted. 

4 VyOsatah ’—in detail. 

4 Etatpratikflpi ’—to fclto refutation of all this idea—of the Veda not 
being the work of a Person and ho forth. 

Even if all this is true, what is wantotl by the MimQmsaka is not aocom- 
plished ;—and as this has boon oxplainod already ; if a furthor refutation of 
all this wore done, it would bo of no use in the prosent discussion.—(2407-2409) 

This Harm* idea is further explained— 

TEXTS (2410-2411). 

The QUESTION THAT IS BEING CONSIDERED NOW IS THE IDEA OF THE: 

Veda being the source of Right Knowledge ; and it has been 

PROVED THAT IT CANNOT BE SO, EVEN IF IT BE NOT THE WORK 

of a Person.—What little is said in this con¬ 
nection (BY THE OTHER PARTY) IN SHEER VANITY, 

—ALL THAT VANISHES IN THIS SAME WAY, FOR 
ALL MEN OF KEEN INTELLECTUAL 

vrsroN.—(2410-2411) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Ahopurufikd ’—vanity.—The nominal affix 4 vuH ’ being due to the 
term being included under the 4 Manojfia ' group. 
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4 Men of keen intelligence —whose vision, in the shape of Intelligence, 
is very keen.—(2410-2411) 


It has been argued by the Mbnumsaka under 2005, above, that 4 the 
author of the Veda ’ is not cognisable by any of the five Moans of Knowledge, 
etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2412). 

Tkf, absence of tiie Means of Coonition does not necessarily 

MEAN THE ABSENCE OF THE Object OF COGNITION ; BECAUSE THE 
LATTER ARE NOT CAUSES WITH WHICH THE FORMER IS 
INVARIABLY CONCOMITANT.—(2412) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by this tho most important argument (of tho Mhndmsaku ) 
is 4 inadmissible *. 

It is only what is all-pervading, o.g. tho Cause, which, being absent, 
indicates tho absonco of tho loss porvasivo, o.g. tho Effect ; because those two 
or© related to each other—tho ull-porvasivo to tho loss porvasivo, by tho 
relation of co-ossontiality, and tho Cause to tho Effoct by tho rolotion of tho ono 
being produced by tho other;—and for you, the effect and tho less-pervasive 
factor cannot bo present when their correlatives aro not thero.—As regards 
tho Moans of Cognition, thoy cannot bo pervasive over, and the Cause of, all 
things. For instance, it is quite possible for a thing far removed in timo and 
place and nature, to oxist oven without tho Means of Cognition applying to 
it; honco tho said Moans of Cognition cannot bo porvasivo over all things. 
Nor can tho Means of Cognition bo rogardod os tho Cause of all things, for 
tho same reason; specially as it is the other way about, tho Means of 
Cognition itsolf boing tho effect or product of tho Objects of Cognition. And 
yot when tho Effoct is absent, it does not imply tho Absonco of tho Cause ; 
as such a premiss is found to bo false. And wlmt is neither tho Causo nor 
all-pervasive cannot indicate tho absence of its corrolativos; as, if it did, 
there would bo incongruities. 

Thus it is established that in tho proving of tho absonco of tho Object 
of Cognition only, tho absonco of tho Moans of Cognition only, if cited os 
a Reason, is cloarly 4 inconclusive ' and wrong.—(2412) 


The same 4 Inconclusivoness ’ is further confirmed by the possibility 
of the Reason in the Contrary of tho Probandum :— 
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TEXT (2413). 

Thus, even though not cognisable by the five Means of Cognition, 
the Author of the Veda is not amenable to ‘ Non-apprehension ’ 
(Negation) alone he being just like the Author of 
the story-book whose author is not 
known.—(2413) 


COMMENTARY. 

* Tat' —Thus ; therefore. 

Construe thus—* Pahchabhxh agamyopi ahrutth kartd \ 

* AvijMia.de.’— The compound is to bo expounded qs—* those whose 

a . r ; / Ur ,‘ kno 7 ‘ * and thi « * be token as in opposition to (qualifying, 
ukhyGytkuth ; and then the Genitive Ending and the «vati ’-affix.-*M!3) 


The following Text points out tho * inadmissibility • 
Clusiveness ’ of the Mimamsaka's Probans .— 


and hence 'Incon- 


TEXT (2414). 

If the author of these story-books is inferred from the fact 
of their being expressive of distinctly clear meanings,_ 

THEN WHY CANNOT THE SAME BE DONE IN REGARD TO THE 

Veda also ?—(2414) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Ttidm ’—stands for tho story-books, etc. 

‘ Wh * cannol > «*•’—That is, why is not the Author of tho Veda 
also inferred from its being expressive of distinctly clear meanings ?—there 
l>eing no difference between the two cases. Thus the Reason—* because 
there is no moans of knowing such an Author ’ becomes ‘ inadmissible ’ 

* untrue ’.—(2414) 


Further, tho Reason as adduced by the Mim&nwalca can have two 
meanings—(1) that the Author is not cognised by any one through the 
Five Means of Cognition, and (2) that he is not so cognised by the Mxmdmsaka 
himself in the former sense, it is Doubl/ul-hcncc-Inadmissible ; and in the 
latter, it is Inconclusive .—This is shown in the following 
25 
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TEXTS (2415-2417) 

AS REGARDS HIS BEING NOT COGNISED BY ALL BEINGS,—THAT IS ALWAYS 
doubtful ; AS IT IS POSSIBLE THAT AT SOME TIME BY SOME MEANS OF 
Cognition, he might become cognised by some one. Because 

THAT HE IS SO UNC0GN1SABLE CANNOT BE CLEARLY ASCERTAINED 
BY ALL LIVING BEINGS OF ALL THE THREE WORLDS COMING TOGETHER 
WITHOUT EXCEPTION.—AS REGARDS HIS BEING NOT COGNISED BY THE 

Mimamsaku HIMSELF, it is clearly ‘ Inconclusive ’, because that 

DOES NOT PROVE WITH CERTAINTY THAT THERE IS NO COGNITION 

BY OTHER PERSONS.—(2415-2417) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Imam ’—i.e. tho foot that tho Author of tho Vodn in not cognised 
by anyone. 

* Tatha hi, etc. etc. ’—confirms tho said ‘ Inconclusivoness through tho 
convictions of other pooplo and also tho cogitations of students.—(2415- 
2417) 

It has boon argued by tho Mimdmsaka, under Text 2088, that " the 
Author of tho Veda is not perceived ". 

Tlio following Text shows that this Reason is * inadmissible ’:— 


TEXT (2418). 

It is through Perception that the Readers of the Veda are recog¬ 
nised AS THE ' MAKERS IT CANNOT BE RIGHT TO REGARD THEM 
. AS ‘ MANIFE8TBRS ’ ; BECAUSE THE ‘ MANIFESTATION ’ OF ETERNAL 
THINGS IS IMPOSSIBLE.—(2418) 

COMMENTARY. 

If tho opinion hold is that ‘ no maker of tho Veda is over perceived ’,— 
then, in ns much os readers of tho Veda aro always aeon, what is asserted is 
clearly * inadmissible 

If tho idea hold is that tho first. 4 maker ’ of tho Voda has not been 
seen,—ovon so tho fact remains doubtful — hence—inatlmissiblc ; it boing 
possible that ho might have boon seen by some ono at some time. 

If the idea is that the 4 Readors ’ cannot bo regarded as ‘ Makers ’ or 
' Authors ’,—they aro only tho ‘ monifestors ’ of the Veda,—then the answer 
to that is that— 4 It cannot be right, etc. etc.' — 4 Tl ’ stands for tho Readers. 

That the 4 Manifestation ’ of eternal things is not possible is going to 
be explained later on. 

Question: — 44 How then can there be a 4 Munifoster * of tho non-eternal 
Jar ? ” 
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Answer ; —True; there can be no ‘ Manifester ’ for non-eternal tilings 

also. 

Question : —“ How then are things like the Lamp regarded as 
• Mnnifosters * ? ” 

Answer .-—No ; in the cases cited, the Lamp is really the producer of the 
Jar, inasmuch as it produces the jar capable of bringing about its cognition ; 
and it is spoken of ns ‘ Manifester \ in order to indicate the exact nature 
of tho ‘ producing * done by it. 

Such a 4 Manifester ' is not possible in the cose of the Veda ; because its 
nature is such that its successive stages of production are not dearly per¬ 
ceptible.—(2418) 

Even granting that there can be a ' Manifester ' of the eternal thing ;— 
such a * Manifester ’ does not differ from the * maker \—This is what is shown 
in the following:— 

TEXT (2419). 

The Vedas being perceptible in their character, there is appear¬ 
ance OP THEM WHEN THERE IS OPERATION OP THE ‘ MANIFESTER ’ ! 

Ik THEY EXISTED EVEN BEFORE THAT OPERATION, THEN THEY 
SHOULD BE PERCEPTIBLE AT THAT TIME 

ALSO.—(2419) 

COMMENTARY. 

Nothing can bo regarded aa ' Manifester * unloss it does something j 
otherwise there would be incongruities ; and if it does something, then it 
liecomes admitted that it is tho producer ; bocauso tho production of a particular 
thing consists only in tho coming about of another character. 

* Being perceptible in their character ’—This qualifies tho Vedas. 

It might be argued that—" the Vodas wore poreeptiblo in their character 
even bofore ; then how can they bo said to appear through the operation 
of tho Manifester ” ? 

The answer to this is—‘ If they existed even before , etc. etc. ’—' Tif&m ' 
stands for the Vodas that are percoptiblo in their character.—(2410) 

The same idea is further supported :— 

TEXT (2420). 

The Veda is recognised as capable of being treated as the effect 
produced by the ' Manifester — because it appears only 

WHEN THIS LATTER IS PRESENT ;—LIKE THE SPROUT 
IN THE PRESENCE OF THE .SEED.—(2420) 

COMMENTARY. 


The argument may be formulated as follows :—When one thing is found 
to appear when there is functioning of another thing, the former is capable 
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of being troated os the effect produced by the latter,—for instance, tlu* 
sprout, appearing when the seed functions, is regarded ns its effect ;—the 
Voda is found to appear only when the functioning of the Reader (Mnnifester) 
is thoro ; hence this is a Roason based upon the nature of things. 

‘Being treated' consists in abandoning or securing the thing.— 'Adi’ 
stands for being cognised, being spoken, of and so forth. 

The Reason here adduced is not ‘inadmissible’ ; if it were, then the 
Voda would bo perceived evon boforo (its manifestation by the Reader). 

Nor is the Reason * Inconclusive ’ ; as there can be no other reason for 
its being treated as a product. —(2420) 

. It has been argued undor Text 2088 above that—“ The Author of the Veda 
has not had his relationship porceivcd previously, etc. etc.—hence he cannot 
be inferred 

The answor to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2421). 

Because they appear in the sequential form in which they become 

MANIFESTED,—LIKE DRAMAS AND STORIES,— 1 THP. VEDAS MUST BE 
THE WORK OF AN AUTHOR ; THUS THE AUTHOR IS COONISED 
BY MEANS OF INFERENCE ALSO.—(2421) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho reasoning may bo formulated as follows :—What appears in the 
sequential ordor of tho manifestation must bo the work of an author ;—like 
Dramas and Storios ;—tho Voda appears in tho sequential ordor of its manifes¬ 
tation ;—honco this is a Roason based upon tho naturo of things. 

Tho Reason hero adduced cannot bo rogarded as ' Inadmissible ’; 
because Letters aro actually always cognised in a sequential order.—(2421) 


Tho following Text shows that the Roason just adduced is not ' Incon¬ 
clusive ’:— 


TEXT (2422). 


Otherwise [if the Veda were not the work of a Person],—as 
the Veda would be eternal AND ALL-PERVADINO, THERE 
COULD BE NO SEQUENTIAL ORDER IN IT. As A MATTER 
OF FACT, THERE CAN BE NO SEQUENCE IN 
WHAT IS ETERNAL J AS THERE CAN 
BE NO ' MANIFESTATION ’ OF 

IT.—(2422) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ Otherwise '—if the Veda were not the work of a Person, and if it were 
eternal and all-pervading,—then there should be no sequence in regard to it. 
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Because in the case of the Veda, there cannot bo any sequence of time, as 
there is in the case of the Seed and the Sprout; because being eternal, the 
words must be all synchronous.—Nor can thoro be sequence of place, as there 
is in the case of the line of ants; because, being all-pervading, they must 
occupy the same points in space.—Nor can there bo sequence of manifestation ; 
because what is eternal cannot have any peculiarity imposed upon itself, and 
hence cannot become manifested.— (2422) 


It has been argued undor Text 2080 that— 44 there is no Verbal authority, 
—either eternal or artificial, —which declares an Author of tho Veda ", 

The answer to this is ns follows :— 


TEXT (2423). 

It has been shown that * Verbal Authority \ 4 Analogy ’ and 
4 Presumption ’ cannot be the Means of Right Cognition ; 

—HENCE IT CANNOT BE RIGHT TO BRING THESE 
• FORWARD.—(2423) 

COMMENTARY. 

' It has been shown '—under the chapter on tho Means of Right Cognition. 
4 TOsdm ’—of Verbal Authority, Analogy and Prosumption.—(2423) 


It has boon argued under Text 2090 that— 44 Tho Veda is held to be without 
an Author, in ordor to romovo tho chances of unreliability, oto. otc. ”. 

Tho answer to this is as follow’s :— 


TEXT (2424). 

If the idea of the Veda being without an Author is insisted 

UPON, IN ORDER TO REMOVE ALL CHANCES OF ITS UNRELIABILITY, 
—THEN, SUCH AN IDEA, BEING A POSITIVE ENTITY, 

MUST BE ESTABLISHED BY MEANS OF PROOFS. 

—(2424) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question .-— 44 How can that idea be a positive entity ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (2425). 

The Veda is regarded to be self-sufficient,—because it does 

NOT DEPEND UPON THE ACTION OF ANY PERSON ; AND THE 

said self-sufficiency must be either the property 

OF A POSITIVE ENTITY ONLY, OR SUCH A 
POSITIVE ENTITY ITSELF.—(2425) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by the Veda ‘ being without an Author ’ is that it is 
self-sufficient ; as the argument that is put forward is that “ the Veda i« 
independent of the action of Persons, and lienee valid and reliable as n 
means of knowledge If it wore not so, then what peculiar character would 
it 1)0 which would bo proved by the proving of the fact that the Veda is not 
the work of an Author ? 

This character of ' not being the work of an author ’ is tho properly 
of an entity for those who regard tho distinction between tho thing and its 
proporty as roal.—As a matter of foot, howovor, tho ' property ’ is only the 
naturo of tho entity itself, and is spoken of as its ' property ' for tho purpose 
of precluding other diversities. This is what is meant by tho words—' or 
a positive entity itself '—‘ Such ' —i.o. self-sufficient.—(2425) 

It has boon argued under Text 2100, that—"when tho proofs adduced 
to prove tho existence of such an Author are refuted, the absence of such a 
one follows as a matter of coumo 

Tho onswor to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2426-2428). 

If certain proofs are adduced IN SUPPORT of the view that THERE 
is an Author of the Vedas,—if these proofs are refuted, 
it does not necessarily follow that there is no such Author. 
In fact on the refutation of the proof of his existence, 
WHAT FOLLOWS IS THAT THERE IS NO CERTAINTY REGARDING HIS 
EXISTENCE ; SIMILARLY THE MERE SETTING ASIDE OF THE IDEA OF 
HIS EXISTENCE IS NOT ENOUGH TO BRING ABOUT ANY CERTAINTY AT 
ALL. —AS A MATTER OF FACT, EVEN ON THE OESSATION OF THE MEANS 
of Cognition, there is no certainty regarding the non- 
EXISTENCE OF THE THING CONCERNED ; HENCE ALL THAT IT CAN 
PROVE IS THAT THERE IS NO CERTAINTY REGARDING EITHER OF THE 
TWO VIEWS.—(2426-2428) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a certain proof is adduced for the purpose of bringing about 
certainty regarding a certain thing,—if that proof is refuted,—all that will 
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follow would bo that there would bo no certainty relating to it; it would not 
follow that the thing itself does not exist. Because on the cessation of the 
Means of Cognition, the object of Cognition does not cease,—as has been 
explained above—on the basis of its being the Means or tho Pervader. 

4 Asti '—on being refuted. 

All that can be asserted with reason is that 4 neither of tho two views 
is proved ’; tho particle 4 Hi' has to be added, after 4 ndsti —(2426-2428) 

The same idea is further strengthened by means of an oxamplo :— 


TEXT (2429). 

For instance, when on the ground of ‘ inoorporeality the 

OTHER PARTY SEEKS TO PROVE THE KTERNALITY (OF WORD-SOUNDS), 

—AND AOAINST THIS IT IS POINTED OUT THAT, IN VIEW OF 

Pleasure, which also is ‘ incorporeal ’ (and yet not- 
ETERNAL), THE SAID REASON IS ‘ INCONCLUSIVE IT 
DOBS NOT NECESSARILY FOLLOW (FROM THIS COUNTER¬ 
ARGUMENT) TnAT the Word-Sound is 
PERISHABLE.—(2429) 

COMMENTARY. 

For oxamplo, tho man who holds the Word-Sound to bo otcrnal,—with a 
viow to prove the said otornality, which is one ontity,—puts forward the 
argument that 4 tho Word-Sound must be otornal, beoauso it is incorporeal, 
like A kasha * thereupon his opponent puts forward tho counter-argumont 
that— 4 The Word-Sound cannot be regarded as otcrnal, on tho ground of 
its incorporeality, because in viow of the caso of Ploasuro, tho said reason 
is inconclusive ’in this way, though tho Reason for tho ontity, in tho shape 
of 4 otornality ’, has lx>on refuted, yet it does not becomo proved that tho said 
Word-Sound is not eternal ;— so also in the case in question —this clause is 
to be token as understood. 

The term 4 yathd ' in tho text is misplaced ; it should bo understood as 
coming after 4 uktlpi 

After the word 4 Shabdah ’, tho phrase 4 nilyah siddhyati ’ has to be 
added. Or, a single use may be taken as serving both purposes,—as in the 
caso of * Bh\m& ' and others.—(2429) 

It has been arguod above—under Text 2101, that— 44 when the other 
party adduce proofs in support of the two ends of the Veda, the upholders 
of tho Veda havo their purposo accomplished by the refutation of those 
proofs ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2430). 

Thus then, when a proof has been adduced in support of the 

TWO ENDS OF THE VEDA,—BY THE REFUTATION OF THAT PROOF, 

THE UPHOLDERS OF THE VEDA DO NOT HAVE THEIR 
PURPOSE ACCOMPLISHED.— (2430) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tot '—Therefor©, thus. 

‘ They do not have their purpose accomplished ’ —i.e. their opinion does 
not becomo established.—(2430) 

It has boon urged above by the Mxmdmsaka, undor tho Text 2105, that— 
" EtemalUy ia what is meant by the two characters of being not produced 
and being not destroyed, and both those being of the nature of Nogation, do 
not require any proof for themselves 

Tho Buddhist's answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2431-2432). 

If 4 Etkrnality * is what is meant by being not produced and being not 
destroyed , —then, inasmuch as both would be of the nature 
of mere Negation,—the same may be said regarding the 
non-entity also. Consequently, just as the Kter- 

NALITY OF THE ‘ SKY-LOTUS ’ IS NOT REAL, IN THE 

SAME WAY THE reliability of the Veda also does 
not become established.—(2431-2432) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are two assumptions hero—(1) that etornality is assorted on tho 
basis of tho two characters of being not produced and being destroyed, 
which aro of the nature of absolute negation, —and (2) that these latter are 
of the nature of Relative Negation;— under tho former view (1) tho Reason 
being ‘ inconclusive ’ (doubtful) in view of tho ‘ Sky-lotus the 4 etornality' 
of tho Veda does not become established as a real entity ; because in the 
case of the 4 Sky-lotusthough both the said characters of being produced 
and being destroyed ore denied,—yot its etcmalily does not becomo established 
as a real entity ; the some happens in tho case of the Veda ; hence the Reason 
is 4 Inconclusive '; and from this it would follow thot, as in the Sky lotus, so 
in the Veda also, there would be no reliability. —(2431-2432) 


Tho following Text shows that the Reason in question is also 
4 Inadmissible *:— 
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TEXT (2433). 

Even the denial of the characters of being produced and being 
destroyed cannot bf. admitted ; as it has been said that 
‘ the proof is set aside *. Hence Etemalily does 
not become established.—(2433) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Sot aside ’—Refuted. 

‘ Tat ’—Hence. 

If the latter view (2)—put forward in the Commentary on 2431—is 
accepted,—then it should not be said that ‘ bocauso they are of the nature 
of Negation, they do not need any proof for themselves ’. 

Tlxis is what is Hhown in the following:— 

TEXTS (2434-2435). 

If the two characters meant to be the Reasons for Eternality 

ARE OF THE NATURE OF RELATIVE NEGATION,—^TURN, PARTAKING 
OF THE NATURE OF AFFIRMATION, THEY DO STAND IN NEED OF 
PROOF FOR THEMSELVES.—THUS, FOR PEOPLE WHO DO NOT 
wish to prove 4 Eternality ’ as a real entity, the 

SAID ETERNALITY DOES NOT BECOME PROVED 
MERELY BY THE REJECTION OF THE TWO 

CONTRARY VIEWS.—(2434-2435) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(2434-2436) 

It has boon argued by the Mlm&msaka, under Text 2106, that—“ One 
who assorts tho falsity of the Vedic Word, on tho basis of Inference, has 
his Proposition annullod by tho forco of the cognition derived from the Veda ”. 
Tho Buddhist's answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2436). 

The Reason that has been adduced by us in its three-fold form,— 
CANNOT BE REFUTED EVEN BY YOUR FATHER.—(2436) 

COMMENTARY. 

* The Reason that has been adduced under the Chapter on ‘ Inference ’ ; 
whore the three kinds of Reason have been described, as (1) based upon tho 
nature of things, (2) based upon the relation of Causo and Effect, and (3) 
based on Non-apprehonsion. 
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Such a Reason cannot bo refuted ; because it is inseparable from the 
real state of things.—No one can alter the real nature of a thing ; because 
that would mean the producing of another state of the thing; and when 
another state of the thing is brought about, it does not moan anything for 
the thing itself ; as that would load to incongruities. Consequently when a 
certain thing has been proved by proofs, it cannot be set aside by any one. 
Otherwise if there were setting aside of what is established by proof, the 
proof itself would become vitiated ; this would mean that there would be no 
confidence in any thing ; and henco that proof would not be reliable at all.— 
(2430) 


The same idea is further explained in the following:— 


TEXTS (2437-2438). 

The Person who has bern spoken of in the Veda as ‘ not perishing 

—THE DENIAL OF SUCH A PERSON THROUGH INFERENCE HAS BERN 
CLEARLY 8ET FORTH IN THE SECTION WHERE 'THE NO-SOUL 
DOOTR1NK ’ HAS BEEN EXPOUNDED.—THE * UNIVERSAL ’ AND 
OTHER THINGS ALSO HAVE BERN SHOWN THERE TO HAVE 
BEEN DISCARDED. THE INFERENCE BASED UPON 
WELL-RECOGNISED INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE, 

AS EXPLAINED BEFORE, IS WHAT SETS ASIDE 

the soul.—(2437-2438) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has boon declared in the Veda—' This indeed is the Soul ’; and in 
reference to this Soul, it is assorted—' It is imperishable, it never perishes ’ ; 
—and again—' Indestructiblo indeed is tho Soul, characterised by indestruc¬ 
tibility — * Doe s not perish ’ — i.e. is eternal. ' Arl ’ — is an expletive. 

* Universal and other things ' -' Other things ’ stands for Qualities and 

Substances.—In what way these have been discarded by proofs, lias 
been shown under the chapter on tho ' Six Categories —And the Inference 
that discards the Soul is one based upon well-recognised Premisses, shown 
under the Chapter on ‘ No-Soul (2437-2438) 


Says the Opponent—“ What is declared by tho Veda—how can it be 
discarded by Inference ? If the idoa provided by a Means of Right Cognition 
were discarded,—then why should the Inference also not be discarded ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2439). 

When the Inference is firmly based upon the nature of things 
—who would be the stupid person who would discard 
it on the strength of mere Words,—or by the 

COGNITION BORN OF SUCH WORDS ?—(2439) 


COMMENTARY. 

* Taaydlj ,—of the Inference. 

Words depend upon the whim of the Speaker, and as such they can have 
no fixed relationship to any real state of things ; honco it cannot bo regarded 
ns a Means of Right Cognition in regard to the state of things.—Inforence, 
on the other hand, always appears on the basis of the Probans which is 
inseparably related either by samonoss or by causality ; and as such it is 
inseparably connected with the tiling ; that is why it is a Moans of Right 
Cognition and is capablo of discarding notions to the contrary. 

‘ Tadbhdvinyd ’—proceeding from words.—(2439) 


If even when not inseparably related, the Word were a Moans of Right 
Cognition, then there would be incongruities.—This is what is shown in the 
following:— 


TEXT (2440). 

When a cognition proceeds from the words of a human-being, 

IN REGARD TO SOMETHING BEYOND THE SENSES,—WHY DO YOU 
NOT REGARD IT TO BE AS RELIABLE AS THAT DERIVED 

from Sense-perception ?—(2440) 

COMMENTARY. 

Why should not reliability belong to the words that 1 Heaven does not 
result from the performance of the Agniholra' 1 Because in both coses— 
fin the case of these words and in that of the Vedic declaration that Heaven 
docs result from the performance of the Agniholra )—the character of not 
being denial is equally present.—(2440) 


The same non-difforenco between the two cases is further explained :— 
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TEXTS (2441-2442). 

Both cases are equally independent of the need of a Corrobora¬ 
tive Instance,—and both are equally free from defects,— 

BECAUSE BOTH RELATE TO SOMETHING IMPERCEPTIBLE.—IT MIGHT 
BE URGED THAT—‘ IN THE CASE OF THE HUMAN ASSERTION, ITS 
SUBLATION OR DENIAL WOULD BE SUSPECTED, ON THE GROUND OF 
ITS PROCEEDING FROM A HUMAN BEING ’.—If THAT BE SO, THEN 
IN THE CASE OF THE VEDIC ASSERTION ALSO, THE SAID SUSPICION 
CANNOT BE ENTIRELY ABSENT; IT WOULD BE CONSIDERED ONLY 
NATURAL THAT IT SHOULD BE THE SOURCE OF FALSE NOTIONS.— 

(2441-2442) ' 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho following might bo urged—“ It in possible that at the time that the 
human assertion is made, no defect may be found in it; but, ns it arises from 
a human source, the suspicion is always thcro that it may bo false 

Tho samo may be said of the Veda also. Bocnuso truttyulness is as natural 
to it as falsity. 

Honco thoro is no difference botwcon tho two cases.—(2441-2442) 

It has boon argued (by tho MunAvuuika) undor Text 2111 that—“ while 
tho Voda is clearly bringing about tho oognition of things, otc. otc. " 

But the samo muy bo said in regard to tho human assertion also to the 
©Hoot that ' Hoavon does not result from tho performance of tho Agnihotrn.’ 
This is what is stated in tho following :— 


TEXT (2443). 

While the Word (human) is clearly bringing about the cognition 

OF THINGS, NO RIGHT-MINDED PERSON SHOULD SAY, THROUGH 
SHEER MALICE, THAT IT IS human (AND HENCE 

unreliable). —(2443) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho assertion that ‘ Hoavon doos not follow from the performance of 
tho Agnihotra ' is human —i.o. it proceeds from man ;—‘ such an assertion 
even though olearly bringing about the cognition of things, is not reliable for 
us, MimSmeakas ’—this should not be said by any right-minded porson, 
through sheer malice.—This is the sense of tho passage in the text .—What is 
meant by this is that in tho matter of what is entirely beyond the senses, 
the capacity to bring about cognitions bolongs equally to human and non- 
human Words. Thus tho capacity of bringing about cognitions being equally 
present in both, thero can be no reason why reliability should belong to one 
and not to the other. 
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It cannot be right to urge that—“ Defect* being inherent in men, the 
falsity of their assertion is always suspected ; which is not the case with 
superhuman assertions 

Because in the case of assertions not proceeding from man also, the 
suspicion is always likely that it may lx> bringing about false cognitions.— 
(2443) 

The same idea is further explained :— 


TEXT (2444). 

Thus in the matter of super-sensuous things, ai.l words are of 

EQUAL STRENGTH AND WEAKNESS ; WHY TORN SHOULD YOU 
RE IN LOVE WITH ONLY ONE KIND OF THEM ?—(2444) 

COMMENTARY. 

' All ’—Human and Non-human. 

• One kind Tho non-human.—(2444) 

It hus boon nrguod by tho Mimdmsoka, under Text 2113,—" Evon those 
who ore hostile to the Veda do not assort any reason why it should not be a 
Moans of Right Cognition, etc. oto. ” 

Tho unswor to this is us follows :— 


TEXT (2445). 

The Principle just explained forms the reason wny it is asserted 

BY THE WISE THAT THE VEDA CANNOT BE REGARDED AS A 

Means of Right Coonition. And in this they 
SAY WHAT IS PERFECTLY TRUE.—(2445) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The Principle just explained ’—viz. that * Words, dopondont upon 
more whim, can havo no inseparable connection w ith the real state of things ’. 

‘ The wise ’—i.e. the Buddhists. 

Tho Author of the Bha^ya (Shabara) has dcclarod as follows" The 
cognition derived from the Vedic assertion is direct perception; and no Inference 
can bo reliable when it is opposed to Perception ” (SO. 1. 1. 2). [Translation, 

p. o];_ tt nd again—“ As a matter of fact it is the Vedic Injunction which is 

capable of making known what is past, presont and future, also what is 
subtle or hidden or remote and such like ; this cannot be done by any organ 
of sense”. [Translation, p. 4.] 

All this becomes discarded by what has been said above ;—as oil this is 
equally applicable to human assertions also.—(2445) 
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It has been argued by the Mim&msaka, under 2114 that--" When people 
who have been intent upon the study, the retention and the edition of 
•he Veda and in the performance of acts enjoined therein, have not been 
aWo'to detect any grounds of falsity, how can they be detected by persons 
who have kept themselves aloof from it ? ’’ 

The answor to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2446-2447). 

There is nothing strange in the fact that people, whose intelli¬ 
gence HAS BEEN DULLED BY THE CONSTANT CONTEMPLATION OF THE 

Veda, prompted by false attachment, have failed to 

DETECT THE SOURCES OF FALSITY (IN THE VEDA). THE 

Pdrasika people who are addicted to the practice 
DO NOT PERCEIVE ANYTHING WRONG IN THE 
REMARRIAGE OF THEIR MOTHERS.— (2446-2447) 


COMMENTARY. 


The compound is to bo expounded os-‘ those who have boon jcul\k r ia- 
dulled—by the contemplation of the Veda which has boon prompted by false 
attachment.’ 

• Adhydna ’ is constant contemplation or pondering. 

On account of these, false attachment, etc. they do not perceive the defect , 
even though it is there. As for example, the PdrasVca people see nothing 
wrong in the mnrringo of their mother*. So there i» nothing etrongo m whnt 
has been urged by the Mimdmsaka. —(2446-2447) 


It has boon arguod by the M\mdmmka, under Text 2117 that—** The 
eternality and all-pervasiveness of the Word is established, etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2448). 

The idea of ‘ Recognition being of the nature of Perception ’ 

HAS BEEN ALREADY DISCARDED ; AND AS WRONG COGNITION IS 
ALWAYS ASSOCIATED WITH ‘CONCEPTUAL CONTENT \ 

THERE CAN BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING 
ETERNALITY.—(2448) 

COMMENTARY. 

Scnse.]>erception has been defined os what is ‘ free from Conceptual 
Contont and not wrong ’ ; Pccognition is not ‘ free from Conceptual Content ’, 
as it always appears os associated with words, in the form ‘ this is that same . 
—Nor is it ‘ not wrong because it envisages sameness between what 
was seen before and what is seen now ; and yet what is seen now can never 
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be the same as that seen on the previous occasion ; as there could bo no 
notion of succession in what is not successive. The effect is always something 
that follows from, is born of, something else ; when an effect does not come 
into existence at a certain time,—if its cause is there in its efficient state, 
why should there be delay in the appearance of the effect ?—Then again, 
what is eternal does not stand in need of the help of anything; hence it is 
not possible for the delay to be due to the absence of that holp. Hence the 
Cognitions that would proceed from the Eternal Source should all appear 
simultaneously.—The argument may be formulated as follows :—When the 
efficient cause of a certain effect is present, that effect must appear at the 
time ;—for example, Visual Perception, when the complete sot of its causes 
is presont;—the cognitions proceeding from all words, ‘ Cow ’ and the rest, 
have the complote set of thoir efficient causes present at all times and under 
all conditions hence this is u Reason based upon the naturo of things.— 
Consequently,—because it is wrong, and because it is associated with 
Conceptual Content, Recognition cannot bo regarded as Perception. All 
this has beon already expluinod in course of the examination of the ' Per- 
manenco of things —(2448) 

Even Recognition is not found to bo present in the same form in all 
cases.—This is what is pointed out in the following :— 


TEXTS (2449-2462). 

The idea that there appears in regard to Word-Sounds is 

FOUND TO BE MOSTLY DIVERGENT ; AS IT IS OFTEN COGNISED IN 
SUCH FORMS AS ‘ THIS IS SPOKEN BY THE PARROT ’ AND ‘ THIS OTHER 
IS SPOKEN BY THE Sh/irikd I* IT IS SAID THAT “ THIS IS DUE TO 
THE DIVERSITY OF THE MANIFESTERS OF THE SOUNDS THEN, 
WE SHALL STATE THE REASONS FOR REJECTING THIS IDEA OF THE 

•manifestation' (of Sounds). On this ground alone, all 

THIS WOULD BE ONE AND THE SAME. HENCE THERE CAN BE NO 

manifester, and no manifested. Because when the thing is one 

AND INDIVISIBLE, THAT FACT PRECLUDES ALL NOTIONS OF DIVERSITY.— 

Further, there can be no determination, based upon Recogni¬ 
tion, THAT * THESE WORDS ARE human ’ AND ‘ THOSE OTHERS ARE 
NOT UTTERED BY MEN ’.—(2449-2452) 

COMMENTARY. 

When certain word-sounds are uttered by birds,—Hko the Parrot, the 
Shdrikd and the like,—there is always the notion of diversity, ns that ‘ this 
is uttered by the Parrot \ 'that by the Shdrikd' and so forth; hence 
Recognition (Word-Sound) does not appear in all cases. 

It might be argued that—“ this notion of diversity, in regard to the 
utterances of the Parrot, etc. is due to the diversity among the manifesting 
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agencies”;—that is nothing; because the very idea of the ‘manifesting 
agency ’ is going to bo discarded. 

This is what is said in the words—‘ Soyam, tic, tic '— 4 Soy am' stands 
for the divergent notion. 

Then again, oven if the diversity in the Word wore held to be based 
upon the diversity in the manifesters,—and not upon the Word itself,— 
then, there would be no confidence at all. This is the contingency that 
is indicated in tho words—‘ On this ground alone, tic. tic .'—‘ all this ' —i.e. 
the entire universe. 

“ Let that bo so ; what then ? ” 

Answer —‘ Hence there can be, etc. etc. ’ —There could be no ideas of 
difference, such as 4 this is tho manifester * and 4 that tho manifested ’, which 
is based upon diversity ;—oa there is no difforenco at all. For example, 
4 thoso words are human * and ' those othors, like Shanno dSvih, etc. are not 
human all such notions would not be possible for you who are so devoted 
to Recognition ; as there is no distinction at all.—(2440-2462) 

In tho following Teat, the MinUlmsaka shows how there can bo distinction 
between tho common (secular) words and tho Vedic words :— 

TEXT (2463). 

44 Some words ark found always in o.nk and the same order of 

.SEQUENCE,—THE ORDER OF THE nuiniftalers BEING FIXED ; THESE 
WORDS ARE HELD TO BE not-human, APPEARING, AS 
THEY DO, ALWAYS IN TnH SAME FIXED ORDER 
OF SEQUENCE.”—(2463) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch os tho ordor of soquonco in tho manifesto™ is fixed and 
rigid,—there aro certain words—such as 4 Shanno dlvih, etc .’—which are 
always found in tho some ordor; honco, ns always appearing in tho same 
order, they are rogardod os not-human in origin. It follows by implication 
that thoso which are otherwise—i.o. not found always in tho sonio order— 
ore human. —(2463) 

Tho nbovo idea is rejected in the following:— 

TEXT (2464). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE ORDER OF SEQUENCE IN THE MANIFESTING 

agencies, Palate and other speech-centres—is something 

THAT APPERTAINS TO MEN ; HENCE IT IS POSSIBLE 
THAT IT MAY BE OTHERWISE.—(2454) 

COMMENTARY. 

That the words always appear in the same order cannot be admitted ; 
because tho order in tho words is hold to be due to the order in the manifesters ; 
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and this order in the manijeatera —i.e. in the Palate and other speech-centres, 
—is dependent upon the whim of man, and hence cannot be fixod ; as there, 
can be no restraint on the whim of man. Consequently, there is no reasonable 
ground for believing that in any set of words— 4 Shanno dSvih, etc.’—the 
order has been and is going to be always the same ; henco it is just possiblo 
that the order may be otherwise also.—(2454) 

It has been argued by tho MlmSmsaka, in Text 2119, that—" Even though 
the Flame is momentary, yet there is Recognition, etc. etc.” 

The answer to that is as follows :— 

TEXT (2455). 

The idea of any such 1 Universal * as ‘ Fire ’ has been rejected 
in detail. Hence the * Universal * that is recognised 

CANNOT BE ETERNAL.—(2455) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author next proceeds to show that all that has been said above 
applies to the case of Letters also :— 

TEXTS (2456-2457). 

Such Recognition is possible in the case of Letters also, which 
ARE PERISHABLE,—FOR THOSE WnO HOLD THAT THE UNIVERSAL 

can be recognised. That element wherein there appears 

THE NOTION OF DIFFERENCE,—LIKE SLOW, FAST AND SO 
FORTH,—IN REGARD TO THESE THERE CAN BE NO 

RECOGNITION.(?)—(2456-2457) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Universal ’—in the form of the * exclusion of others ’.—(245C-2457) 

It has been argued by the Mimdnwaka, under Text 2121, that—"The 
notions of the individual Cow- word, though diverse, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2458). 

In the Reasons that have been put forward in proof of the idea 
OF THE ONE-NESS OF THE WORD,—THERE IS NO INVARIABLE 

Concomitance possible ; because they are not 
incompatible with the contrary.—(2458) 

COMMENTARY. 

For proving the idea of the Word being one only, the Inferential Reasons 
that have been adduced are such that if a contrary conclusion is established, 
26 
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there has not been shown any reason for sublating such a conclusion 
consequently all those Reasons are Inconclusive. —(2468) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsaka, under Text 2128, that—' 1 Every¬ 
thing that does this lias been found to be permanent, like the universal 
aspect of Smoke, etc. otc." 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2459). 

AS REGARDS THE ‘UNIVERSAL ASPECT OF SMOKE’.[LaCONA IN 

THE Text]_your argument is * superfluous ’.—(2459) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is spoken of as the ‘Inferential Indicative’ (Probans) is the- 
4 Universal which is only the Thing as 4 excluded from heterogeneous things 
—and this is not eternal ; consequently your Corroborative Instance is devoid 
of tho Probandum ’.—(2459) 

It has been argued by the Mlm&msaka under Text 2131, that—“ If the* 
ono-noss of tho Jar, which is urgod, otc. etc. ” 

Tho answer to this is the same, in regard to Letters also. 

This is what is pointed out in tho following:— 

TEXTS (2460-2461). 

If the one-ness of the Letters Oa, etc. that is urged as an 

UNDESIRABLE CONTINGENCY, IS IN REFERENOF. TO THE ‘ UNIVERSAL 
ASPECT \ THEN THE ARGUMENT IS SUPERFLUOUS J BECAUSE THE 
ASPECT OF ‘ EXCLUSION OF THE UNLIKE ’ IS ALREADY POS¬ 
TULATED BY US AS ONE AND THE SAME IN ALL IN¬ 
DIVIDUALS.—If the Individuals themselves were. 

URGED TO BE ONE AND THE SAME, THEN THE 

Reason would be ‘ inconclusive ’; 

BECAUSE THE MULTIPLICITY OF THE 

individual Letter has been 
definitely recognised, in 
every use of them, by 
means of Sense- 
perception, etc. 

-(2460-2461) 

COMMENTARY. 

Five arguments have been set forth (by the MimdmsaJca) under Texts 
2121 et seq .;—if what is meant to be proved by these is the one-ness of the 




“THE REVEALED WORD. 


1143 


)> 


* Universal ’ in the shape of the ‘ exclusion of others ’, then they ore super¬ 
fluous, as proving what is already admitted by the other party ; as-a matter 
of fact, on the basis of the single uniform notion that people have in 
regard to all Individuals, the ono 4 Universal *, in the shape of the 4 exclusion 
of others is admitted (by us). 

If, on the other hand, what is meant to be proved is the one-ness of tho 
Individuals themselves, in the form of their Specific Individualities', then 
the Premiss would be one that is contrary to and annulled by Perception and 
Inference ; and this would make all the Reasons 4 Inconclusive 

4 By means of Sense-perception, etc. etc.'— 1 Ak$a * is pertaining to * ak$a \ 
sense-organ. 4 Etc. * includes Inference. The Plural number is in view of 
tho large number of individual Perceptions and Inferences.—(2400-2461) 

Question “ How is the diversity of Individuals recognised by Sonso- 
porception ? " 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (2462-2464). 

Diversity in the form of * agreeable ’ and ‘ disagref.able ’ and so 

FORTH, IS DIRECTLY PERCEIVED ;—THE DIVERSITY AMONG COGNITIONS 
IS COGNISED ON THE GROUND OF THEIR APPEARING IN SUCCESSION,— 
AS IN THE CASE OF THE VIRGIN.—THE COGNITIONS OF TnE INDIVIDUAL 
' COW- WORDS \ APPEARING AT DIFFERENT TIMES AND PLACES, 
CANNOT ALL DENOTE ONE AND THE SAME OBJEOT,—BECAUSE THEY 
ACTUALLY APPEAR AS DIVERSE,—LIKE THE COGNITIONS OF TASTE, 

Colour, etc.—The diversity in the coonitions of the various 
notes (OF Sound) in the shape of the ' Qadja ’ and the rest ls 

COGNISED BY PERCEPTION.AS IS GOING TO BE EXPLAINED 

LATER on.—(2462-2464) 


. COMMENTARY. 

• Manojiia ’—pleasing to tho mind, Agrooable ;—the contrary of this is 

• amanojha \ Disagreeable. 

Annulment by Inference is next shown- 4 The diversity among cognitions, 
M . etc .’—-Tho exact meaning of this-will bo made-dear below, uoder tho 

f0U °Th?Inference may bo foimulated as follows —Those Cognitions that 
appear as different cannot all envisage the same object,-e.g. the cogn,Hons 
envisaging Taste, Colour and so forth i—nd the cognition. of the mdrvndual 

• Cow-words ’ appearing at different times and places appear as different, 
hence there is apprehension of the wider 4 contrary’. 

That the Reason here put forward is not madmias.ble^ shown by the 
sentence— 4 The diversity in the cognitions, etc. etc. ’—(2462-2464) 
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The Author supplies the proof for the statement just made (in 2462) 
regarding the fact that ‘ the diversity among Cognitions is proved by their 
appearing in succession, as in the ca6e of the Virgin ’:— 


TEXT (2465). 

All these cognitions of the * Cow- word which appeared yesterday 

AND TO-DAY, CANNOT ALL ENVISAGE THE SAME OBJECT,—LIKE 
THE SUCCESSIVELY APPEARING COGNITIONS OF COLOUR 

and Odour, etc.—(2465) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may bo thus formulated Those Cognitions that appear 
in succession do not envisage the same object,—e.g. the Cognitions of Taate, 
Colour, etc. appearing one after the other ;—all these cognitions of tho ' Cow- 
words ' that appeared yesterday and to-day have appeared in succession ;— 
hence there is apprehension of tho wider contrary.—(2405) 

The following Text shows that neither of the Reasons just adduced by 
tho Buddhist is ' Inconclusive ' :— 


TEXT (2466). 

If it were not so, then all Cognitions would have one and the 

SAME OBJECT ; THERE WOULD BE INCONGRUITY ALSO AS REGARDS 
THEIR APPEARING IN SUCCESSION, WHEN THEIR EFFI¬ 
CIENT CAUSE IS THERE ALL THE TIME. 

—(2466) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Of all cognitions ’—i.e. of the cognitions of Taste, Colour and so forth. 
—The possibility of all having the same object, though appearing diversely— 
is the argument that annuls tho Reason in question. 

' Incongruity as regards appearing in succession '—would annul the 
reason ‘because they appear in succession’.—(2466) 


It lias been argued by the Mxmdmsaka, under Text 2133, that—“ If the 
relationship in question were artificial, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2407-2469). 

It has been explained before that even though there is diversity 
AMONG THINGS, YET THEY HAVE THE INHERENT CAPACITY OF BEING 
CONCEIVED AS ONE, WITH CERTAIN RESTRICTIONS.—BUT EVEN 
WITH SUCH CONCEPTION, THERE CAN BE 0nt-nC8S , ETC. OF THE 

word. What the common man thinks is that there 

IS REPEATED USE OF ONE AND THE SAME WORD.— 

THE RELATIONSHIP ALSO IS POSSIBLE WHEN 
SUBSISTING IN SEVERAL INDIVIDUALS. CON¬ 
SEQUENTLY IN ALL OASES, THERE IS 
A MULTIPLICITY OF WORDS, BUT 
THEY COME TO BE CON¬ 
CEIVED OF AS ONE.— 

(2407-2409) 

COMMENTARY. 

The meaning of this in easily understood.—(2407-2409) 

Question :—" Why is it-said that it is the common man that thinks so ? ” 
A newer :— 


TEXTS (2470-2471). 

In reality, there can be no relationship between the Word 

AND ITS MEANING ; (a) BECAUSE THERE IS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 
THEM,—AND (6) BECAUSE ONE IS NOT BORN FROM THE OTHER. 

The RELATIONSHIP HAS ONLY BEEN IMPOSED BY PEOPLE 
UNDER AN ILLUSION.—THAT THIS IS SO HAS BEEN 
EXPLAINED IN DETAIL ALREADY. In FACT, THE 
WHOLE POSITION OF THE WORD AND ITS 
MEANING IS HIGHLY COMPLICATED ; AS 
THERE IS NO INVARIABLE CONCOMI¬ 
TANCE BETWEEN THEM.— 

(2470-2471) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Because there is difference ’;—this precludes the relationship of Identity ; 
—‘ because one is not bom from the other ' ;—this precludes the relationship 
of Cause and Effect—Apart from these, there is no other relationship possible, 
—and without such a relationship, there can be no restriction regarding the 
Word expressing a definite meaning if there were, there would be incon¬ 
gruities.—For those reasons, the connection between the Word and its 
meaning must be regarded as imposed upon them ; as has been explained 
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before, in the section dealing with 4 Apoha \ the ‘ Exclusion, of others 
(2470-2471) 

The MtmQmsdka's argument has been formulated under the Text 2135, 
in the following words—“ From this it follows that the Word is nol-artificial, 
and it never perishes,—because it has an eternal relationship with an eternal 
entity—like the Akdsha and the Atom ”. 

In the following Text, it is pointed out that the Reason and the 
Corroborative Instance herein adduced are both ‘ inadmissible 


TEXT (2472). 

Any such eternal universal as 4 Cow ’ has been already^rejected ; 
the Relationship also is purely imaginary ; the 4 Akdsha ' 
and the 4 Atom ’ also have been discarded. Henoe 
neither the Probans nor the Corrobora- 
tive Instance is sound.—(2472) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Any such eternal Universal, etc.' this assorts the fact of the eternal 
thing being ‘ inadmissible \ 

' The Relationship also, etc .'—this asserts the 4 inadmissibility ’ of the 
Reason ' boenuso there is relationship ’. 

‘ The Atom and the Akdsha also have been discarded this assorts the 
‘ inadmissibility ’ of the two Instances cited by the Mimdmsaka. 

4 Rejected\ ' Discarded',— in course of the chapter on tho 'Six 
Categories 

4 Na donies tho Reason, otc. 

' Tat' —Therefore; hence.—(2472) 

It has boon argued by tho Mimdmsaka under Text 2130, that—"Inasmuch 
as the Word envisages several Universale, otc. otc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2473). 

YOU MAY TAKE A LONG TIME IN EXPLAINING THE FACT OF THE WORD 

(‘Cow’) BEING expressive of the one Universal ‘Cow’, AS 
EXTRACTED (FROM AMONG THE SEVERAL UNIVERSALS) ; ON 
THE BASIS OF DELUDED PEOPLE COGNISING IT IN ONE AND 

TnE SAME FORM.—(2473) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho following text explains why this should be regarded as a 4 delusion ’ :— 
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TEXT (2474). 

In reality, the thing is momentary ; hence even for that time it 

CANNOT REMAIN STATIONARY ; HOW THEN CAN IT BE ADMITTED TO 
EXIST AT THE SUBSEQUENT TIME ?—(2474) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the MxmOmnka under Text 2140, that—" In 
the case of the Jar and other things, it is understood that they would become 
•destroyed either through decay, etc. otc.” 

The answer to thia is an follows :— 

TEXT (2475). 

In THE CASE OF THE JAR AND OTHER THINGS ALSO, THERE IS NO CAUSE 
FOR THEIR DESTRUCTION, WHICH CAN BE CLEARLY POINTED OUT AS 
‘ THIS IS WHAT WILL DESTROY IT * ; HOW, THEN, CAN ANY SUCH 
CAUSE BE POINTED OUT IN THE CASE OF TnK Word ?—(2475) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Thi s is what will, etc. etc.' —As explained in the chapter on the 
‘ Permanent Character of Things ’ ; where it has boon explained that there 
•can bo no cause for the destruction of things. When in tho case of the Jar 
also, there can be no cause for its destruction,—how con thoro be any for 
tho destruction of the Word ?—Tho term * ndshaMranam' is to be cons- 
trued with ‘ Shabdi 

What is indicated by this is that tho MlmAmsaka's Reasoning is super- 
fluous, and the Corroborative Instance per Dissimilarity is ' inadmissible ’. 
—(2475) 

It. has boon argued by the Mlmdmsalca, in Text 2141, that— 
“ Evon though there are differences of Place, Time, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2476-2478). 

That there is mistake in Recognitions has already been explained 

BEFORE.—The ‘ PROPERTY ’ VARIES WITH THE VARIATIONS OF PLACE, 

Time and Persons using (the Word) ; and the variations ap- 
pear IN THE shape of the various notes, R§abha, Qdndhdra, 
PaUchama and so forth ;—the Cogniser also is perceived direct¬ 
ly ; the Individual letter 4 Ga ’ is also clearly distinct.—All 

THIS DIVERSITY CANNOT BE REGARDED AS DUE TO THE DIVERSITY 
IN THE ‘ MANIFESTER ’ ; THAT THERE CAN BE NO ‘ MANIFESTATION ’ 
IN THE CASE OF etemal THINGS IS GOING TO BE EXPLAINED LATER 

ON.—(2476-2478) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is quite easy.—(2476-2478) 
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It has boon argued by the Mimamsaka, under Text 2143, that—“ The 
Individual Letter ‘ Ga' has no existence apart from the substratum of the 
Universal ‘ Ga \ etc. etc.”. 

This argument is open to the charge of being • superfluous 1 tliis is 
what is shown in the following:— 


TEXT (2479). 

The Universal ‘ Ga ’ is not held to be something real, distinct- 

PROM THE LETTER ‘ Ga ’ ; HENCE THE CHARGE OF ‘ FUTILITY ’ 

IS IRRESISTIBLE, AS AGAINST THE Mim&msaka’s 

REASONING.—(2479) 

COMMENTARY. 

Iqyatl ’, ‘ is held ' ; this is to be construed with the • na ' following 
in the second lino.—(2479) 


TEXTS (2480-2481). 

If IT BE URGED THAT WHAT IS SOUGHT TO BE PROVED (BY THE. 

Mimamsaka's argument) is that it is not the substratum of the 
Universal ‘ Ga \ which is of the nature of the * exclusion 

OF OTHERS THAT CANNOT BE RIQHT ; AS THAT WILL 
INVOLVE the FALLACY of THE BASIS OF THE REA¬ 
SON BEINO ' INADMISSIBLE \—INASMUCH AS THE 
LETTER ‘ Ga ’ IS NOTHING APART FROM * THE 
EXCLUSION OF THE Non-ga TO WHIOH 
OBJECT WOULD THE CHARACTER OF 
' BEING NOT APPREHENDED BY 
ANY COGNITION OTHER THAN 
THAT OF Oa ' BELONG ?— 

(2480-2481) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might bo urged-” What is meant to bo proved by th» 
reasoning in question is that the Individual is not the substratum of that 
universal ‘ Ga ’ which is of the nature of the • exclusion of othera *; hence 
there is no ‘ futihty ’ in it; because you (Buddhist) do not hold that the 
Individual Oa is not the substratum of the ‘ exclusion of others ’ ”. 

This is the view combated in this Text. 

Even when what is sought to bo proved is put in this way, the Reason 
becomes ‘inadmissible*. Because the ‘exclusion of others’ is not any¬ 
thing different from the thing thus ‘excluded’ from others; in fact, it 
consists of the same Individual 'Oa'; and it is spoken of as ‘ exclusion of 
others or ‘ Apoha,' etc. when its precise nature is meant to be determined 
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which is thus done through the denial of other exclusions of unlike things. 
Consequently there being no such olrject which could form the subject of the 
argument,—to whom could the Reason,—in tho form ‘ because it is not appre¬ 
hended by any cognition other than that of Oa ’—belong ? To nothing at 
all.—(2480-2481) 


As regards the Corroborative Instance cited by the Mxmdmsaka, in Text 
2143,—* like tho Universal Oa postulated by the other party ’,—that also is 
one of which the very basic object is not admissible. This is what is 
shown in the following :— 


TEXT (2482). 

Every right Inference requires such Corroborative Instance,. 

BTC. AS ARE ADMITTED BY BOTH PARTIES. IN THE CASE OP THE 

Inference in question however, the objective 
basis (of the Reason) is not so admitted. 

—(2482) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘Instance, etc .'—Tho ' otc.’ is meant to include tho Reason (Probans) 
and other factors.—(2482) 


Further, oven when tho first party doos not state it in so many words, 
that is rogarded ns to be proved which ho 1ms in mind ; and as a matter of 
fact, it is not merely tho Universal ‘ Ga ' which you have in your mind as to 
bo proved ; what you really desiro is to prove, through this Universal, the 
ono-noss of tho lotter ‘ Oa ’; and it has boon already shown iioforo that 
such a Proposition ns the latter is annulled by Perception and other Means 
of Cognition. 

This is wlmt is shown in the following:— 


TEXT (2483). 

All this attempt of yours is for the purpose of proving the one¬ 
ness of THE letter ‘ Oa'; AND this is clearly and undeni¬ 
ably ANNULLED BY PERCEPTION, AS ALREADY EXPLAINED 
TO YOU.—(2483) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ This attempt ’—at denying the substratum of the Universal ‘ Ga ’. 

‘ Annulled by Perception ' —Tho particle ‘ cha ’ includes ‘ annulment by 
Inference' ulso. 

Explained ’—under the Text 2462 et seq. —(2483) 
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It has been argued by the Mxmumsaka, under Text 2145, that—“The 
-entity in the form of the Letter is admitted by both parties, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2484-2485). 

All these cognitions of the letter ‘ Ga ’ which appeared yesterday 

AND TODAY. ETC. APPEARING IN SUCCESSION, CANNOT ENVISAGE ONE 
AND THE SAME THING,—LIKE THE COGNITIONS OF TaSTB, COLOUR, 
etc.—Thus the ' one letter ’ is not something * ad¬ 
mitted BY BOTH PARTIES HENCE THE ‘ ETKRNALITY ’ 

THAT HAS BEEN ASSUMED APPERTAINS TO T1IE 
POSTULATED 1 EXCLUSION OF OTHERS \ 

-(2484-2485) 

COMMENTARY. 


The term 1 uditd ' is construed here also, with the ondings changed. 

Thus then, on account of the diversity of Words boing annulled by 
Perception and Inforonce, there is no single entity in the shape of tho ' Letter ’; 
henco tho etemality that has boon assumed can only belong to tho assumed 
* exclusion of others',—tho idea of onc-ncss being duo to tho similarity of 
tho conception.—(2484-2485) 

It has boon argued by tho Mbndtnsaka, under Text 2148, that—“ Whon 
tho Word-Sound is cognised by the Ear, etc. ©to." 

The answer to this is os follows :— 


TEXTS (2486-2487). 

AT THE TIME THAT THE WORD-SOUND IS HEARD, THERE IS NO PERCEPTION 

of the Air-currents reaching the Ear and -embellishing the 
Auditory organ. When the Sound is cognised through 
the Ear as embellished by the pitch,—there is idea 
of the Pitch as related to that Sound ; and this 
IDEA IS CLEARLY ANNULLED BY DIRECT PERCEPTION. 

-(2486-2487) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it were known by any Means of Right Cognition that * there are 
Air-currcnts embellishing the Auditory organ ’, then there might be some 
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justification for saying that ‘ the Auditory organ is embellished by the 
Pitch As a matter of fact, however, no such Air-currents are known ; 
hence thero is the idea of the Pitch only as related to the Sound and that 
this idea is perceptional is ontirely fanciful.—(2486-2487) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2150, that—“ Those 
who have their minds perverted by the disorders of Bile perceive the Sweet 
as Bitter, etc. etc.” 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2488). 

Just as the notion op 4 Bitterness ’ with regard to what is 

4 SWEET AND OF 4 YELLOW ’ WITH REGARD TO WHAT IS 4 WIUTE *, 

IS WITHOUT AN OBJECTIVE BASIS,—OF THE SAME 
KIND WOULD THE NOTION OF THE WORD- 
SOUND ALSO BE.—(2488) 

COMMENTARY. 

This also sots aside tho idoa that ' the cognition of tho Word-Sound is 
due to that \ Because tho Cognition which has no shape cannot have any¬ 
thing else for its object; otherwise there would be incongruities.—(2488) 


Tho following might bo urged—" Even if the Word-sound is not the 
objoctivo of tho Cognition, why should the cognition bo baseless (without 
an object) ? ” 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2489). 

Under the variations of 4 fast \ 4 middling ’ and 4 slow the 
Word-Sound itself does not appear as different. Under 

THE CIRCUMSTANCES, WHEN THE COGNITION ENVISAGES 
SOMETHING IN A FORM THAT DOES NOT BELONG 
TO IT,—WHY SHOULD NOT THIS 
cognition be objectless ? 

—(2489) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Cognition that appears is in the form of 4 fast ‘ medium ’ and 
‘ slow ’ ;—and tho Word-Sound cannot have the ‘ fast ’ and other forms; 
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because being otornal and all-pervading, it must have only one form;—- 
there is nothing else that could have the ‘ fast * and other forms, and appear 
in the Cognition;—hence there being no real object of the said exact form, 
the Cognition is clearly objectless.— (2489) 

The following might be urged—“ The same Word-Sound, appearing in 
the ' fast ’ and other forma, would form the objective basis of the Cognition ; 
os has been declared that * in every case the objective basis consists in 
the external thing varying with the variations of Time and Place V* 

The answer to this is as follows 


TEXTS (2490-2493). 

The assertion that ' one cognises the one thing as otherwise * 

INVOLVES SELF-CONTRADICTION | IF WHAT IS COGNISED IS ANOTHER 
FORM, THEN HOW CAN TnE Same OBJECT BE SAID TO BE COGNISED ? 

Under the view that Cognition is formless, it would exist 
only in the external form ; consequently, if what is cognised 
is external and yet not of the nature of the external thing, 

THEN HOW IS IT THAT IT EXISTS ? EVEN UNDER THE VIEW THAT 

Cognitions have forms, the Cognition always appears in 

ACCORDANCE WITH THE EXTERNAL FORM | AND THEN ALONE IS THE 
OBJECT SAID TO BE * COGNISED \—In TnE CASE IN QUESTION, HOW¬ 
EVER, the Cognition does not appear in accordance with the 

EXTERNAL FORM.—HENCE IT FOLLOWS THAT ALL THIS COGNITION, 

which IS WRONG, is entirely objectless —[2490-2493) 


COMMENTARY. 

'Self-contradiction' —' The samo ’ and ‘ Otherwise ’ aro mutually exclusive, 
the prosonco and absence of the one involving the absence and presence 
(respectively) of the other; and as such, these cannot co-exiat in the same 
object. 

Then again, under the view that forma do not belong to Cognitions, all 
Cognitions are false; while under the view that forms belong to Cognitions, 
all Cognitions are objectless. This is what is shown by the words—' Under 
the view, etc., etc.'— For those who regard the Cognitions as formless, what is 
porcoivcd is the Blue form as subsisting in the Object. The Conch-shell does 
not really exist in the yellow form in which it figures in the wrong Cognition ; 
hence this is all the more clearly objectless . 

Says the Opponent—"If the yellow form is not in the Object, then 
it must be in the Cognition ; otherwise, if it were in neither, how could there 
bo cognition of it ? Thus if it resides in the Cognition, it behoves you to 
explain how Cognition can be formless ? ” 
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This is true; but when wo assert that Cognition is objectless, wo do so, 
on accepting the view that Cognition is formless. One who holds Cognitions 
to bo formless has got to provide an answer to the question that has been 
raised. 

Even under the viow that the form resides in the Cognition, the appre¬ 
hension of the Object is explained on the basis of the idea that what is actually 
apprehended is that form of the Cognition which bears the imprint of the 
form of the Object. In the caso of wrong Cognition there is no apprehension 
of the form of Cognition bearing the imprintof the Object; hence the Cognition 
is clearly objectless. Apart from being with form and being without form, 
there is no other alternative possible, in regard to the apprehension of things. 
Hence it follows that all Cognition, which is wrong, is objectless.—(2400- 
2493). 


Tho following Text shows that in the caso in question, thoro is no cause 
for mistake (wrong Cognition)* 


TEXT (2404). 

It cannot be right that there should be a ‘ Manifester — 

SPECIALLY FOR WHAT IS ETERNAL,—IN ACCORDANCE WITH ITS EM¬ 
BELLISHMENTS (AND MODIFICATIONS); CONSEQUENTLY THERE 
CANNOT BE DIVERSE COGNITIONS IN REGARD TO THE WORD- 
SOUND.—(2494) 


COMMENTARY. 

In regard to * Dhvani ’—i.e. Word-Sound,—the diversity of tho manifester 
is said to bo the causo of tho illusion that there is diversity in tho sound 
also. But for anything that is oternal, there can bo no ' manifester ’ ;*as 
in rogard to eternal things, there is nothing that the Manifester can do; 
and unloss it does something to it, it cannot bo its ' Manifester’; if it wore, 
thero would bo an absurdity; and anything could bo tho ' Manifester ’ of 
anything. 

For these reasons it cannot bo right to hold that diverse Cognitions 
regarding tho Word-Sound are due to the embellishments of the manifestor. 
—(2494). 

It has been argued by the Mim&msaka under Text 2170, that—“Just 
as the Lamp is regarded as .the manifester of the Jar, through the aid that 
it affords to the Eye, etc. etc.” 

In the first of the following texts, the Author explains tho opponent’s 
position, and in the remaining texts, he sets forth the objections to it:— 
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TEXTS (2495-2499). 

“ Just as the Lamp restricts the potency of the Eye to the per. 

CEPTION OF THE JaR,—SO WILL THE ARTICULATION RESTRICT THE 
POTENCY OF THE AUDITORY ORGAN TO THE APPREHENSION OF THE 

Sound If, as it stands by itself, the Sound is capable of 

BEING APPREHENDED BY THE AUDITORY ORGAN,—THEN WHY IS IT 
NOT APPREHENDED, WHILE THE AUDITORY ORGAN IS NOT EMBELLISH¬ 
ED ?—When its efficient cause is there, the Apprehension 
must follow; and this condition is present at the time of 

THE EMBELLISHMENT OF THE AUDITORY ORGAN.— IF, ON THE OTHER 
HAND, THE SOUND IS NOT CAPABLE OF BEINO APPREHENDED, HOW 
COULD IT BECOME APPREHENDED EVEN AT A LATER TIME ? IF THE 
APPREHENSION IS THERE, THEN WHAT IS APPREHENDED MUST BE 
SOME OTHER SOUND WHICH HAS THE REQUISITE CAPACITY.—If THEN, 
EVEN AT A LATER TIME, THERE IS NO COGNITION (APPREHENSION) 
OF THE WORD-SOUND DUE TO ITS OWN INHERENT CAPACITY,— 
THEN IT IS FOR THIS REASON THAT IT IS ASSERTED THAT IT 18 PRO¬ 
DUCED BY THE EMBELLISHED AUDITORY OROAN AND OTHER AGENCIES. 

—(2495-2499) 

COMMENTARY. 

It may bo that the Auditory Organ in ombollishod; but what you have 
to oxplain to—Whether or not the Word-Sound, by its very nature, is 
capablo of bringing about the cognition of itsolf. 

In the former coso (i.e. if it is so oupablo),—thon it should bo cognisod 
oven before the Auditory Organ has boon ombollished.. 

This is what is said in the words—' why is it not apprehended, etc. etc. ’ 
• Tasya ’—of the Word-Sound.—‘ Tat ’—therefore. 

Tho argumont may be formulated, os before, thus—' If it* cause is 
deficient otc. ’; and it may bo added that in this case tho embellishment of 
tho Auditory Organ would bo usoloss. 

Under tho latter viow (that the Word-Sound by itself is not capablo of 
bringing about its own cognition),—the Cognition of the Sound should not 
como about oven whon the embollishmont of tho Auditory Organ is there; 
bocauso the Sound must, for over, remain incapablo (of being cognisod). 
So that undor this view also, tho ombellishment of the Auditory Organ would 
bo useless. 

This argument may be formulated as follows:—When one thing does 
not deviate from tho condition in which it was not able to produce a particular 
effect, it cannot produce that effect;—as, for instance, the Kodrava -seed 
cannot produce the Paddy- sprout;—and even on tho embellishment of tho 
Auditory Organ, the Word-sound does not deviate from the incapacity to 
produce Cognition ;—henco there is non-apprehension of the wider condition. 

That the Reason hore adduced is not * inadmissible ’ is shown in the 
words—‘ If the apprehension is there, etc. etc.’ 






“ THE REVEALED WORD. 


1155 


** 


‘ Yogyaidyogl ’—that which has connection with the capacity.—(2495- 
2499) 

Says the Opponent—“ If the Word-Sound were held to bo a cause of the. 
production of the Cognition, then there might be some room for raising 
the question as to its being capable or not capable ;—as it is, however, what is 
hold to be the causo of the Cognition of the Word-Sound is the embellished 
Auditory Organ,—and not the Sound ; hence there is no room for the objec¬ 
tions that have been urged ". 

The Author attacks the view directly and refutes it in the following :— 


TEXT (2500). 

Ik this way the Word-Sound would be uncoonisable ; as it would 

NOT BE OF ANY USE IN ITS OWN COGNITION, AND, ON THAT 
ACCOUNT, IT WOULD NOT BE DIFFERENT FROM TASTE 
AND OTHER THINGS (SO FAR AS HAVING NO 
. BEARING ON THE SAID COGNITION IS 

CONCERNED).—(2500) 

COMMENTARY. 

In this way, like Tasto, otc.. the Word-Sound also would have no bearing- 
upon its Cognition; and this would moan that it is not cognisable by that 
Cognition. 

This argumont may be formulated as follows:—When a certain thing 
has no bearing upon a Cognition, it cannot be cognised by that Cognition ;— 
e.g. Taste, oto. in rogard to Aviditory Cognition the Word-Sound has no 
bearing upon the Cognition of that Sound ;—honco there is apprehension of 
something contrary to tho wider condition. 

Tho reason hero adduced is not ‘ Inconclusive ’; because, if what has 
no boaring upon a Cognition wore cognised by that Cognition,—thero would 
bo no restriction at all, and Taste might also bocomo cognisablo by Auditory 
Cognition.—(2500) 

Says the Opponent:—“ The cause of the Cognition itself would serve to 
restrict its scope, and there would be no such absurd contingencies as have- 
been indicated. Because it is the cognition of the Word-Sound—and not that 
of Taste, etc.—which is actually found to come about from the causal factors 
appearing immediately after the embellishment of the Auditory Organ,— 
because the efficiency of the causal factors is so restricted.—Even if the 
Word-Sound wero necessarily regarded as the cause (of its own cognition), 
some restriction on the efficiency of the cause will have to bo admitted; 
because, if the question is raised—* when all things arc equally the cause 
of the Cognition, then, why is it that the cognition of sound that is produced 
is of the nature of the apprehension of sound only, not of the apprehension 
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of the Aiulitory organ 1 ’—the only answer possible would be that the efficiency 
of the Causal factors is restricted in this manner 

Having reviewed all tins, the Author answers the charge of 4 Incon¬ 
clusiveness ’ against his reason :— 


TEXT (2501). 

It MAY BE TAKEN (FOR GRANTED) THAT THE COGNITION OF THE NATURE 

of the Cognition of Word-Sound may be taken as produced by 

THE EMBELLISHED AUDITORY ORGAN. ETC., SPOKEN OF BEFORE, 
—INDEPENDENTLY OF THE WORD-SOUND ITSELF.—(2501) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Ndma 4 may bo takon ’—this menns that it may be taken for granted 
(for the sake of argument).—That this view is not tenable is going to be shown 
later on, under Text 2507. 

'By the embellished Auditory Organ, etc,'— The ‘etc.’ includes the 
immediately following causal factors.—(2501) 

Evon if the Word-Sound is not the cause of the Cognition of it, there 
aro incongruities. For instanco, there are two alternatives possible—Is the 
Word-Sound ondowed with the nature of being apprehended by its Cogni- 
tion or not ?—If it is, then there is the following discrepancy 

TEXTS (2502-2504). 

This Word-Sound being of the nature of what is apprehended by 
its Cognition,—in whatsoever form it continues to exist [and 1 
it exists for all time, ex hypothec ] as * Word-Sound ’,—the said 
Cognition also will have to continue along with it,—under 
your THEORY [by which apprehensibility by that Cognition forms 
the very nature of the Word-Sound] ;—otherwise it could 

NOT BE CONTINUING ALONG WITH THE COGNITION. AND BY THAT 

same Cognition would that Word-Sound be apprehended ;_ 

THIS WOULD CERTAINLY INVOLVE TnE WORST INCONGRUITY FOR YOU. 
One is of the nature of the Cognition, and the other is of the 
NATURE OF THE Cognised ; AND THE TWO ARE THEREFORE TIED UP 
TOGETHER AS BY A CHAIN ; CONSEQUENTLY WHENEVER THE ONE IS 
THERE THE OTHER MUST BE THERE ALSO, WITHOUT FAIL.—(2502- 

2504) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Word-Sound is of the nature of being apprehended by its Cogni¬ 
tion, then, like the Word, its Cognition also should be eternSl, existing 
at all times: because the nature of apprehensibility by it continues for all 
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time (in the Word). For example, when the character of holding the stick 
belong* to Devadatta, it in not possible that tho stick should not continuo 
as long as Devadatta is there. 

'Tied up together as by a chainHi' stands for because. The sense 
thus is as follows -.—Because the nature of being cognised and the nature of 
boing Cognition are tied together as by a chain,—therefore it becomes 
established that whenever the one is present, the other also has to be 
present,—without fail.—(2502-2504) 

Question : —“ Let that be so ; what is the harm ? ” 

A nsiver :— 

TEXT (2505). 

In that case, it would mean that the Word-Sound, wnicn continues 
to be inseparably related to the Cognition producible of the 

Embellished Auditory Organ, would be clearly present 

EVEN WHEN THE AUDITORY ORGAN HAS NOT BEEN 
EMBELLISHED.—(2505) 

COMMENTARY. 

After the compound ending with ‘ Sambaddha \ tho phrase ‘ Shabdah 
anumrtali ’ is understood. 

Thus thon, because tho Word connected with tho Cognition producible 
by tho Embellished Organ continues for all time,—therefore it follows that 
ovon for tho man whoso Auditory Organ has not been embellished, tho said 
Cognition would be thero; so that thoro would bo no use for the Embellish¬ 
ment of the Auditory Organ.—(2505) 

Tho second alternative [noted in tho Introduction to Text 2502, that 
‘ by its very naturo, tho Word-Sound is not endowed with tho character of 
boing apprehondod by its Cognition'] also is open to the following objection:— 

TEXT (2506). 

If the Word-Sound is not of the nature of being apprehended 
by its Cognition, then, in that case, it would be on the same 

footing as Taste and other things, which also are not of 
the nature of being apprehended by the Coonition of 

Word-Sound ; and in that case, Auditory Per¬ 
ception would not be the Cognition of 

Svurul.—i 2506) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(2500) 

All this has been said after admitting (for the sake of argument) that 
the Cognition, which is not helped by the Word-Sound, is of the nature 

27 
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of the Apprehension of that Sound. The Author now proceeds to show tliat 
the idea of the Cognition having the nature of the Cognition of the Word- 
Sound is untenable; unless there is some connection between them. 


TEXTS (2507-2509). 

What is the relation between the Cognition and the Word- 
Sound, on the basis of which the Cognition is held to be of 

THE NATURE OF THE APPREHENSION OF THAT SOUND ?—THIS 
RELATION CANNOT BE THAT OF IDENTITY, BECAUSE THE TWO ARE 
CLEARLY DIFFERENT. NOR IS THE ONE PRODUCED FROM THE OTHER ; 
BECAUSE THE WORD-SOUND IS (ex hypothesi) NOT PRODUOED ; AND 
IF IT WERE PRODUOED, THEN IT WOULD APPEAR AT ALL TIMES ; AND 
HENCE THE COGNITION OF THAT SOUND WOULD EITHER BE PRO¬ 
DUCED AT ALL TIMES,—OR IT WOULD NOT BE PRODUCED AT ALL. 

Such being the undesirable state of things, the assumption 
OF THE ‘ Embellishment of the Auditory Organ ’ is entirely 
futile.—(2507-2509) 


COMMENTARY. 

Thore are only two kinds of relationship among things—the rolation of 
Identity and the rolation of Cause and Effeot; in no third form can any 
help be rondorod; and thero can be no relationship between things which 
do not render some help to one anothor; otherwise there would be incon¬ 
gruities.—Neither of thoso two relationships is possible between the Word- 
Sound and its Cognition ; and in the absence of such a relationship, how could 
the Cognition bo of the nature of the apprehension of the Word-Sound 7 
If it did, thero would be incongruities. 

It might bo urgod that—" When the Cognition is producod, it is in tho 
form of the Word-Sound, and it is on the basis of this that the Cognition is 
held to be of the nature of tho comprehension of the Sound,—even though 
thore is no relationship between tho two 

This cannot be right; because Cognition has been rogarded os formless ; 
the Mimdmsakas do not admit the view that Cognitions have forms.—But 
even if it were os usserted, the view set forth cannot be right; as in that 
case, tho Sound would have to be regarded as imperceptible. That is, under 
the view, Sound would be imperceptible, not perceptible; and hence thero being 
no means of knowing it, the idea of its Cognition having the form of the 
Word-Sound would itself be an impossibility. It could not be known by 
the presence of its effect; because it is not regarded as productive of effects. 
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The following might be urged— 41 Even for one who holds the view that 
Cognitions have forms, and the Object is productive of the Cognition,—the 
Object would bo always imperceptible; how then can it be known that the 
Cognition has the form of the Object ? ” 

True; but the way in which it is known is this—From the presence 
of the Effect, it is deduced that there is a Cause for it; and the idea that 
Cognition serves to differentiate the Blue and other forms, is got at from 
positive and negative concomitance. For instance, the Eye, the Light, and 
the Mind-functioning being common to all Visual Cognitions, the difference 
among the Cognitions of tho Blue and others cannot be due to these; hence 
the implication is that thore is some other Cause for it.—this implication 
being derived from the negative premiss just indicated; and hence it is 
concluded that tho said difference must be duo to this other Quiae. And 
on tho basis of this it is asserted that tho form having boon brought about 
by that, it is this form that is apprehended by the Cognition.—But evon this 
way is not available for you ; because you do not regard tho Word-Sound 
to be a Cause at all. 

The following might bo urgod—' 44 The Eye and tho other factors are 
thomsolvos imperceptible; how is it known that theso aro present in all 
Visual Porcoptions ? ” 

All this is quite true, when wo aro discussing the doctrine of Idealism. 
The Idealist holds that the peculiarities of every Cognition aro all duo to the 
immediately preceding subjootive causal factors,—os in tho case of Droams; 
and he does not regard them as duo to any oxternal or objootive conditions. 
—But all that is boing said on tho prosont occasion is on tho understanding 
that tho Extornal Objoct does oxist. If it wore not so, thon the first point 
to be urgod would be—how can the External Object be provod by the Effect 7 
All that could bo proved would be the presence of tho Cause, not of anything 
external, objective ; because it is quite possible that tho said Cause may be 
something internal, subjective,— ns in tho coso of Dreams.—Enough of this I 

Evon if the idea of tho Word-Sound being productive is accoptod,—tho 
incongruity remoinsthis is what is shown by tho words— 4 1/ it were 
produced, it would be produced at all times, etc. etc.'—' Sa' stands for tho 
production. 

Tho argument is summed up in tho words— 4 Hence the Cognition of that 
Sound, etc. etc.’ 

4 Or it would not be produced at all', —under the viow that Sound is not 
productive. 

4 Undesirable stale of things’ —that tho Cognition must be either always 
present, or always absent.—(2507-2509) 


Hitherto tho Author has admitted (for the sake of argument) that there 
is Embellishment of the Auditory Organ ;—and then proceeded to consider 
whether or not the Object is the productive Causo of the Cognition,—which 
consideration has led to tho conclusion that the Embellishment of the 
Auditory Organ is absolutely useless.—He now proceeds to show that the 
Embellishment itself of the Auditory Organ is not possible :— 
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TEXTS (2510-2512). 


Cognition would be possible only if the Embellishment were 
occasional ; the idea of the ‘ Embellishment ’ would be accept¬ 
able ONLY IF IT WERE OCCASIONAL. THE IDEA OF ‘EMBELLISH¬ 
MENT \ WHICH IS A KIND OF POTENCY, IS DERIVED FROM THE EFFECT 
IN THE FORM OF THE COGNITION. NOW THIS COGNITION MAY 
EITHER APPEAR AT ALL TIMES, OR NOT APPEAR AT ALL. HOW THEN 
COULD IT INDICATE THE occasional EMBELLISHMENT (OF THE 

Auditory Organ) ? Hence the explanation based upon the 
‘ Embellishment of the Auditory Organ ’ has not been sound.— 
(2510-2512) 


COMMENTARY. 


Cognition as the offcct of Embollishmont oould bo occosional only if tho 
Embellishment were occasional ; otherwise if tho Cause in its efficient etate 
were thero always, why should its effect be occasional f As a matter of 
fact however, tho Embellishraont is not occasional this is what is shown 
in tho words—' The idea of the Embellishment is derived, etc. etc.’—That is to 
say, tho Embellishment of tho Auditory Organ, deduced from the coming 
about of its effect in tho shapo of tho Cognition (of Sound), could only consist 
in a certain Potency as Potonoy alono is what can bo doduced from an 
effect;—tliis Potency should form port of tho Auditory Organ itsolf; it cannot 
bo anything difforont from it; as in the latter case tho Auditory Organ itsolf 
would not be tho Causo of the effect (Cognition). Then again, as no sort of 
relationship can bo known, whenever the Potency would be there, tho 
resultant Cognition should also be there. If tho Cognition is not there, then 
it could novor follow from that Potency ; and os a result of this, tho Cognition 
could not bo occasional. Undor the circumstances, how could tho occasional 
Cognition indicate tho Potency as tho ' Embellishment of tho Auditory 
Organ ’ ? It could novor indicate it.—(2510-2512) 


Tho following might bo urged— 1 “ It is not an inherent Potency that is 
inferrod from tho effect in tho shape of Cognition; what happens is that it 
is an entirely new Potency that is produced in the Auditory Organ by the 
Articulations; and it is this Potency that is inforred from the Cognition; 
hence it is quite reasonable tlrnt the occasional Cognition becomes indicative 
of the Potency 

The answer to this is as follows • .* •• 
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TEXT (2513). 

The Potency that is produced in the Auditory Organ,—if it is 
SOMETHING NOT DIFFERENT FROM THE ORGAN ITSELF,—THEN 
THAT DOES AWAY WITH THE ETERNALITY OF THE Akdsha 

or of Space ; as it would be something 
PRODUCED.—(2513) 


COMMENTARY. 

The Potency that is produced in the Auditory Organ—(1) is it of the 
nature of the Organ itself ?—or (2) is it something different from it ?—or 
(3) is it different-non-different ?—Those nro the three alternatives possible. 

Under the first alternative, like the Potency itself, the Auditory Organ— 
whether it consists of Ak&sha or of Space, —also becomes non-oternn!;—why ? 
—' as it would be something produced ’ ;—i.o. because it is produced. 

It might bo argued that—“ The viow hold is not that the Auditory Organ 
is non-difforent from the Potonoy; but that the Potency is non-differont from 
the Auditory Organ 

Now, just look at this working of sheer blindness ! Whon the nature 
of one thing is tied up with that of the other, how can this lattor bo far 
romovod from it at the samo time ? Because 4 non-differonco ’ botweon 
two things consists in the fusion of the natures of both into one. Whilo 
the Milk remains at a distance from the Wator, it does not become minglod 
with it; honce the explanation suggested is futile.—(2513) 

The following Text shows that even if it be as suggested, the view romains 
open to objection :— 


TEXT (2514). 

The ‘Embellishment’ of a thing, being not-different from the 

THING ITSELF, MUST BE ETERNAL ; CONSEQUENTLY THERE WOULD 

be Cognition of things at all times.—(2514) 


COMMENTARY. 

Like the form of the thing itself, the Embellishment also should bo 
eternal, as it is non-difforent from it. So that this is an additional objection 
to which the said view is open.—(2514) 

Tho following Text points out the objection against the second alternative 
(suggested in the Commentary on 2513,—that the Potency imparted to the 
Auditory Organ is different from it):— 
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TEXT (2515). 

If the Potency is something different from the Auditory Organ, 

THEN THERE CAN BE NO RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TWO.—FURTHER, 

the Auditory Organ cannot be an active agent (in the 

BRINGING ABOUT OF THE COGNITION), AS THE COGNITION 

would be brought about by the Potency.—( 2515) 
COMMENTARY. 

If the Potency bo held to bo something different from tho thing (the 
Auditory Organ),—-then there could bo no such relationship as 'this is 
tho Potency of that ’; becau.se what doos not dorive any bonefit from another 
thmg cannot be dependent upon tin’s latter. And as a matter of fact, tho 
Auditory Organ doos not benefit tho Potency; because what has been hold 
to rendor help to the Potoncy is only the manifesting agency in the shape of 
Articulation. If the Auditory Organ bo regarded ns helping tho Potoncy, 
then that Potency (of the Auditory Organ), which would holp the Potency, 
would be something different from tho Auditory Organ ; and so on and on, 
there would bo an Infinite Regress. And in this way, ns tho Potoncies thorn- 
solves would accomplish all that is nocessory, tho effect (in tho shape of tho 
Cognition) would follow from the Potoncy, and the Auditory Organ would 
not bo an active ngont in bringing it about; and this would rendor it liablo 
to bo regnrdod ns a non entity. 

If (in order to escapo from the Infinite Regress) it bo hold that tho Potoncy 
that helps tho Potenoy is not anything different (from the Auditory Organ), 
“then why should thore be any hostility against tho first Potonoy itself T 

Then again, thoro would bo the contingency of the Potency boing pro¬ 
duced constantly; ns its Causo, in tho shapo of tho Auditory Organ, is etornal; 
and what does not derive any benefit from anything else could not bo 
depondont upon auxiliaries.—( 2616 ) 

The Author now takes up tho third alternative (suggested in tho Com. 
mentnry on Text 2513,-that 'the Potency is differont-non-cUfferent ’ from 
tho Auditory Organ) :— 


TEXT (2516). 

The other alternative also-under which there is neither 
Difference nor Non-difference—has already been over¬ 
thrown.—Thus when the ‘ Embellishment of the Auditory 
Organ ’ is put forward as the explanation, it must 

BE DUE TO THE FACT OF THE PERSON PROPOUNDING IT 
BEING NOT * EMBELLISHED * (CULTURED).—(2516) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Already overthrown ’—under the chapter on the ' Pudgala'. The 
reason for it lies in the fact, that the same thing cannot be both affirmed and 
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denied. For instance, ‘ Difference ’ and ‘ Non-difference ’ ore mutually 
exclusive ; and the presence of one is always characterised by the absence 
of the other; when between two things—e.g. ‘ Existence ’ and ‘ Non-existonce ’ 
—the natxire of one cannot be affirmed without the denial of the other, that is, 
it can exist only when the other is absent;—and when two things are mutually 
exclusive, the absence of one implying the presence of the other and vice 
versa. —the affirmation of one must be concomitant with the denial of the 
other. Consequently when the ‘ Difference * (of the Potency from the 
Organ) is denied, it implies the affirmation of Sameness (Non-differenco); and 
it cannot be right to deny this latter also at the same timo ; because in that 
case there may bo affirmation of Difference also.—Such aro the objections 
that may be pointed out against the view that there is difference - non • 
difference (between the Potency and the Auditory Organ).—(2516) 


TEXTS (2517-2518). 


By THESE SAME ARGUMENTS MAY BE REJECTED THE VIEW THAT THERE IS 

Embellishment of the Object and of both.—From all this it 

FOLLOWS THAT THERE CAN BE NO ROOM FOR THE VIEW THAT 
THERE IS 4 MANIFESTATION ' OF WHAT IS eternal. AND FROM 
THIS IT ALSO FOLLOWS THAT THERE CAN BE NO ROOM FOR 
ANY DISTINCTIONS THAT ARE MADE ON THE BASIS 
OF SUCH ‘ MANIFESTATION \— SUCn DISTINC¬ 
TIONS AS THOSE OF ‘ LONG ‘ SHORT 
1 ORDER OF SEQUENCE ’ AND SO 

forth.—(2517-2518) 

COMMENTARY. 


'By these same arguments'— i.e. by putting forward the alternatives 
regarding the capacity or otherwise to produce Cognitions. 

‘ From aU this, etc. etc.' —This sums up the argument. 

' Order of sequence, etc.' —‘ Etc.’ is meant to include the ultra-long, the 
4 Vddtta ' accent and so forth.—(2517-2518) 


It has been argued by tho Mxmdmsaka, under Text 2174, that—" There 
are some people according to whom tho Word-Sound is apprehended by tho 
Auditory Organ, when it is produced but not in actual contact with that 
Organ, etc. etc,” 

The answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2519). 

Even when the ‘ absence of contact ’ is equally present in all 
oases, the Cognition of all things does not come about, 

BECAUSE THE CAPACITY OF THINGS IS ALWAYS RESTRICTED J 
AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OP THE IRON BEING ATTRACTED 

by TnE Maonet.—(2519) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though there is ‘absonce of contact’ in nil things, yet there in no 
possibility of the apprehension of the antecedent object, bocauso the capacity 
of things is always restricted; for instance, tho pieco of substance called 
‘ Magnot ’ draws to itself the piece of Iron (which is not in contact with it); 
and yet it does not draw all othor things which also are not in contact with 
it.—(2519) 

In tho following Text, tho Author anticipates and answers the objection 
that has been taken by Shahkarasv&min against tho admissibility of tho 
instance of tho ' Magnet ’ just cited 


TEXT (2520). 

IF IT BE URGED THAT—"THERE IS ATTRACTION BY THE MAGNET ON 

ACCOUNT OF THE CONTACT (OF THE IRON) WITH THE LIGHT 
EMANATING FROM THE MAGNET 'THEN THE ANSWER 
IS THAT, AS NO SUCH LIGHT IS VISIBLE, HOW IS 
IT KNOWN THAT IT EXISTS ?—(2520) 

COMMENTARY. 

ShaAkarasvdmin has argued as follows" In the case of the Magnot, 
the attraction of the Iron is due to its boing penetrated by tho Light-rays 
emanating from tho Magnot; for, if it were not so, then there would be 
attraction of all Iron-pioces in tho world. Evon though the Light emanating 
from the Magnot is not perceived in tho manner of the Light emanating 
from tho Lamp, yot it can bo inferred from the fact that there is attraction 
oven whore tho Iron is at some distanco, if there is nothing botween tho Iron 
and tho Magnet ”. 

Tho answer to this is—' As no such Light, etc. etc .'—Tho phrase ‘ it is 
not visible ' denies tho propriety of tho Light being existent,—on the ground 
of its non-apprehension.—(2520) 

As regards the Reductio ad Absurdum put forward by the assertion that 
“ there would be attraction of all tho Iron-pieces in the world ”,—the answer 
to that is os follows :— 
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TEXT (2521). 

Why is it that the said Light does not attract pieces op wood 

AND OTHER THINGS WHICH COME INTO CONTACT WITH IT ?— If IT IS 
SAID THAT “ IT DOES NOT DO SO BECAUSE ITS CAPACITY IS 
RESTRICTED ”,—THEN THE SAME MAY BE SAID REGARDING 
THE CASE OF * NON-CONTACT ’ ALSO.—(2521) 


COMMENTARY. 

Tho Kamo contingency is equally possible under tho view that there is 
actual contaot:—Why is it that tho Light emanating from the Magnet does 
not attract all those things, wood-pieces and the like, that happen to be 
in contact with it ? 

If the answer is that—“ Tho said contingency doos not arise as the 
capacity of things is restricted ”,—then the samo may lx* said under tho 
viow that there is no contaot in such cases ; who has deprived things of their 
capacity,—by virtue of whioh the same is not admitted in this case ? 

Hence it follows that the assumption of tho invisible rays of Light 
is futilo.—(2521) 

It has boon argued by tho Aflmdmaato, under Text 2175, that—" For 
thorn, the absence of contact being equally present in tho caso of distant and 
noar sounds, the apprehension and non-apprehension by people far and near 
would bo equally possible, and there could bo no order of sequence 

The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (2522). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE APPREHENSION BY MEN FAR, MIDWAY AND 
NEAR IS NOT IN ANY ORDER OF SEQUENCE AT ALL ; AS IN ALL 

cases the Cognition is produced immediately 

AFTER THE USE (UTTERANCE OF THE WoRD- 

Sound).—(2522) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Successive Apprehension ’ is not admitted, because the Cognitions of all 
men appear simultaneously.—(2522) 

It lias been argued undor tho same Text (2175) that—“ the greater and 
lesser intensity of Sounds would not be possible ”. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2523). 

Just as on account of the differences in the shape of Remoteness 
and Nearness, the Colour of things is seen indistinctly and 

DISTINCTLY (RESPECTIVELY),—IN THE SAME MANNER THERE 
WOULD ALSO BE THE COGNITION OF LESSER AND GREATER 
INTENSITY OF THE SOUND.—(2523) 

COMMENTARY. 

Colour also is perceived without contact with the Eye and is not all- 
porvading,—and its perception is distinct or indistinct; in the same manner 
in the case of Sound also, which also is not all-pervading and not in contact 
with the Ear, there would bo Cognitions of groater or loss intensity. 

Objection :—“The other party does not admit of the perception of Colour 
without contact; how then is it put forward as tho Corroborative Instance ? " 

Answer : —This does not affect our position. Though it is by more words 
that tho other party doos not admit it, yot what is vouched for by proofs 
must bo admitted by both parties. 

“ What is tho proof that vouches for tho idea in question (that thoro is 
perception without contact) ? ” 

Tho proof is provided by tho fact that thoro is simultaneous perception of 
near and romoto things. A thing that has movement gots at the nearer object 
quickly, and at the remoter object with some delay; whon for instance, one 
goes from one villago to another. But in tho caso of tho Branch of tho troo and 
tho Moon soen through it,—tho perception of both is simultaneous, as soon 
os the Eyes nro opened. From this it is deduced that the Eye is operative 
without aotually getting into contact with tho objoot porcoivod. 

In connection with this subjoct, Uddyotakara argues as follows :—" In¬ 
asmuch as Cognitions aro produced quickly, thoro can bo no perception of 
tho time taken; hence tho idea, that ‘ tho soveral Cognitions appear in tho 
manner of the piercing of tho hundred petals of the Lotus is not true ". 

This is not right. In this way, in tho caso of tho two words 4 earn * 
and 4 rasa' also, there should bo no recognition of the ordor in which tho 
letters are heard; the quick production of tho perception being present horo 
also; and if that is so, then there should bo no difference between the Cognition 
of tho word 4 sara ’ and that of 4 rasa ’. And as there is 4 quick production ’ 
in tho cose of all Cognitions, there would bo no perception of any ordor of 
sequence at all.—This has boon already thrashed out in detail before. 

Again says Uddyotakara :— 44 Evon if the Eye were operative without 
contact, the wall would have no power to obstruct it; hence there 
would be no concealment of things. Nor would there be this phenomenon 
that what is remote is not seen while what is near is seen.—It might bo 
argued that.— 4 That object alono is seen which comes within range of tho 
Eye, and what does not do so is not seen \—But that is not so; without 
some sort of connection, there con be no coining within range. Becauso what 
is this coming within range, opart from being connected ? The only difference 
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is that what I call * connection ’ is called by you ‘ coming within range ’ 
there is no other difference 

This is not right. What is called by us coming within range is becoming 
the Cause ;—not Connection. Because when the Eye produces Cognitions, the 
Object— Colour, etc.—becomes its auxiliary, and hence colled its ' objective ’; 
and it is not colled so because it comes into contact with it.—The purpose 
served by the aid provided by auxiliaries is of two kinds—(1) mutual benefit, 
e.g. between the Light-rays and the thing within cover,—and (2) serving 
the some purpose; e.g. when the man sees Colour immediately on opening 
his Eyes.—In both ways, the Object of the Cognition is so called because it is 
its peculiar Cause, and not because it is connected with it. 

“ This same restriction or specification of the Cause would not be possible 
without some Connection." 

Not so; because the necessary restriction is secured by tho capacity of 
the Cause itself. In fact when tho Cause is produced out of its own Cause* 
it is produced exactly in the form in whioh only some of it becomes productive 
of the Cognition, not all; because tho difference among all things is duo to 
the difference in their Causes.—Just as under your view,—oven though tho 
Connection is equally present in both cases, why is it that the Eye appro- 
bends tho Colour only, not the Taste ?—It might bo arguod that—* 1 tho Toato 
is not apprehended becauso it is not connected with the Eyo ".—Why should 
not tho same Connection bo present in the case of Taste also ?—as the locus 
of both (Taste ond Colour) is the samo; and there is nothing to restriot the 
Connection (to Colour only),-—whereby, oven though residing in the samo 
Joous, the Eye comes up to tho Colour only and not to the Taste, though this 
also is present at the same place,—and also it does not come up to tho Colour 
also if it is very remote. 

It might bo urgod that—“ the restriction would be duo to its own 
Cause 

This can bo said also under the view that the Eye is operative without 
contact. —Enough of this discussion.—(2623) 


The following Text anticipates and answors an objection from the othor 
party 


TEXT (2524). 

“ HOW CAN THERE BE A SINGLE OBJECTIVE BASIS FOR COGNITIONS WHICH 
APPEAR AS DIVERSE ? ”—IF THIS IS URGED, THEN (THE ANSWER 
IS THAT] THE SAME OBJECTION, AS AGAINST THE UPHOLDERS 

of the External World, is equally applicable to 
TnE COCfNITIONS OF COLOUR ALSO.—(2524) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘‘How can there be a single object for Cognition which appears as 
diverse ? ” 
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What the Opponent means is that in this way the Cognitions of Colour, 
Taste, etc. might be said to have ono and the same objective basis. 

The answer to this is as follows:—‘ The same objection, etc. etc .';— 
‘ To Cognitions of Colours ' —i.e. to Cognitions envisaging Colour—this same 
objection is equally applicable.—How can there bo a single objective basis 
for the distinct Cognitions of things far and near ? 

All this objection is applicable to those who uphold the reality of the 
External World, who attribute the form to the Object, not to the Cognition. 
Those, howover, who uphold the Idea alone,—i.e. the Idealists,—for them all 
Cognition is equally objectless, being self-cognised, and is produced in the 
distinct and other forms ; and henco to these Idoalists, the objection does not 
apply.—Those upholders of the External World who attribute the form to 
the Cognition do not admit that there is absolute sameness of form between 
the Object and the Cognition; so that there would bo tho same form, in 
certain aspects; and honce thoro would bo no incongruity in there boing the 
same object for Cognitions appearing as divorso ; consequently, the objection 
would not be applicable to these also.—(2524) 

Question “ What proof thon is thoro against, tho idea that tho Word- 
Sound is npprohonded only on contact with the Auditory Organ,—and in 
support of the idea that it is apprehended without such contact T ’’ 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2526). 

Under tiie view that the perception (of Sound) is through contact 
(with the Sense-organ), the Coonition of the Sound of 

Thunder could not be in the interrupted form,— 

LIKE THAT of THE FEATHER IN THE EAR.—(2525) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Like the feather in the Ear', —this is an instanco per dissimilarity; 
and tho ' vati' -affix is added to the word onding in the Genitive ending. 
Tho meaning thus is—when a mon is engaged in tickling tho Ear with n 
feather, tho Sound made by tho feather is heard as continuous, without 
interruption ; in tho same manner, when there is Sound of Thunder spreading 
all round like the filaments of the Kadamba flower, and it is heard on reaching 
the Ear,—then this hearing also should be continuous, not interrupted.— 
It cannot be right to say that there is illusion of break on account of the 
peculiarity of the substratum wherein the conjunction of its Cause subsists. 
Becnuso there is no perception of such place, etc.; and no Cognition over 
appears which imposes forms which have never beon # cognised ; e.g. the Visual 
Perception does not impose the form of Taste.—(2525) 

Having thus stated the proof against the view that Sound is heard on 
getting into contact with the Seaso-organ,—the Author next states tho proof 
in support of the view that the perception takes place without the said' 
contact:— 
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TEXT (2526). 

Because the Auditory Organ brings about the Cognition of 
Sound as interrupted, therefore, like the Mind, it must 

BE REGARDED AS OPERATING WITHOUT CONTACT J— 

NOT OTHERWISE, LIKE THE SKIN (TACTILE 

Organ).—(2526) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Tat ’—Therefore. 

‘ Not otherwise, etc. etc .'—This supplies the Corroborative Instance Jor 
dissimilarity .—In the case of the Tactile Organ (which operates by contact), 
the perception is not interrupted, and the same would have boon tho case with 
tho Auditory Organ also (if this also operated through contact).—(2526) 

In the following Text, the Author anticipates tho objection that tho 
Corroborative Instance—of the Mind —is one that is devoid of tho Pro- 
bandum,—and supplies tho answer to it:— 


TEXT (2527). 

For those people who declare that “ the Mind also is operative 

THROUGH CONTACT ”,—THERE SHOULD NOT be ANY COGNITION OF 
FAR OFF THINGS IN A SINGLE MOMENT.—(2527) 

COMMENTARY. 

Uddyotakara, Kumdrila and others put forward tho following argumonta 
in support of tho sense-organs being operative by direct contact:—“ (a) 
Tho Eyo and tho Ear must be regarded as operative by contact,—because 
tlioy aro oxtornal organs,—like the Olfactory Organ. Tho qualification 
' External ’ is added in order to avoid the charge of being ' false ’ in viow 
of the Mind (which is not operative by contact).—(6) Tho Eye and tho Ear 
must be rogardod as operative by contact,—becaiise being organs, they 
do not apprehend things hidden and far off,—like tho Olfactory Organ. The 
qualification 4 being organs ’ has been added for the purpose of excluding the 
object. —(c) Colour and Sound must be regarded os cognisablo by means of 
those external organs that are operativo by contact,—because they are 
objects of external organs,—like Odour and Taste.— ( d ) the Cognitions of 
Colour and Sound must be regarded as having for their objective basis such 
objects as aro cognisable by means of external organs operative by contact,— 
like the Cognitions of Odour and Taste ”. 

The objections against these arguments are set forth in the following :— 
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TEXT (2528). 

The reason that is put forward, in the form ‘ because they are 

EXTERNAL ORGANS —IN SUPPORT OF THE VIEW THAT THE ORGANS 
IN QUESTION ARE OPERATIVE BY CONTACT,—IS ‘ FALLACIOUS ’ 
(Inconclusive) ; because it is unlike their other 

PROPERTIES AND HENCE THERE IS CONTRADICTION 

(incompatibility).—(2528) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho meaning is clear.—(2528) 

The following Text supplies tho answer to what 1ms been urged by tho 
Mlmdmsaka, under the Text 2170, to the effoot that—“Thus from tho point 
of view of the Vodio Scholar, let us examine the matter, etc. etc.':— 


TEXTS (2520-2530). 

The idea of the Air-currf.nts being something different from the 
Conjunctions and Disjunctions has been already discarded 

BEFORE ; AND INASMUCH AS THE AlR IS NOT-MOMKNTARY 

(according to the Aftm & msaka ), they cannot be the 
same as the Conjunctions and Disjunctions. For 

THE SAME REASON, AS THERE ARE NO DISTINCTIONS 
IN IT, THERE CAN BE NO MOVEMENT OF IT, 

SPECIALLY BECAUSE IT HAS NO VELOCITY, 

AND HENCE CANNOT GO ALONG 
AS LONG AS THE VELOCITY LASTS. 

—(2529-2530) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Before ' —under tho examination of tho ' Six Categories 

Says tho Opponent—" If they are not different, then thoy may bo non- 
different, same 

Answer: —' Inasmuch as the Air, etc. etc.’ —Tho Air-currents themselves, 
produced as conjoined and disjoined, are spoken of as tho ‘ non-difforent 
Conjunctions and Disjunctions'; and what aro non-momentary cannot 
become conjoined with things, in succession,—as they are all of one and the 
same form.—(2629-2530) 

It has been asserted by tho Mbn & msaka , under Text 2179, that— 
“ Having reached tho Akdsha in the Auditory Organ, the Air imparts a 
certain capacity to that organ, etc. etc.” 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2531-2532) 

If, on reaching the Akastut in the Auditory Organ, the Air imparts 

A CERTAIN CAPACITY TO THE ORGAN,—THEN WHY SHOULD THERE 

BE NO COGNITION OF THE AlR WHEN THERE IS COGNITION OF THE 
Sound,—just as there is of the stroke of the whip 
(WHEN THE WHIP-STROKE is ALSO COGNISED ALONG 
WITH THE SOUND OF THE WHIP) ?—THE IDEA THAT 
—“ THE COGNITION OF THE SOUND OBSTRUCTS 
THE SAID COGNITION (OF THE AlR) ”— 

• CANNOT BE RIGHT, FOR ONE WHO IS 
COGNISANT OF THE WHIP-STROKE 
AND ANOTHER AlR (AT THE 
SAME TIME).— 

(2531-2532) 

COMMENTARY. 

There ere two views possible in this connection—(1) that the Air is 
porcoptiblo and ( 2 ) that it is not-percoptiblo. 

Undor the former view, at tho timo that Sound is cognised, there should 
bo cognition of tho Air also, os in tho caso of tho whip-stroke. 

It might bo argued that—“ as two cognitions cannot appear simul¬ 
taneously, tho cognition of Sound obstructs the cognition of tho Air 

This cannot bo right—in the mouth of ono who is cognisant of tho whip- 
stroko and tho othor Air, at the timo that tho Sound is cognised. Just as 
the 4 Othor Air ’ set up by tho fan, and tho 4 whip-stroke ' aro both perceived 
at tho time that tho Sound is heard,—in tho same mannor thoro should be 
the perception of tho touch of the Air reaching tho auditory organ. 

What this shows is that the assertion that there cannot bo simultaneous 
cognitions is contrary to a directly percoivod fact.—(2031-2532) 

It has been explained already that tho idea of simultaneous cognitions 
is due to the illusion caused by the quickness with which tho cognitions 
appoar. It mny be that in the case of Cognitions appearing in succession 
thoro may be an illusion of simultaneity duo to the quickness with wlrioh they 
appear ; but in tho present discussion, the said explanation is of no use ; 
hence it is nothing.—This is what is asserted in tho following :— 

TEXT (2533). 

Even though in some oases, there may be illusion of simultaneity 

DUE TO QUICKNESS OF APPEARANCE,—YET THAT HAS NOTHING 
TO DO WITH THE PRESENT CONTEXT ; BECAUSE HERE 

the Air is not cognised at all.—(2533) 
COMMENTARY. 

It may be that, on account of tho quickness in tho appearance of the 
Cognitions, there is an illusion of simultaneity. But this cannot apply to 
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the ccute where there is no perception of a thing winch is quite poreoptible. 
For instance, in the present context, there is absolutely no cognition— 
either successive or simultaneous—of the Air that has reached tho regions 
of the Auditory Organ. Hence the explanation that “ the illusion of simul¬ 
taneity of Cognitions is due to the quickness with which they appear ” can 
havo no bearing on tho present discussion ; i.e. it should be ignored.—(2533) 


Tho following text takes up the second alternative viow (suggostod in tho 
commentary on Text 2531,—that the Air is not perceptible ):— 


TEXT (2534). 

If the Air (reaching the Ear) is beyond TnE senses (imperceptible), 

AS ASSERTED BY THE FOLLOWERS OF Kai^dda, AND ALSO BY YOUR¬ 
SELVES,—THEN, TO WHAT CAN its amenability to Touch be 
DUE, WHICH HAS BEEN SPOKEN OF IN 
THE Bh&fya ?—(2534) 

COMMENTARY. 

'•Followers oj Kandda '—tho Vaishl$ikas ; according to whom Air is 
indicated by (inferred from) Sound. 

Tho author of your own Bhdfya, Shabora has also doclared that “ whon 
the aerial Conjunctions and Disjunctions of tho imporcoptiblo Air proceed 
from tho Ear-drum, they ore not porcoivcd ”. (MI. Sfl. 1. 1. 13.) 

Tho objection to this viow is sot forth in tho words—‘ To what can Us 
amenability to Touch be due ? ’— 1 Sprtfydpti' is tho ‘ dpti '—possibility of 
' sprsti ’—touoh. This is what the author of your BhO$ya hits spokon of ; 
how is that ? As against tho viow of tho author of tho Shikfd, that ‘ tho 
Airbecomos tho Sound ’, the author of the Bhdfya ( Shabara ) has said—(under 
SO. 1. 1. 22) ns follows—“ If the Word-Sound wore the product of Air, then 
it could only be Air in a particular shape; as a matter of fact, however, wo 
do not recognise any particle of Air in the constitution of the Word-Sound, 
in the manner in which wo recognise tho particles of yarn in tho constitution 
of the Cloth ; therefore tho Word-Sound cannot bo a product of Air;—if 
the Word-Sound were the product of Air, then we could perceive it with 
our tactilo organ (as we perceive Air); and yot wo do not fool by touch any 
air-particles in the Word-Sound ".—(Translation, p. 41.)—(2534) 


Even granting (for tho sake of argument) that Air is beyond the senses, 
imperceptible,—the Author proceeds to point out defects in the Opponent’s 
arguments:— 
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TEXT (2535). 

Or, the Air in question may be beyond the Senses ; even so, there 

WOULD BE COGNITION OF THE TANGIBLE (AlR),—WHICH IS NEITHER 

HOT NOR COLD,—RESTING ON THE VARIOUS SUBSTANCES THAT 
MAY BE IN CONTACT WITH IT ; JUST AS THERE IS 

of other Airs.—(2535) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tadyogah ’—contact with tho different air-currents ;—that which 
has this contact is ‘ tattadyogin i.e. tho substances known us ‘Water’, 
1 Firo ’ and ‘ Earth ’;—and that which is ‘ gala ’—resting, residing in these, 
iR ' tattadyogigata ’ ; —i.e. tho Air resting on Water, Fire and Earth.—The 
compounding is in accordance with Pfinini’s Siltra ' Dvith/Q — shptd, etc. 
etc.’—This compound qualifies ‘ spnuffavya ’—the tangible Air ;—which is of a 
nature that is different from hot and cold. —Thoro should be ‘ vit ’—Cogni¬ 
tion—of the said Air.—‘ Just as there is oj other Airs ’—i.e. of Air other than 
that within tho body of tho Speakor, which Air is hold (by tho Opponent) 
to bo tho manijester of tho particular Word-Sound.—Tho ‘ vati '-affix is 
added to tho word ending in tho Locative. 

What is mount is that thore would be cognition of the Air in question, 
just as thoro is of tho air during winter, carrying with it tho coolnoss of tho 
snows,—of that during summer, when all tho quarters aro fillod with tho 
burning rays of the sun,—of that dining tho season w-hioh is neither hot nor 
cold, which is yet felt by tho touch to be oool or warm.—(2636) 

In the following Text, tho Author anticipates and refutes the Opponent’s 
answer:— 


TEXTS (2536-2537). 

It might be said that " there is no cognition of the Air in question 
BECAUSE IT IS NOT IN CONTACT WITH THE TYMPANUM ”,—BUT, 
THEN, HOW IS IT KNOWN THAT IT HAS REACHED THE Akdsha 

in the Ear ?—From all this it follows that all this 

ASSUMPTION BY THE VEDIO SCHOLAR IS ABSOLUTELY 
BASELESS ; IT IS NOT AGREEABLE TO THE LEARNED, 

AND SHINES ONLY AMONG VEDIC 

Scholars.— (2536-2537) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Tasya ’—of the Air. 

* Ayogah ’—non-contact,—* with the tympanum 
The rest is clear.—(2536-2537) 

28 
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It has been argued by the M\m&msaka, undor Text 2198, that—“ or, the 
idea that should be entertained is that the Auditory Organ consists of space, 
which idea would be in accordance with the Veda 

As this is open to the same objections, the Author applies them to that 
view, in the following :— 


TEXT (2538). 

All those objections that have been urged against those who 
hold Akdsha to be without parts, should be understood to be 

EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO THAT VIEW ALSO UNDER WHICH THE 

Auditory Organ consists of the one indivisible 

Space. —(2538) 

COMMENTARY. 

The view that tho Auditory Organ consists of the indivisible Spaco, 
is open to all those objections—tho futility of embellishment, tho impossibility 
of ombollishmont, etc.—that have been urged against tho view that it consists 
of tho indivisible Akdsha. Hence it is not necessary to state tho objections 
against this other view separately.—(2538) 

It has boon argued by tho MlmAmsaka, undor Text 2185, that—“ Evon 
if tho Auditory Organ wore one and all-porvoding, the Embellishment due 
to Articulation could affect only tho material substratum of that organ, 
eto. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2539-2544). 

Under the view that Akdsha is one and all-pervading, there can 

be NO SUCH DIVISION as THAT TnE ONE IS THE SUBSTRATUM OF THE 
EMBELLISHED ORGAN AND THE OTHER IS NOT SO ; BECAUSE Akdsha 
IS ONE (AND INDIVISIBLE).—IF THE AUDITORY ORGAN CONSISTS 
OF THE ONE Akdsha, THEN IT CANNOT HAVE ITS TYMPANUM ‘ UN¬ 
EMBELLISHED ’. Consequently, any restriction in the Embel¬ 
lishment ON THE BASIS OF THE SUBSTRATUM CANNOT STAND. 
Consequently, when the Organ has secured the Embellish¬ 
ment IN ONE SUBSTRATUM, IT SHOULD BRING ABOUT THE COGNITION 
IN THE BODIES OF ALL MEN ;—ACCORDING TO THOSE WHO DECLARE 

the Organ to be one only. You may hold that Cognitions 

(SENSATIONS) APPEAR IN THE VARIOUS PARTS OF THE BODIES OF 
MEN J BUT ACCORDING TO YOU, THERE CAN BE NO DIVERSITY OP 
PLACE FOR THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR, IN RELATION TO Akdsha WHICH 

is one only.—The other party might say— “ According to us, 
the Soul is without parts, indivisible, and it is in its entirety 
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THAT IT COGNISES THINGS, AND YET IT ACTUALLY APPREHENDS IT 

IN THE BODY ONLY”;—BUT EVEN WITH THIS, THE VIEW IS OPEN 

TO OBJECTION : THERE WOULD, IN THIS CASE, BE NO SUCH DISTINC¬ 
TIONS AS THAT OF THE 4 DEAF ’ AND THE LIKE, AND FOR THE SAME 

REASON IT WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE FOR ONE COGNITION NOT TO BE 

APPREHENDED BY ANOTHER SOUL ; AS THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE 

BETWEEN THE TWO.—(2539-2544) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Anyat' —tho substratum of the unembollishod organ. 

Such distinction is not possible in tho case of what is without parts, 
indivisible. If there were, it would have to bo regarded as with parts, 
divisible.—If the distinction wore merely assumed (not real), then there 
would bo an incompatibility regarding its being with and also without effective 
action; bocause effective actions never follow in the wake of mere assump¬ 
tions j thoy are always rointed to real entities. Consequently, if tho organ 
has bocomo embellished in one substratum, it acquires thereby the capacity 
to bring about tho cognition of things ; so that in another substratum also, 
os tho organ would really bo the samo, it would be embellished everywhere, 
and hone© capablo of bringing about tho Cognition of things. 

Thus what has boon said (in Text 2542) regarding “tho Cognitions 
nppouring in the sovornl parts of the bodios of men ", becomes set aside ; 
because there can bo no real division in what is one only.—This is what is 
shown in the words 4 Pumsam, etc. etc." 

* Pradhdnavaidishyam Pradhdna \ 4 Principal Faotor ’, stands for 

tho Body ;— 4 Vaidishya '—rosidonce in different parts of Akdsha. 

• fimmukripi, etc .'—because there con bo no division for what is one 
only. 

‘ Avyavasthdnam' —impossibility of such distinctions.—(2539-2644) 


Tho following Text shows how there is no difference between tho two :— 


TEXT (2545). 

When it cannot abandon its previous form, and when no new 

FEATURES CAN APPEAR IN IT,—WHY CANNOT THE AUDITORY 

Organ come within range of the experience of 
ANOTHER.—(2545) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that—" there would be differences, by reason of the 
Auditory Organ being influenced by Merit and Demerit ”. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2546). 

Inasmuch as it is eternal, independent,—the Akdshic Auditory 
Organ cannot be influenced by Merit and Demerit ; and 
HENCE SHOULD NOT FALL WITHIN THE SCOPE OF 
THE EXPERIENCE OF ANY ONE AT 

ALL.—(2546) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Being eternal ’ is the reason for ‘ being independent ’ and also for 
•being not influenced by Merit and Demerit ’.—(2546) 

Question :—“ Even though it is independent, why cannot it be influenced 
(by Merit and Demerit) ? *’ 

Answer .*— 

TEXT (2547). 

The Akdsha is never affected by Merit and Demerit; being 

ETERNAL, IT CAN NEVER BE AN EFFECT ; WHAT SORT OF 
‘ INFLUENCE ’ THEN CAN THERE BE OVER IT ?—(2547) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Doing independent' implies that it is not an effect ; and what is not 
an effect cannot bo influenced or affected by anything ; o.g. the Hare’s Horn, 
or the * Unconscious Destruction ’ of things;—and the Auditory Organ is 
not an effect ;—lienee there is apprehension of a character contrary to tlio 
wider term. 

' Being eternal ' sots osido tho ' inadmissibility * of tho Reason ' not 
being an effect, etc. etc.’ sots aside its ‘ inconolusivoness ’.—(2547) 

Says tho Opponont:—“ It is found that ovon wlmt is not an offoct is 
influoncod by tilings : for instance, tho Auditory Organ, which was not within 
rango of one’s oxporionco before (in tho caso of tho donf) comos within its 
range, through the influence of modicines and charms. Thus your Reason 
becomes Inconclusivo 

Tho answer to this is ns follows :— 

TEXT (2548). 

How COULD THE AUDITORY ORGAN COME WITHIN THE RANGE OF ONE’S 
EXPERIENCE, THROUGH THE INFLUENCE OF CHARMS AND MEDICINES, 

etc. ? Being eternal, it cannot derive any 
PECULIARITIES FROM THESE.—(2548) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Medicines, etc.' —‘ etc.' includes scrntchings, operations. 

‘ How could it, etc.' —i.e. if, even so, it. did not have the character of an 
effect. 
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“ Even if it is not an Effect, there would be influencing by the mere 
production of peculiarities.” 

Answer : —‘ Being eternal, etc. etc' —(2548) 

[Says the other party)—“ If such is the case, then the substratum being 
not-eternal, the embellishment could be of that, and through that the Audi - 
tory Organ also, though eternal, would come to bo influenced 
This is the idea set forth and answered in the following:— 

TEXT (2549). 

“ Even though the substratum is not-eternal, its non-elemudity would 
not be of the nature of momentariness ” ;—if Tins IS urged, 
THEN (THE ANSWER IS THAT), INASMUCH AS NO ADDITIONAL 
PROPERTIES COULD BE PRODUCED IN IT, DeafneSS, ETC. 

WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE.—(2549) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ If it is non-eternal '—as its destruction would be sure to come in course 
of time,—till that time, it would continuo to have ono and the same form ; 
and honce, ns in the eternal thing, so here also no additional properties would 
appear in it; how then, could there bo any ‘ embellishment' of it t—(2549) 

Even granting that additional qualities might nppcnr,—the author 
points out that oven so tho theory is opon to objection :— 

TEXTS (2550-2551). 

OR, THE ADDITIONAL PROPERTY MAY BE PRODUCED IN THE OROAN J 
BUT IN NO CASE COULD IT EXIST IN THE Akdsha J NOR COULD IT 
BE DUE TO ITS CONNECTION WITH ITS RECEPTACLE \ BECAUSE 
IT IS ETERNAL AND INDEPENDENT. HENCE, DEAFNESS, ETC. 

COULD NOT COME ABOUT THROUGH THAT EITHER.— 

Even if Akdsha were with parts and divisible, 

THE ARGUMENTS WOULD APPLY TO IT, 
on the ground of its elemaUty. — 

(2550-2551) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ £$a'it' —stands for the a<ldilional property. 

“ Even if it does not exist there, it may come to it on account of its 
connection with its receptacle ". 

It could not be due to its connection with its Receptacle. 

As regards the argumont that Akdsha is not without parts,—tho answer 
is that if the divisible Akdsha is held to be eternal, then all the objections 
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that have been urged against the view that ‘ the indivisible Akfisha is eternal 
become applicable. This is what is meant by the words—' Even if Ak&sha 
i vere divisible, etc. etc.' —(2550-2551) 


It has been argued by the Mimfimsalca, in Text 2192, that—“ Just as 
the village-lord, removed from the lordship, though continuing to live in the 
village, docs not enjoy the privileges of the Lordship, similarly the soul of 
the deaf man deprived of tho auditory organ, though continuing to dwell in 
the body, does not enjoy the experience of hearing sounds 
Tho answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2552-2553). 

Even for you, this * removal from the ownership ’ cannot be 

POSSIBLE,—UNLESS THE OWNERSHIP IS MOMENTARY. WHAT 
ADDITIONAL PROPERTY HAS BEEN PRODUCED IN IT, BY 
VIRTUE OF WHICH IT IS REMOVED FROM THE 
OWNERSHIP AND DOES NOT ENJOY THE 
SAME EXPERIENCE AGAIN t— 

(2552-2553) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is quit* easy.—(2552-2553) 

It has been arguod by tho Mimdinsalca, undor Text 2194, that—"Tho 
vibrating air-particles, which are tho manifesters, etc. oto.” 

The answer to this is ns follows :— 


TEXTS (2554-2558). 

Thus then, there is no ‘ Embellishment * possible, either in the 
Auditory Organ or in the Word-Sound ; because it is not 
possible for the Embellishment to be either different or 

NON -DIFFERENT (FROM THEM). FOR INSTANCE, IF THE EMBELLISH¬ 
MENT IS SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM THE AUDITORY ORGAN AND 
the Sound, then these two cannot be regarded as 'Em¬ 
bellished ’; as these would have no relationship with the 
Embellishment ; because between two different things, the 
only relationship possible is the Causal one ; and if this 
relationship were there, then the Embellishment would be 

THERE AT ALL TIMES, AS ITS CAUSE WOULD BE THERE AT ALL TIMES.— 

Even under the view that the Embellishment is not some¬ 
thing DIFFERENT,—IT WOULD BE ETERNAL, LIKE THE AUDITORY 
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Organ and the Sound ; and hence it could not be produced 

BY ANYTHING ; CONSEQUENTLY THE COGNITION (DUE TO THE EM¬ 
BELLISHMENT) WOULD BE EVERLASTING.—BECAUSE ALL THIS IS SO, 

THEREFORE ANY REGULATION OR RESTRICTION OF THE CAPACITY 

of the Air-currents, etc. cannot be possible ; and when what 

IS TO be accomplished is not present, the capacity to accom¬ 
plish IT CAN BE OF NO USE.—(2554-2558) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Yadu ’— Because —‘ Evam ' —' Thus,—in tho manner just doscribed, 
this ' because' has to be construed with 'tat'' therefore, etc. etc.’ of Text 2658. 

How this embellishment is not possible is explained in detail, in tho 
words—‘ Because it is not possible for the embellishment, etc. etc.' —What is 
meant is as follows—When the embellishment comos, it could bo either different 
or non-different (from tho thing embellished); theso aro tho only two possibi¬ 
lities, as tho matter doos not admit of a third alternative. 

In the former case,—i.e. if it is different ,—thore could bo no ' ombollish- 
mont ’ of tho auditory organ or of the Word-Sound ; becauso what is brought 
about is difforont; and whon the Jar is brought ubout, it is not tho Cloth 
that is ombellishod. Nor can thore bo any relationship botween the Embellish- 
mont and the said two (Auditory Organ and the Word-sound); by virtue of 
which by the bringing about of tho Embellishment, which is their relative, 
thoso two could bocomo ombellishod.—Becauso, as it has been hold to bo 
difforont, the relationship of the Embollishmont with the Auditory Organ or 
the Word-Sound could not bo of the naturo of * idontity ’; in fact whonevor 
there is a relationship between two different things, it can bo only of tho 
naturo of Cause and Effect; os thoro could be no help in any othor way. 
If thoro wero this relation of Cause and Effect botwoon the Embollishmont 
and tho other two (Auditory Organ and Word-Sound),—tho Embellishment 
would bo there for all time, as its cause, in the shape of tho Auditory Organ 
and tho Word-Sound, would bo thoro ull the time (both of theso being eternal, 
ex hypothesi). 

Undor the second alternative (that tho Embellishment is not different 
from tho Auditory Organ and the Word-Sound), tho difficulty is thot— 
‘ Even under the view, etc. etc.'—' Tadvat ’—Like the Auditory Organ and tho 
Word-Sound.—' Asau ’—tho Embollishmontand hence, as it would be 
eternal, the Embellishment could not bo produced or brought about by any¬ 
thing. 

Thus, under the view that Cognitions are produced by the Embellishment, 
evory cognition would be eternal. This is the difficulty in the Embellishment 
being eternal. 

The whole argument is summed up in the words—‘ Therefore any regula¬ 
tion or restriction, etc. etc.' —(2554-2558) 


Tho following Texts set forth the arguments in support of tho vie** 
that Word-Sound is not-etemal. 
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TEXTS (2559-2560). 

Thus,—inasmuch as no ‘manifestation’ (of the Word-Sound) is 
possible,— the Cognition of the Word-Sound must be regarded as 
having this character that it is invariably concomitant with 

THE BIRTH (COMING INTO EXISTENCE) OF WHAT IS APPREHENDED BY 
IT,—LIKE THE COGNITION OF THE INDIVIDUAL J.4R AND SUCH THINGS. 

—Consequently, both * producing ’ and ‘ manifesting ’,—as 
brought about by effort and articulation,— WILL HAVE the 

DIVERSITY OF THEIR CAPACITY DETERMINED BY PRESUMPTION 
BASED UPON THE NATURE OF THE EFFECTS PRODUCED BY THEM.— 

(2559-2560) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho argument may bo formulated as follow's:—What is occasional 
must be produced by a cause which also has had its production,—as for 
oxample, tho cognition of the individual Jar,—and tho Cognition of the 
Word-Sound is occasional; henoo this is a Reason basod on tho nature of 
things. 

Tho Reason cannot bo rogardod as ‘ inadmissible \ because as a matter 
of fact, tho said cognition is not found to appear at all times.—Nor can it 
bo rogardod as ‘ inconclusive ’; ns tho idea of Sound being * manifested ’ 
has boon already discardod.—Nor again can it be regarded as ‘ contradictory *; 
bocause it is found to be prosont in all places where tho Probaudum is prosont. 

‘ Idam-phalam ’ is a compound, meaning—* that which has idam ' —this, 
i.o. being invariably concomitant with tho birth of wlmt is apprehended by 
it—for its ‘ phalatn not gain, character. 

Tho root is easily understood.—(2559-2500) 

Tho objections against tho view that tho Auditory Organ consists of 
Space have boon already stated boforo ; honco they are not stated again; 
tho Author only reminds tho reader of what has been said before :— 


TEXT (2561). 

All THOSE REASONS THAT GO TO INVALIDATE THE VIEW THAT THB 

Auditory Organ is part of Akasha, should be understood 

BY INTELLIGENT MEN TO APPLY ALSO TO THE VIEW 

that it is part of Space.— (2561) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, in Text 2204, tliat—“ Even if 
the Embellishment pertains to the Object, it would affect that one object 
only, etc. etc." 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2562). 

The assertion that—“ if the Embellishment pertains to the 

OBJECT, IT WOULD AFFECT THAT ONE OBJECT ONLY ”—CANNOT BE 
RIGHT J BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN DISCARDED ; ALSO 
BECAUSE THE CAPACITY OF THINGS IS LIMITED. 

—Hence there cannot be embel¬ 
lishment OF THE OBJECT. 

—(2562) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ N a •—.That is, it cannot bo right to assort that “ if the Embellishment 
portions to the Object it would affoot that ono object only 

“ Why ? ” 

‘ Because it has been discarded i.o. because tho Embellishment itself 
has boon rejected.—That is, tho Embellishment, as different and as not- 
different, has boon alroady discarded. 

For the following reason also there can 1 m> no Embellishmont of tho 
Object. 

“ What reason ? ” 

Because of the limitations of Pie capacity of things.— which are going to bo 
pointed out. 

After ‘ Niyallh' a ‘ Oha ' is understood; hence tho meaning comes to 
bo that— also because of tho limitations of tho capacity of things, there 
cannot bo an Embellishmont of tho Object.—(25(12) 

Tho said ‘ limitation on the capacity of things ’ is illustrated— 


TEXTS (2503-2504). 

If the Word-Sound did not possess the capacity to produce 
cognitions, then it could never bf. cognised by anyone any¬ 
where ; as it could not have any bearing UPON ITS COGNI¬ 
TION.—If, on the other hand, it did possess the CAPA¬ 
CITY, THEN IT WOULD BE COGNISED BY ALL MEN, AT ALL 
TIMES AND AT ALL PLACES J AS IT WOULD CONTINUE 
TO BE THE CAUSE OF THAT COGNITION.— 

(2563-2564) 

COMMENTARY. 

By its very nature, the Word-Sound should bo either incapable or capable 
of producing its cognition. These are the only two alternatives possiblo.— 
In the former case-i.e. if it is incapable—the Word-Sound would never bo 
cognised by any one. In the latter case, it would be cognised by all men 
at all times ; because it would always be of the same form. 


1182 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XXIV. 


From this it follows that the Embellishmont can have no capacity at 
all.—(2563-2564) 

The following might be argued—“ Even if the Word-Sound had the 
capacity to bring about its cognition, it might not bring it about on account 
of forces to the contrary; similarly, even if it did not have the capacity, it 
could have the capacity imparted to it by auxiliary forces and theroby bring 
about the cognition 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2565). 

If toe Word-Sound is, by its very nature, definitely capable or 

INCAPABLE,—WHAT HOSTILE OR HELPFUL FORCE COULD SET 
IT ASIDE ?—(2565) 

COMMENTARY. 

Unless a thing sets aside, or brings about, the nature of a thing, it 
cannot bo regardod as hostile or holpful; otherwise thore would bo incon¬ 
gruities. And if tho said selling aside or bringing about were admitted, the 
Word-Sound would lose its eternal character.—(2565) 

It has boon argued by the Mitndmsaka, in Text 2205, that “ Just as tho 
Word-Sound, though produced and appearing equally with rogard to all 
mon, etc. etc.” 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2500-2567). 

A8 A MATTER OF FACT, WHEN THE WORD-SOUND APPEARS, IT IS CAPABLE 
OF PRODUCING ITS COGNITION IN SOME PERSONS ONLY : HENCE WHEN 

IT IS PRODUCED, IT IS NOT COGNISED BY ALL MEN.—OR, HOW 
COULD IT BE THAT THE SOUND IS HEARD ONLY BY THOSE 
MEN IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO WHOM IT IS EMBELLISHED 
BY ARTICULATIONS,—AND NOT BY THOSE AT A 

DISTANCE ?—(2506-2507) 

COMMENTARY. 

What has been urged does not affect the view that Word-Sounds are 
proilucctl (not eternal). Because whenever a Word-Sound is produced by its 
cause, it is produced as capable of bringing about its cognition under certain 
limitations; and it is on account of this that it is not heard by all men at 
all times. 

The view, however, that the Sound is (eternal and) is only manifested ,— 
is open to the said objection,—even if the Embellishment is possible. This 
is what Is shown by the sentence beginning with ‘ or ’. 
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The objection that ‘ there should be hearing of far-off sound also * is 
applicable, not only to the view that the Word-Sound is endowed, by its 
very nature, with the capacity to produce its cognition,—but it is also 
applicable to the view that there is Embellishment (of the Word-Sound). 
Hence this has been set forth as another alternative view— 'Why it is not 
heard by persons at a distance ? *—‘ is heard ’ is to be construed here. What 
is meant is that it should cortainly be heard.—(2566-2507) 

The same idea is further clarified :— 


TEXT (2568). 

Even in cases of proximity, the embellishment is supposed to be 

THE CAUSE (OF THE COGNITION) J AND THIS EMBELLISHMENT 
WOULD BE EQUALLY THERE FOR PERSONS AT A DISTANCE 

ALSO.—(2568) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mimfimsaha, in Text 2270, that—" Inasmuch 
as tho idea of the Word-Sound boing produced has been rejected, otc. etc.” 
Tho answer to this is ns follows 


TEXTS (2560-2570). 

IF THE IDEA IS THAT PARTICULAR EMBELLISHMENTS ARE PRODUCED BY 
ARTICULATION8, THEN IN THAT CASE, NO ONE CAN DENY THE IDEA 

of the Sound being produced . Because the particular 

EMBELLISHMENT IS NOT SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM THE 

Word-Sound ; otherwise the Word-Sound would 

BE INCOGNISABLE. CONSEQUENTLY THE WORD- 
SOUND ALSO SHOULD BE REGARDED AS 

produced .— (2569-2570) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Embollishment is something that Is produced, then there should 
bo production of the Word-Sound also; because it is not different from tho 
Embellishment.—In case it is different, then, ns tho Cognition would be 
brought about by the Embollishment itself, the Word-Sound would not 
be an active agent in it; and hence it would not bo apprehended by that 
Cognition. For these reasons it should be admitted that the Word-Sound 
also is produced. —(2569-2570) 

The following might be urged—“ Just as for you, the Buddhist, the 
Word-Sound is produced os capable of bringing about a particular restricted 
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cognition,—so also for us, there is restriction in regard to the Embellishment 
also ; whereby the Sound is not heard by people at a distance 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2571). 

Having become embellished once, if the Word-Sound does not 

ABANDON THAT (EMBELLISHED) FORM, ON ACCOUNT OF ITS 
EVANESCENT CHARACTER,—THEN IT SHOULD CONTINUE 
TO BE HEARD FOR ALL TIME.— 

(2571) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even if the idea bo that—" The Word-Sound that is embellished is 
one that is capable of bringing about the cognition within the ‘ chain ’ of 
certain particular persons only ”—there would be objections against it. For 
instance, if the Sound does not abandon the form which is capable of bringing 
about tho oognition, thon its cognition should continue to bo produced for 
all timo. If it abandons it, then it bocomos evanescent, not oternal.—Hence 
it must bo admitted that it is produced.— (2571) 

It has boon argued by tho Mimdmsaka in Text 2209, that—" As regards 
tho viow that there is embellishment of both, the assertion that it is opon 
to both sots of objections is futile, etc. otc." 

Tho onswor to this is as follows 

TEXT (2572). 

Even as regards the view that there is embellishment of both, 

THE ASSERTION THAT IT IS OPEN TO BOTH SETS OF OBJECTIONS IS 
QUITE TRUE ; BECAUSE DEFICIENCY IS NOT IN ONE OF THE 
TWO ONLY ; AS THE PREVIOUS ONE CONTINUES. 

—(2572) 

COMMENTARY. 

For those who hold the view that the Word-Sound is produced, it is 
possible that ono or tho other should bo deficient;—it is not possible for 
those who hold that there is Embellishment (not production); as for them, 
the previous embellished form would continue to exist.—(2572) 


The said 4 continuity ’ is further clarified.— 
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TEXT (2573). 

The Auditory organ and the Letter-sounds that have been 

PREVIOUSLY EMBELLISHED BY THE MANIFESTERS CANNOT BECOME 
DESTROYED,—BECAUSE IF THEY DID, THEY WOULD BE NON¬ 
ETERNAL J AND CONSEQUENTLY THEY WOULD BE HEARD 

AT ALL TIMES,—(2573) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Chyutiprdpteh '—becauso of liability to become non-eternal. Otherwise, 
there would be Renunciation of Proposition (on your part). 

4 Sarva-ahrutih '—Hearing at all times .—not of all; as in the latter case, 
tho compound would fall under the prohibition contained in Pfiriini’s Sutra 
4 Kamiani c/ia —(2673) 


Tho following might be urged—" It is of only a few limited number 
of persons whose Organ and Lottor-Sounds would be embellished and fit for 
audition, and hence tho Sound could not be heard by all men 

But in that case, there would bo no hearing by those men who wero 
going to hoar other Letter-Sounds. 

This is what is pointed out in the following :— 


TEXT (2574). 

If the Embellished Organ and Letter-Sounds were capable of 

HEARING BY A FEW LIMITED PERSONS, THEN THERE WOULD BE NO 
HEARING FOR OTHER PERSONS WHO WOULD BE GOING TO HEAR 
the same Letter-Sounds.—(2574) 


COMMENTARY. 

The compound 4 niyatashrutiyogyau ’ is to be explained as 4 shruti - 
yogyau '—capable of hearing— 4 niyatAnum puthtOm '—by a few limited 
persons. 

4 Anyavarna, etc.’—This may bo takon as 4 other persons who would bo 
going to hear that same sound —or os 4 persons who would be going to hear 
other sounds \—(2674) 


The following might be urged— 44 For the benefit of those other persons 
who would bo going to hear the same sound, there would be another embellish¬ 
ment of the Auditory Organ and the Letter-Sound ”. 

The following Text anticipates and answers this argument:— 
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TEXT (2575). 

If it be said that—“ the Organ and the Letter-Sound are em¬ 
bellished AGAIN, AND ARE FIT TOR THE PURPOSE OF THE COQNITION 

of that Sound by other persons ”,—then also there 

WOULD BE CONTINUATION OF THE SAME ORGAN AND SOUND, 

AND HENCE OF THE hearing ALSO OF THE SAME SOUND 
AND BY THE SAME PERSON.—(2575) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ ladvar\xa, etc.' is to bo expounded os—fit for the 
vi/iWna—cognition—of those Sounds by those persons;—“which Lottor- 
Sound* ? ”—those that ere hoard by the other hearers ;—and the ‘ persons ’ aro 
the ‘ hoarors of those sounds 

‘ Tayortva' —i.e. the Organ and Letter-Sound embellished previously. 

' Tayorapi '—of the previous Person and Letter-Sound. 

What is meant is that, when the Lottors—and the rest—are heard 
Inter on by other persons, thoy should be heard exactly ns they had boon 
heard by tho previous persons bocauso thoir provious character would still 
continuo.—(2575) 


Tho following Text shows that if there is no such continuation ns has 
boon pointod out, then they bocomo non-eternal 


TEXT (2576). 

If these other Organ and Letter-Sound ark distinct (from those 

EMBELLISHED BEFORE),—THEN WHY DOES NOT THE HOPE OF 
THESE BEING ETERNAL BECOME ENTIRELY 

BASELESS ?—(2576) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(2576) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, in Text 2210, that—" Though tho 
Sun is one, yet it is seen, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2577). 

In the Water and other reflecting substances, it is not the 
same Sun seen in various forms ; BECAUSE the cognitions 

THAT ARE THERE ALL PERTAIN TO THE REFLECTED IMAGES, 

AND ARE ENTIRELY DEVOID OF ANY OBJECTIVE 
BASIS.—(2577) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has already been explained before that all wrong cognitions are, 
without exception, devoid of any objective basis; still it is explained again, 
in the following Text, in connection with the cognitions of the reflected 
images,—bo they regarded ns (a) with or (6) without form.—First the Author 
takes up the former view (that the Reflected Image has a form):— 


TEXTS (2578-2582). 

Even under your view, all Cognitions are formless, and it is only 

THE EXTERNAL THING THAT IS HELD TO BE with form. TlIB REFLECTED 
Image that is seen is seen within the Water ; and yet the 
Sun existing in the sky is not there in the Water.—“ How 
IS IT THEN TnAT IT APPEARS AS IF IN THE WATER ? ”— It IS THROUGH 
DELUSION, AND HENCE IT IS THAT IT IS CLEARLY DEVOID OF AN 
OBJECTIVE BASIS ; BECAUSE IT HAS NO CONNECTION WITH ANY OBJECT 
WITH THAT FORM.—IF IT 18 URGED THAT “ IT 18 THE SAME SUN THAT 
IS PERCEIVED OTHERWISE ”,—THIS WOULD BE ANOTHER EXCELLENT 

assertion—T nE same and yet othenvise. —But in this way, 
every Cognition would apprehend everything. It would be 
the Cognition of the same Sun only if it were seen exactly 
AS IT IS ; when however, it is actually perceived in another 
FORM, now COULD IT BE THE PERCEPTION OF THE SAME SUN ?—(2578- 

2582) 

COMMENTARY. 

For you, the MlmQmsaka, Cognitions are formless, and it is the external 
object that is with form. Hence what is seen in the water cannot be the 
form of the Cognition; because forms are hold to belong to external things 
only.—Nor is the Reflected Image held to bo an entirely different tiling; 
as in that case, it would not be a case of the perception of the Sun at all.— 
Nor does the Sun itself enter the water, by virtue of which it could appear 
there (as the Reflected Imago); because it remains in the regions of Akdsha — 
If it be assorted that—“ it is through illusion that it appears in the water ”,— 
in that cose, the Cognition would not have the Sun for its objective basis; 
because the form within the water doos not belong to the Sun.—From all this it 
follows that tho form that belongs to the object (Sun) does not figure in the 
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Cognition ; and hence having no connection with that form, the said Cognition 
is clearly baseless (without an objective basis). 

The argument may bo formulated os follows :—When an Object has a 
form that does not figure in a Cognition, that Object cannot bo the objective 
basis of that Cognition ;—o.g. Colour cannot bo the objective basis of Auditory 
Cognition ;—the Sun does not have the form that figures in the Cognition 
of the Reflected Image ;—hence there is non-apprehension of tho wider 
character (which implies the absence of the less wide character).—Tho 
Reason here adduced cannot be regarded as 4 Inadmissible ’; because in 
reality the Sun does not havo tho form that is within the water.—Nor can 
the Reason be regarded as 4 Inconclusive *; as that would lead to incongruities ; 
ns in this way anything could be the objective basis of any Cognition.— 
Nor can the Reason bo rogarded as 4 Contradictory ’; ns it is present in all 
casos whore the Probandum is presont. 

It might be nrguod that— 44 It is tho same Sun that is seen in the water, 
only it appears otherwise, on account of tho difference in its position, and 
consequently, tho Buddhist’s Reason is 4 Inadmissible ’ 

Who, except an audacious logician like yourself, could make such an 
assertion ns 4 it is tho same —and otherwise Because the assertion 4 it is the 
same ’ affirms that it is of tho same form, and the assertion that 4 it is other¬ 
wise ’ denies that it has tho same form; how thon could these two mutual 
contrarios— Affirmation and Denial —appertain to the same thing (Sun) ? 

If, oven whon cognised as otherwise, tho thing (Sun) wero the same ,— 
thon tho entire Univorse might bo rogarded as tho same ; and os a consoquonco 
of this, tho birth and doath of things would como at tho samo time and all 
Cognitions would have ono and tho samo object. From this it follows that 
if tho thing wore cognised ns it aotually exists in relation to particular timo 
and placo, otc. thon, tho same Sun would havo boon cognised. How thon 
con our Reason bo ‘Inadmissible’ ?—(2078-2582) 

Undor tho second viow also—that Cognitions uro with form, —the Cogni¬ 
tions of tho Reflected Images aro devoid of objoctivo basis ;—this is what is 
pointed out in tho following:— 

TEXT (2583). 

Even if the Cognition be with form , it can be regarded as 
APPREHENDING AN OBJECT ONLY IF IT HAS A FORM THAT IS not 
DIFFERENT FROM THE OBJECT THAT IS 

COGNISED.—(2583) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even under tho view that Cognitions are with form, —though the 
Cognition of the Reflected Imago may be with form, yet, the external object 
can be said to be 4 cognised ’ only whon the form in which it is approhended 
is not different from the external object itself,—and not when it is appro- 
hended in a different form; if it wero not so, there would bo incongruities. 
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—In the case of the Cognitions of the Reflected Images, the apprehension is 
not of a form that is non-different from the form of the Sun ; for if it were 
there, the Cognitions of the Reflected Images would be exactly the same as 
the true Cognition of the Sun itself.—(2583) 

It has been argued by the Mim&meuka in Text 2221, that—“ When 
a man is looking at the Sun and the Water, his eye (rays) proceed in two 
ways—one upwards and the other downwards, etc. etc.". 

The answer to thiR is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2584-2585). 

It may be that what is perceived by the downward rays is the 
Sun shining above presented mediately ; but even so, the 

PERCEIVER REGARDS THE SUN SHINING ABOVE AS ACTUALLY 
down in the Water.—If the Sun were actually 
PERCEIVED JUST AS IT STANDS, THEN IT WOULD BE 
COGNISED AS SUCH, NOT OTHERWISE. THIS HAS 
BEEN ALREADY EXPLAINED.—(2584-2585) 

COMMENTARY. 

• What is perceived ’—by the Soul. 

' Shining above ’—this qualifies the ‘ Sun ’, as it exists. 

‘ Regards ' —i.o. the perceiving Soul thinks. 

What is meant is as follows :—If what the Percipiont Soul sees ia the 
Sun shining above, presented to him mediately, through tho downward 
rays,—how is it that he regards the Sun as actually down in the water, and 
not as shining above? It would be regarded as such, if it were actually 
apprehended as it exists ; otherwise there would be incongruities.—(2584-2585) 

It has boon argued by the Mimumqakn, under Text 2224, that—" In tho 
coso of the man looking at tho mirror, it is tlirough illusion that, etc. etc." 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2580). 

Similarly it is not true that (in the case of the man looking at 

THE MIRROR)-“ IT IS THROUGH ILLUSION THAT TnE MAN COGNISES 

THE FACE AS FACING THE WEST, THOUGH IN REALITY WHAT HE 
ACTUALLY PERCEIVES IS THE FACE AS PRESENTED BY THE 
VISUAL RAYS PROCEEDING EASTWARD TO THE RAYS AS 
. PROCEEDING WESTWARD.”—(2586) 

COMMENTARY. 


The reason why this is not true is stated in the following :— 

29 
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TEXT (2587). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE PERCEPTION OF THE REFLECTED IMAGE 
CANNOT HAVE THE MAN’S OWN REAL FACE AS ITS OBJECTIVE BASIS ; 

BECAUSE WHAT FIGURES IN THE PERCEPTION IS SOMETHING 
ENTIRELY DIFFERENT FROM THE REAL FACE ; JUST AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF TaSTE AND 

Sound, etc.—(2587) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tadvilakfana, etc .'—This word has to be construed as with the abstract 
ending 1 tva ’; and as a Bakuvrihi compound. 

This argument may be formulated ns follows:—When a Cognition 
envisages something entirely different from a certain thing, it cannot have 
this latter for its objective basis;—e.g. the Cognition of Taste cannot have 
Sound for its objective basis; or the Cognition of Sound cannot have Taste 
for its objective basis ;—the Cognitions of the reflected image envisage some¬ 
thing entirely different from the real face;—honco here we have the appre¬ 
hension of something contrary to the wider factor.—(2587) 

In the following Texts, the author points out that tho Reason hero put 
forward cannot be regarded as ' Inadmissible ':— 


TEXTS (2588-2590). 

In a smaller mirror the face appears as smaller the tree 

REFLECTED IN THE WATER APPEARS AS UPSIDE DOWN, AND AS SUNK 
IN THE WATER ; THE OBJECT REFLECTED IN THE MIRROR FACES 
TnE MIRROR,—NOT SO ITS REFLECTED IMAGE J—WHILE THE 
REFLECTED IMAGE IS IN THE WATER, THE OBJECT 
REFLECTED IS FAR OFF J—THE REFLECTED IMAGE 
ALWAYS VARIES WITH THE REFLECTING SUR¬ 
FACE, AS REGARDS ITS LARGENESS, SMALL¬ 
NESS, ETC.,—NOT SO THE OBJECT RE¬ 
FLECTED.—For THESE REASONS 

our Reason cannot be re¬ 
garded as * Inadmissible 
-(2588-2590) 

COMMENTARY. 

In a smaller mirror, the face, though really larger, appears as smaller;— 
the tree reflected in water is perceived top downward and as sunk in tho 
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water;—the face reflected in the mirror is perceived as facing the west;— 
and in water, as being far off;—similarly in such reflecting media as the 
Bright Sword and the like, the Reflected Image appears in varying degrees 
of length, etc. in accordance with the nature of the reflecting medium ; and 
yet the object reflected does not possess the varying length, etc. Thus then, 
the idea that the cognition of the Reflected Image envisages something 
different from the Reflected object, cannot be 1 inadmissible'.—(2688-2500) 

In the following Text, the author refutes the charge of ‘ Inconclusivoness * 
against his Reason :— 


TEXT (2591). 

If, even when what appears in the cognition is something quite 
different from the object, it be regarded as the cognition 
OF THAT OBJECT,—THEN ALL COGNITIONS OF COLOUR, SOUND 
AND OTHER THINGS, WOULD ENVISAGE ALL THINGS.—(2591) 

COMMENTARY. 

That all cognitions would have all things for their object is the Reason 
that serves to annul the conclusion of tho other party.—(2591) 

It has boon argued by the MinUimaaka in Text 2218 that—"When 
tho eye is slightly pressed by tho fingor, oven a single object is perceived as 
divorso, bocauso of tho diversity in tho functioning of tho oyo,—tho samo 
thing happens in tho case in question also 

This also is discarded by what has been said above. 


TEXT (2592). 

When the eye is slightly pressed by the finger, if a single object 
IS PERCEIVED AS DIVERSE,—THAT ALSO IS PURE ILLUSION, 
ENTIRELY BASELESS.-(2592) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka under the Text 2225, that— 
“ Evon granting that tho Reflected [Image really exists in the different 
places,—there can be no plurality, etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2593). 

The reality of the appearance of the Reflected Image has already 

BEEN DISCARDED BEFORE ; BECAUSE TWO CORPOREAL MATERIAL 
OBJECTS CANNOT EXIST TOGETHER, BECAUSE THEY ARE 
MUTUALLY OBSTRUOTIVF.—(2593) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea of the Reflected Imnge being an entity has been rejected boforo ; 
whore it has been shown that one corporeal object cannot occupy the same 
place an another and so forth.—(2593) 

Granting that the Reflected Imago is a ronl entity ; even ho several such 
images can figure in the same Cognition;—this is what is shown in the 
following:— 


TEXT (2594). 

Even if the Reflected Image exists in several places, it varies 

REGARDING ITS LARGENESS, SMALLNESS AND SO FORTH | HENCE 
IT CANNOT BE ONE AND THE SAME.—(2594) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ And so forth ’—inoludos length, otc. 

It might bo arguod that—" Even though thoro is diversity of largeness 
and the rest, yet in some way, on account of all being blue, etc., they might 
figuro in the same cognition 

But oven ho, that does not provo roal one-ness ; the one-ness might be 
assumed ; but as regards that, your argument would bo futile (as that is 
admitted by us ulso). 

If the one-ness wore roal, ovon whon the Images are perceived in different 
places, otc.,—then there may be one ness botwoon the lir&hmana and the 
Ch&tyUUa, on the ground of both being men ;—thoro would bo ono-noss botwoon 
your mother and your wife, on tho ground of both being women,— ono-noss 
also between your mouth and the lower orifice, on the ground of both being 
made up of Earth. In fact, the whole universe would bo one, on the ground 
of everything boing a Entity; and in that cuse tho contingency of tho simul¬ 
taneous birth and death of things would becomo irresistible.— (2594) 

The following has been urged in the Bh&gya (of Shabara) :—“ It might 
be urged that it is not possible for one and the same thing to be seen simul¬ 
taneously at several places; but the foolish man who says this should look 

at tho sun, where one and the' same sun is seen in several places. It 

might be that its exact position is not ascertained on account of remoteness ; 
hence thore is an illusion. The same may be said in regard to the Word- 
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Sound also; there is no definite cognition of the oxact position (SO. 1. 1. 15; 
Translation, pp. 35-30). 

The answer to tins is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2595-2599). 

The idea that appears in men as to 4 the sun being over my head * 

IS SURELY WRONG ; BECAUSE ALL LIVING BEINGS SEE THE SAME 
SUN AT THE SAME TIME,—AND NOT DIFFERENT SUNS ; BECAUSE IN 
REALITY NO SECOND SOLAR DISC EXISTS ; IF IT EXISTED, IT 
WOULD SURELY BE SEEN, AND YET IT IS NOT SEEN ; HENCE IT IS 
DEFINITELY CONCLUDED THAT ONLY ONE 8UN EXISTS.—As REGARDS 

the Word-Sound, however, it has never been definitely ascer¬ 
tained TO BE ONE AND THE SAME ; BECAUSE WHETHER APPEARING 
IN SUCCESSION OR SIMULTANEOUSLY IT IS CLEARLY CHARACTERISED 
BY MULTIPLICITY. EVEN WHEN SPEAKERS PRONOUNCE TnK LETTER 
4 OA ' AT ONE AND THE SAME TIME, THE DIFFERENCE AMONG THEM 

IS CLEARLY APPREHENDED.—(2595-2599) 

COMMENTARY. 


If the second solar Disc oxistod, it would bo perceptible ; but it is never 
jwrcoivod; henco it follows with certainty that it is ono only; henoe the 
idoa that 4 the sun ia alx>vo me ’ in held to bo wrong. 

Tho onc-ncss of the Word-Sound, however, is not rocognised in this 
manner; by virtue of whioh tho idoa of its being present in sevornl places 
might bo regarded as wrong. It ia only when suoh ono-noss is established 
that tho idea of tho said presence oould bo wrong. But that ono-noss itself 
has not been established. 

‘ Solar disc ’.—The term 4 ravam ' is made up of tho noun ' ravi ’with 
tho 4 aijx' affix. 

Says the Opponent:— 44 Tho ono-noss of tho Word-Sound has certainly 
been dofinitoly established through Recognition ". 

Tho answer to this is— 4 It has never been definitely ascertained, etc. etc. ' — 
That is to say, tho validity of Recognition ns a moans of Right Cognition 
has been already rojoctod. 

The words 4 even when, etc. etc. ' explain that even when the appearance 
is simultaneous, there is multiplicity. 

4 Clearly *because all details regarding swiftness, middling and slow, 
otc. etc. are clearly perceived.—(2595-2599) 


The following Text shows that there is diversity also when the letter is 
pronounced in succession :— 
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TEXT (2600). 

When the Letter is pronounced in succession, one after the 

OTHER, THE DIVERSITY IS NOT ONLY DIRECTLY PERCEIVED, BUT 

ALSO INFERRED THROUGH THE INFERENTIAL INDICATIVE IN THE 
SHAPE OF THE FACT OF THE COGNITIONS APPEARING IN 
SUCCESSION.—(2600) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Not otily directly perceived ’because oven so it is clearly apprehended 
to be diverse, on account of the diversity in the notes, ‘ $adja ' and the rost. 

This cannot bo a case of diversity among the manifesters ; as that, idea 
has been already discarded. 

4 Through the Inferential Indicative ’;—i.o. through Inference also ; the 
argument being formulated as follows At the timo that a thing does not. 
come into existence, its causo is not present in an officiont form,—e.g. visual 
cognition does not appear when the sot of its cuusos is devoid of the 
Eye, oven though the other factors are thoro in the form of the Colour, the 
Light, tho mental condition, and so forthat the time that the sevornl 
cognitions of tho singlo letter ‘ ga' appear, there do not appear those sub¬ 
sequent cognitions which are held to follow from the said cognitions;— 
hence there is non-approhonsion of tho wider term ; the prosenco of tho 
ofHoient causo being invariably concomitant with coming into existence, and 
tho said ‘ prosonce ’ being not there. 

Says the Opponent It what you seok to prove is the negation of tho 
prosonce of tho efficient cause in general, —thon your argument is superfluous ; 
bocausooven though tho otornal Word-sound is a cause, thoro may bo a defi¬ 
ciency due to tho absence of its auxiliaries, which rondors tho apjxiaranco of 
tho subsoquont cognitions impossible; and this fact is admitted by your 
opponent.—If, on the other hand, what you aro negativing is tho causal 
offlcionoy of tho Word-Sound in particular, —thon your Ro«son is ' Inconclu¬ 
sive ’, and tho Corroborative Instance is ' devoid of the Probnndum \ 
Bocauso when tho Visual Perception does not appear, its non-appearance is 
not due to the deficiency of tho causo of tho Word-Sound ; it is due to tho 
deficiency (absence) of the eye ”. 

This is not right. What wo sook to prove iB tho fact in its general aspect. 
Nor is our argument ' superfluous ’ in that case. Bocauso it tho otornal 
thing had need of another cause, then alone could our argument bo * super¬ 
fluous ’. As a matter of fact, however, tho eternal thing does not 
depend upon another cause; because such a causo could not render 
any help to the eternal thing; and it is only what helps that is needed ; 
otherwise there would bo incongruities. Consequently, if the Word-Sound, 
independently, were held to bo tho cause, all the cognitions proceeding there¬ 
from would always have tho efficient cause present; and hence they would 
all appear at all times. If they did not, then the non-appearance of the 
cognitions proceeding therefrom would indicate the inefficiency of tho Word- 
Sound itself. How then can our argument be ‘ superfluous ’ ? 
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Even if what is meant to be proved were the deficiency of a particular 
Cause, our argument could not be * inconclusive ’ ; nor would our Corrobora¬ 
tive Instance be ' devoid of the Probandum ’; what is meant is as follows :— 
oven when one thing is present, if the other thing does not come into 
existence, the former cannot be the cause of the latter,—according to you ; 
—e.g. Visual organ does not appear when Sound is presenteven when the 
particular forms of the letter 4 Ga ’ are there, the Cognitions held to proceed 
from them do not come into existence; hence there is non-apprehension of 
the wider character. 

Here also the fact of the Eternal Thing not needing another Cause 
supplies the reason for the annulment of the contrary conclusion. The case of 
the Seed in the granary cannot be cited to the contrary ; because the seed can¬ 
not be the primary cause of the Sprout. We desist from labouring this 

point further.—( 2000 ) 

It has been argued above, by the MhnCimsaka, under Text 2211, that— 
“ Becauso it is dependent upon the manifesting artioulations, therefore it is 
apprehended only at the place whoro they aro, etc. etc. ” 

Though this idea has been already refuted, the author rovorts to it, in 
order to point out that the view is opon to objection oven if thoro bo a 
manifoster for eternal things :— 


TEXTS (2001-2605). 

Tt may be that thf. apprehension of the Word-sound is dependent 

UPON THE MANIFESTING ARTICULATIONS ; HUT EVEN SO IT COULD BE 
APPREHENDED ONLY AS IT REALLY EXISTS ; OTHERWISE, THE APPRE¬ 
HENSION WOULD NOT BE OF THAT SOUND AT ALL ; AS ITS FORM WOULD 
NOT FIGURE IN THAT APPREHENSION. AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE 
WORD-SOUND IS NEVER APPREHENDED AS PERVADING OVER THE 

WHOLE Akfisha. Why then does the Word-Sound follow the 

DIVERSITY OF PLACE OF THE ARTICULATION ? WHEN MANIFESTED, 
IT WOULD APPEAR BY ITSELF, LIKE THE JAR AND OTHER THINGS. 

All this ABOUT the Cause has been said only by way of an 

ELABORATION OF OUR ARGUMENT. IN REALITY TIIE INEFFICIENCY 

OF THE manifesters has already been proved on the basis of 
the impossibility of manifestation. — As regards the directly 

PERCEPTIONAL NOTION THAT ‘ THIS IS THE SAME WORD-SOUND ’, 
—THAT HAS BEEN ALREADY DISCARDED J AND IT STANDS UNREFUTED 
THAT APPEARING IN DIVERSE PLACES, THE WORD-SOUND MUST BE 

diverse.—(2601-2605) 


COMMENTARY. 

If the apprehension of the Word-Sound is dependent upon inanifesUrs, 
then, how is it that it is not apprehended as pervading the entire Akasha, 
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wherein it pervades ? Its apprehension must bo in that form ; otherwise 
there would be incongruities; all this has been explained before. And 
yet the Word-Sound is not heard throughout the entire Akdsha ; hence it 
cannot be right that the hearing of sound is in accordance with the manifest¬ 
ing articulation ; in fact, the apprehension must follow that Word-Sound 
alone of which it is the apprehension. Thus alone could there lx» apprehension 
of the Word-Sound, not otherwise. Consequently like the Jar and other 
things, the Word-Sound should always appear in its entire form. Such in 
brief is the sense of the text. 

‘ Tat ’—Therefore.—(2001-2005) 


It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2227, that—“ Just 
ns the single person, Devadatta, passing from place to place, one after tho 
other, does not becomo different, so the Word-Sound also does not differ 
simply because it is heard in soveral places ”, 

The answer to this is ns follows :— 


TEXTS (2006-2607). 


When a man passes from place to place, one after the other,— 

IT IS SO BECAUSE HE IS IN A PERPETUAL FLUX ; IF IT WERE NOT SO, 
THERE COULD BE NO SUCH * GOING ’ ; IF HE REMAINED FIXED, 
PERMANENTLY, THEN THE MAN, NOT DISSOCIATED FROM HIS 
PREVIOUS POSITION, WOULD CONTINUE TO REMAIN 
THERE; AND AS SUCH HE COULD NOT GET AT 

ANOTHER PLACE.—(2600-2G07) 

COMMENTARY. 


In the case of the non-eternal thing, tho only * movement ’ possible is 
in tho shape of being bom in another place ; not so in the case of tho oternal 
thing, which, unless it abandons its character as associated with one place, 
can never ' go' to another place.—This is what is pointed out by the Text 
2007.— (2006-2607) 


It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka under Text 2230 above, that— 
“ when a large pit is dug in tho ground, etc. etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2008). 

Akdshci BEING UN DEFINABLE AND VAGUE, THERE CAN BE NO 1 MANI¬ 
FESTATION ’ OF IT; AND AS IT IS BEYOND THE_ REACH OF THE 
SENSES, WHAT IS SEEN IN THE PIT, IS NOT Akdshd, BUT 

Light .— (2608) 

COMMENTARY. 

It cannot bo proved that Alc&sha is a positive entity ; hence there can 
l>e no 4 manifestation ' of it; specially as there is the idea of Akdslui only 
when there is nothing tangible perceived ; for instance, in deep darkness, 
when people do not meet with any obstruction, they are found to say— 
' there is nothing here, it is mere Aktisha '. 

Even for those who regard Aktisha us a positive entity, it is beyond 
the roach of the senses ; how then could there bo any cognition of AkSsha T— 
This is what is meant by the words— 4 As it is beyond the reach of the settees, 
etc. etc. ' 

Question ' 14 If this is so, then what is it that is soon in the pit ? ” 
Answer : —It is only Light that is seen.—(2008) 

The following texts point out that—even if Aktisha is a positive entity, 
there can be no manifestation of it— 

TEXTS (2009-2011). 

Further, as in the case of the Word-Sound, so in the case of 
Aktisha also, there can be no ' manifestation ’; such ‘ mani¬ 
festation ’ WOULD MEAN COGNITION ; AND THIS WOULD BE EVER¬ 
LASTING, AS ITS CAUSE WOULD BE ALWAYS THERE.—JUST AS, IN 
THE CASE OF THE WORD, THERE CAN BE NO manifeStcr, —SO IT CAN¬ 
NOT BE IN THE PRESENT CASE ALSO ; AND IN REALITY, IT IS AN ILLUSION 
APPEARING, THROUGH EXTRANEOUS CIRCUMSTANCES, IN REGARD TO 
THE COGNITION OF THE WORD-SOUND. HENCE THE CONCLUSION 
IS THAT LENGTH, SHORTNESS AND THE REST ARE NOT PROPERTIES 
OF THE ARTICULATION. THEY COULD BE SO ONLY IF THE ARTICULA¬ 
TIONS were the manifesters of the Word-Sound ; and this idea 
HAS BEEN REJECTED.—(2609-2611) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 They could be so i.e. Length, etc. could be properties of Articulation. 
4 This ’—the idea that the Articulations are manifested of the Word- 
Sound.—(2009-2611) 

It has been argued by the Mimtimsaka, under Text 2234, that— 44 a word 
whose relationship to its denotation has not been apprehended can never be 
expressive, etc. etc. ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2612-2613). 

It has been frequently explained before that words and things 

THAT ARE ENTIRELY DIFFERENT FROM ONE ANOTHER ARE CAPABLE 

OF PROVIDING THE SAME IDEAS. HENCE IT IS NOT TRUE THAT 

the Word becomes expressive only when its rela¬ 
tionship TO ITS DENOTATION HAS BEEN APPREHENDED. 

Because, as already explained before, in 

REALITY, THE WORD, BY ITSELF, IS NOT EXPRES- 

sive AT ALL.—(2612-2613) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho sense of this is briefly as follows:—If what you are urging is the 
contingency that there would bo no real donotativo relationship between the 
Word and its denotation,—thon your argument is futile ; because under tho 
chapter on Word, the idea of tho ' Universal ’, or the ‘ Specific Individuality ' 
of things, being denoted by words has l>ccn refuted at length. 

If what you aro urging is in regard to tho illusory denotative relationship, 
thon your Reason is ‘ Inconclusive \ Because, os a matter of fact, there aro 
certain things which, though entirely different from one another, servo to 
bring about cognitions of the same form ; and those would bring about the 
illusory denotative relationship between tho Word and its meaning;—as we 
have already explained in course of tho discussion on ‘ Apoha ’. Consequently, 
os against the Buddhists, who aro upholders of tho doctrino of Apoha, all 
that has boon urged is entirely worthless and flickers only for a moment.— 
(2012-2613) 


Tho following texts oxplain the possibility of 4 Denotation » on tho basis 
of Illusion :— 


TEXTS (2614-2616) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, ALL COGNITIONS PRODUCED BY WORDS ARE 
EXPRESSIVE OF WHAT IS UNREAL ; BECAUSE OF THE FACT THAT THERE 
CAN BE NO DENOTATION OF THE * UNIVERSAL ’ OR OF THE ' SPECIFIC 

Individuality ’ and such things ; but even though in reality, 

THERE IS DIVERSITY, PEOPLE, THROUGH ILLUSION, COME TO TREAT 

AND SPEAK OF THE WORD—* COW ' FOR INSTANCE,—AS One ONLY,_ 

REGARDING ALL AS THE SAME.—THIS MUCH OF WHAT HAS BEEN SAID 

by the Great BrIhmana (Mimdmsaka) on the basis of the 

DIVERSITY OF WORDS IS ENTIRELY BASELESS.— (2614—(2616) 

COMMENTARY. 

That idea is called 4 Samvjii ' (Illusory) which, by its appearance, 
conceals — 'samvrnoli' —the real character of another—through not mani- 
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testing the real character of the thing; and it is purely ‘ fanciful ’; hence 
the form of things that is presented by such an idea is called ‘ Samvrta / 
‘ illusory/ ‘ fanciful 

This is what is meant by * illusory existence * ; it is not real ; in reality, 
it does not exist; and all ‘ illusory cognition ’ is devoid of objective basis.— 
(2614-2010) 

The following might be urged—"If the one-ness of the Word is not 
real ,—then how is it that words accomplish the purpose of affirming and 
denying things,—through mere (illusory) imposition ? " 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2617-2618). 

For instance, the shaking of the hand and such gestures are not 

REGARDED AS ONE AND THE SAME (AND YET THEY INDICATE AFFIRMA¬ 
TION AND DENIAL). THE COGNITIONS OF THE WORD-SOUND THAT 
ARE PRODUCED HAVE THE VARYING CHARACTERISTICS OF LENGTH, 
SHORTNESS, ETC.—[WHICH ALSO SHOWS THAT THE WORD IS NOT 
one] THE IDEA that THE one word is variously 'mani¬ 
fested ’ HAS BEEN DISCARDED. THERE IS NO ' COMMONALTY ’ 
(COMMON CHARACTER) PERCEPTIBLE IN THE SEVERAL APPEARANCES 
OF THE WORD; AND IT IS ONLY THROUGH CONVENTION THAT THEY 
BECOME AIDS TO THE COGNITION OF DENIAL, AFFIRMATION AND THE 

REST.—(2617-2618) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Such gestures '—such ns winking oj the eyes, etc, ’’ 

' With such varying characteristics as length, etc.' —this has to be construed 
with ‘ buddhibhidatah,' ' the cognitions, etc.'. 

Nor can these characteristics bo clue to variations in the ' manifoster ’ ; ns 
the very idea of such ‘ manifestation ’ has been discarded.—' Tadvyaklih ' 
—manifestation of the eternal thing (Word-Sound). 

Nor can tho Word servo os tho basis of usago through a commonalty; 
as no such ‘ commonalty ’ is known ; and a ‘ commonalty ’ that is not 
known cannot form the basis of usage; as in that case, the usage would go 
on for all time. 

‘ A ids to the cognition of denial, etc. etc. '—The ' etc. ’ includes affirmation, 
permission, request and so forth.—The ' gali' of these is thoir cognition, 
comprehension;—the 'aid' to this is its cause. —It is the shaking of the 
hand, etc. that become such aids.—What is meant is that the same would be 
the case with words also.—(2617-2618) 

It has bcon argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2262, that—" For 
these reasons the relationship between the Word and its meaning is declared 
to be eternal 

The answer to this is os follows :— 
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TEXT (2619). 

It has been already explained that words do not bring about 

THE COGNITION OF THINGS DIRECTLY,—BECAUSE THERE IS NO 

INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE BETWEEN WORDS AND EXTERNAL 
THINGS ; ALL THAT THE WORDS DO IS TO INDICATE THE 
PRESENCE (IN THE SPEAKER) OF TnE dtStn to 
Apeak (of things). — (2619) 

COMMENTARY. 

As n matter of fact, there is no real connection between the Word and the 
thing expressed by it,—which could ho either eternal or non-oternnl. Because 
it is not t ho external objects that words denote; as there is no invariable 
concomitance betwoen them; as has lieen previously explained under the 
chapter on ' WordAnd if words wore to denote tilings without such 
concomitance, then there would bo incongruities. 

Question :—“ If that is so, then what is it that the words express " ? 

Answer ;—* All that the. worth do. etc. etc. ’—this ‘ desire to speak ’ also, 
they point to. not os something denoted by them ; they only serve as signs 
indicative of it. That is why they have been spoken of as ‘ indicating ’ the 
Desire to Speak. What happens is that when tho Word is uttered, there 
appears a ' conception ' envisaging the object, and not envisaging the Desire 
to Speak : and what is not envisaged by the Word when heard,—how can that 
bo regarded as ' denoted ’ by it ?—(2019) 

Question .-—"If that is so, then what is the connection betwoen the words 
and tho said Desire to Speak, —by virtue of which they could serve to indicate 
that Desire ? " 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2620). 

Words are definitely known—through Perception and Non- 

APPREHENSION—AS THE effect OF THE DESIRE TO SPEAK ; 

HENCE BETWEEN THEM THE RELATIONSHIP IS CLEARLY 

THAT OF Cause and Effect.— { 2620) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, words are definitely known—through Perception 
and Non-apprehension in oneself,—to bo the effect of the Desire to Speak ; 
hence the relation between them is that of Cause and Effect. —(2020) 

Says the Opponent" If that is so, then Convention becomes useless ; 
the said causal relation being determined by the said Perception and Non¬ 
apprehension ”. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2621). 

It is only when the man has definitely recognised the said 

CAUSAL RELATIONSHIP THROUGH CONVENTION THAT HE COMPRE¬ 
HENDS, from Words, the Desire, to Speak ; as in the case 
OF THE GESTURES OF THE HAND.—(2621) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea is as follows :—The causal relation that has been recognised is 
with mere 4 Desire to Speak* in general; as for the said relation with a 
particular 4 Desire to Speak \ ns this would naturally bo present in tho ' sub¬ 
jective chain * of another person (to whom the words are spoken), it could 
not be known excopt through Convention ; hence it is for the due ascertain¬ 
ment of this that tho Convention is mads. 

Says tho Opponent:—“ How can this bo ascertained through Convention 
also T If, at tho time of tho making of tho Convention, tho particular desire 
of the other person to sjteak wore tho moans of bringing about the Cognition, 
then it might bo that the Convention thereupon would, at tho time of usage, 
sorvo to bring about tho Cognition of tho particular desire to speak. As it is, 
however, the said moans is not there yot. Because tho Convention cannot 
bo made without pronouncing tho Word ; so that if the particular * desiro to 
speak * wore also comprehended from tho samo word, then there would be 
mutual interdojwndence. Bocauso through Convention, tho Word would 
indicate the particular Desire, and the Convention cannot bo mndo without 
the Cognition of tho particular and general desire to speak ; hence there would 
bo oloar mutual interdependence ”. 

This doos not affect our position. As a matter of fact, the whole 
verbal usage is admitted only on the basis of one’s own impressions ; because 
it is radically wrong, illusory,—like the ideas of tho man with tho blurred 
vision having the idea of 4 two moons \ Where then does the point of the 
objection lie ? 

Nor indeed is tho Word the only means of knowing tho particular 4 Desiro 
to Speak \ in all casos. Because there ore other ways also in which tho 
Convention can be made,—such as actually pointing to tho thing, through 
Context, etc. by positing a special meaning and thereby indicating the 
particular 4 Desire to Speak *. 

Thu* there would be no mutual interdependence. 

Then again, to you also, who uphold the affirmative view, the objection 
is equally applicable, that the Cognition of one man not bringing about the 
Cognition in another man, how can there bo any certainty as to the speaker 
and the hearer having tho Cognition of the same thing ?—And without tho 
common Cognition of such a tiling; there can bo no Convention. 

The onswer that you would make to this objection would be our answer 
also to your objection. 

The following might be urged—“ As the Word does not enter into the 
• Desire to Speak how can it have any connection with this desire ascertained 
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through Convention ? Any Convention that is made hore cannot l>e indica¬ 
tive of any other meaning ; if it did, there would be incongruities 

This does not affect our position. What is meant here by the term 
1 Desire to Spoak ' is that which, even when in confusion as to being in the 
form of the object or in its own form, does not vary with it. Because in 
reality it is only this that has the nature of the ' Desire to Speak 

And it is this particular form of the ‘ Desire to Speak ’ tlmt is meant 
here. Convention also is mado in relation to this Desire, not in regard to 
the Specific Individuality of things; and hence thut same particular Desire 
is what is indicated by the word. Thus alone is it possible for it to be con¬ 
ceived of in that form. Mere desire in general cannot bo expressed by the 
word ; ns has been explained above.—(2621) 

Question : —“ If, as just explained, the causal relation of the Word is 
only with such form of the Object as varies with the speaker's ‘ desire to 
spoak —then, how is it that in several places, great teachers have declared 
the relationship of the Word to consist in the Convention itself,—or to be 
basod upon Convention ? " 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2022-2023). 

It is only when the Convention is there that there comes about 

THE CAUSAL RELATIONSHIP OF THE WORD WITH THE OBJECT VARYING 
WITH THE SPEAKER’S INTENTIONS. It IS ON THIS ACCOUNT 
THAT IT HAS BEEN DECLARED TO BE ‘ DUE TO CONVENTION ’ ; 

AND INASMUCH AS IT IS MANIFESTED BY CONVENTION, 

THE SAID RELATIONSHIP COMES TO BE SPOKEN OF 

as * Convention ’ itself,—but not directly, 

(ONLY FIGURATIVELY).—(2022-2023) 

COMMENTARY. 

' SOmayika ', ' conventionalis that whioh comes about—is present— 
when the * Samaya '—Convention—is present in the mind of the hearer. 
Tho term is formed from tho noun * samaya ' with the nominal affix ‘ ThaA'. 
Though this affix has been ordained os to bo used in the sonso of mere presence, 
yet, in reality, there boing no difference botwoon presence and corning into 
existence, in the present instance, it is the latter that is meant. 

The Convention itself is present in the subjective * chain ’ of tho Speaker ; 
and as the said relationship is manifested by that, tho relationship comos 
to be spoken of as ‘ Convention ’ itsolf; but only figuratively. And it is 
not always present overy time that tho Word is used, as it appears only at 
certain times.—(2622-2023) 

Says the Opponent—" If, as has been said, thoro is no real relationship 
between the Object and the Word,—then how does tho said causal relationship 
come about ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (2624). 

The relation of Cause and Effect is not anything different 

FROM THE THINGS THAT ARE THE CAUSE AND THE EFFECT ; IT 
IS THESE THINGS THEMSELVES THAT ARE SPOKEN OF 

AS SUCH.—(2624) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The Cause and the Effect *—i.o. the two things of which one is the 
Cause and another the Effect. 

‘ Spoken of as such ’—as ‘ Causal relation etc.—for the sake of brevity. 
—(2624) 

Says the Opponent—“ If that is so, then as they vary with each individual 
person, how could both the speaker and hearer rocogniso the same Relation¬ 
ship T For instance, the idea presont in the speaker’s mind is that ‘ I am 
speaking of the same thing and by tho samo word that I knew at the time 
of tho Convention' ;—and in the mind of tho Hearer also, the idea is that 
* this man is speaking of the same thing by the samo word If it were not 
so, then tho cause (word) and tho effect (cognition of tho thing) being in 
two different places, how could there bo any Usage at all ? " 

Tho answor to this is as follow's 


TEXT (2825). 

Each of the two is apprehended by dull-witted men as one 

AND THE SAME ; THUS IT IS THAT IT IS HELD TO CONTINUE DURING 
ALL THE TIME FROM THE CONVENTION TO THE USAGE.— 

(2625) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Dull-witted men ' —i.e. people under illusion. 

‘ Gall' —apprehended. 

4 Sarlklla, et-c. ' —i.o. tho time taken—occupied—by tho Convention and 
the Usage;—i.e. by tho repeated idea of Cause and Effect and of sameness 
(of the Word and Meaning).—(2625) 


Question :—" Why is not the Relationship regarded to be really one only* 
—and why should it be regarded as illusory (assumed) ” ? 

Answer 
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TEXT (2620). 

It is not possible for the Relationship to be real and one. Because 

THE THINGS DENOTED BEING DISTINCT AND DIVERSE, THERE 
WOULD BE NO RELATIONSHIP AT ALL.—(2626) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho on» Relationship, when there, could subsist either in different, 
or non-different, things.—It cannot subsist in different things ; because each 
thing rests within itself in its own distinct form ; and there con bo no inter¬ 
mixture.—If it were in non-difforent things, then, as the entity would bo 
ono only, wherewith would there bo any Relationship ? So that thero would 
bo no Relationship at all.—(2620) 

Tho Mlm&maaka has raised the objection against the view that tho 
Relationship consists of the Convention, under Text 2254,—to the effect that 
—“ Is this Convention made for each mortal being or for each utterance of 
the Word ? and so forth ”. 

It is pointed out in the following texts that this argument is entirely 
' futile *:— 

TEXTS (2627-2629). 

As REGARDS THE ASSERTION THAT—" THE CONVENTION BEING MADE 
FOR EACH MORTAL BEING, OR FOR EACH UTTERANCE, ETC. ETC. ”— 
HAS BEEN MADE WITHOUT KNOWLEDGE OF THE VIEW OP THE OTHER 
PARTY. AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE CONVENTION AS CONSTITUTING 
THE Relationship does not belong to the two factors (Word 
AND ITS MEANING),—IT BELONGS TO THE MAN ; THE ONLY RELA¬ 
TIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TWO IS THAT ONE SERVES TO MANIFEST 
(INDICATE) THE OTHER ; AND THIS RELATIONSHIP ALSO IS NOT DIRECT. 
—Nor do the other party hold the Convention to pertain 

• TO EACH UTTERANCE NOR (ACCORDING TO THEM) IS THE CONVEN¬ 
TION MADE BY GOD, OR ANY OTHER BEING, AT THE BEGINNING OF 
CREATION ; AS THE IDEA OF SUCH BEINGS HAS BEEN ALREADY 

rejected.—(2627-2629) 

COMMENTARY. 

What tho author means in that tho contingency that has been urged by 
the MimAmsaJca does not affect the Buddhist position. Because the Buddhist 
does not hold that the relationship between the Word and Moaning is 
direct; according to him, it belongs to the Man; so that if the said view 
is found to be defective, that does no harm to the Buddhist. What belongs 
to one thing cannot form the Relationship of another thing ; if it did, thero 
would be incongruities.' 

It has been asked—“ Is tho Convention made for each utterance ? Or 
at the time of creation ? ”—where two alternative views have been shown. 
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The answer to that is that this does not affect our position, as wo do not 
accept cither of those views. This is what is said in the words ‘ Nor do the other 
party, etc. etc. ' — 4 Snam ’ stands for the Convention.— 1 Pari' —Buddhists. 
—‘ God or any other beings '—i.e. God, Brahma and so forth.—(2027-2029) 

It has boon argued by the Mimdmsaka, undor Text 2255,—“ Would the 
Relationship vary with each being or would it bo ono only for all, etc. etc. ? ” 
Tho answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (2030). 

The Relationship with each being must be different, because of 
‘ Perpetual Flux ’; as for the idea of ' similarity 
that is not incompatible with difference. —(2630) • 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho socond view is tho ono that is favoured. It would not involve tho 
contingency of their being cognisod ns difforent; because, oven whon thoro is 
difference, thoro can bo nothing incongruous in their being regarded as 
similar. Honco whon tho Mimdmsaka said (in Text 2255) that 4 there should 
bo somo idoa of difference ’ ho said what was 4 inconolusivo ’.— (2030) 

The following might bo urged—" Tho Perpetual Flux is not admitted 
by us; why then should you say that it must bo difforont on account of 
Perpetual Flux ? ” 

Tho answor to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2031). 

The Cognitions of things clearly appear in succession; hence 

THEY DECLARE THAT (RELATIONSHIP) ALSO TO BE SUCCCSSive 
OTHERWISE THERE WOULD BE NO SUCCESSION. 

—(2631) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Tasyapi ’—stands for tho Relationships. 

4 Ahuh '—thoy (Buddhists) explain it as such. 

* Otherwise, etc. etc. ’—i.e. there w-ould be no succession in tho Cognitions 
also.—(2031) 

It has been argued by tho Mimdmsaka, undor Text 2256, that—"As 
there would be difference between the ideas of the Speaker and tho Hearer, 
the use of the Word would become vitiated, etc. etc." 

Tho answor to this is as follows :— 

30 
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TEXTS (2632-2635). 

AS THE UNDERSTANDING IS COMK TO BY MANY PERSONS AT ONE AND THE 
SAME TIME, THE CONVENTION IS NOT HELD TO BE DIFFERENT (WITH 
EACn INDIVIDUAL) J JUST AS IN THE CASE OF THE ONE Blue-poilU. 
It IS NOT THAT ONE CONNECTION OR RELATIONSHIP IS PRESENT 
IN TnK MIND OP THE SPEAKER, AND AN ENTIRELY DIFFERENT ONE IN 
THAT OF THE HEARER ; BECAUSE IT IS OF ONE AND THE SAME FORM 
AND IS PRESENT, AS SUCH, IN THE MINDS OF BOTH. WHEN THE 
Speaker proceeds to lay down a connection for the benefit 
of the Hearer, he lays down only that connection which 

HAS BEEN KNOWN TO HIMSELF FROM BEFORE. TlIUS, INASMUCH 

as its Recognition always appears in the same form,—even 
when toe Word, eto. are different, he comes to cognise the 

ONENESS (OF THE CONNECTION).— (2632-2035) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just ns tho Bluo-point, ovon whon seen by novoral |>ooplo, doos not 
beoome diverse,—similarly, ovon whon tho Convention regarding the connec¬ 
tion is mado by novoral peoplo, tho connoctod (Word) will not bocomo divorso ; 
wlmt to say of tho caso whore only two persons are concorned ? That is to 
soy, all tho porsons have tho samo notion regarding it. Consequently, tho 
connection for tho Hoaror would not bo difforont from that of tho Speaker.— 
(2632-2630) 

It 1ms boon argued by tho MlmOmtaka, undor Text 2288, that— 111 If it 
bo argued that tho samo arguments apply to tho Jar, otc. also, then tho 
answor is that it is not so, bocauso what is recognised in tho cuso of those 
is tho Universal, otc. otc.". 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2630-2639). 

AS REGARDS THE JaR AND OTHER THINGS ALSO, THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ HAS 
BEEN ALREADY DISCARDED.—THE ‘ CONFIGURATION * (‘ UNIVERSAL ’) 
IS NOT HELD TO BE A QUALITY OF MATERIAL SUBSTANCES.—NOR IS 
THE CAPACITY OF THE JAR, TO CONTAIN WATER FOR INSTANCE, 
KNOWN FROM ITS ' UNIVERSAL’.—If THE JAR, ETC. ARE NON- 
DIFFERENT FROM THE ‘UNIVERSAL’, THEN, LIKE IT, THEY ALSO 
SHOULD BE ETERNAL. If THEN, THEY ARE DIFFERENT FROM THE 

‘Universal’, then it becomes open to objections relating 

TO THE RELATION BETWEEN THE TWO.—If THE RELATIONSHIP 
WERE SOMETHING PRODUCED, THEN THE UNIVERSAL WOULD BE NON- 
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ETERNAL.—HENCE THE CAPACITY (OF THE JAR) TO CONTAIN THE 

WATER CANNOT BE DDE TO THE ‘UNIVERSAL’.—EVEN IF THE JaR 

ETC. WERE DIFFERENT,—THERE WOULD SURELY BE ALL THESE 

OBJECTIONS REGARDING THE ‘ CAPACITY * ; AND THE EFFECTS OF 

this * capacity in the shape of the containing of water, ETC. 

WOULD THUS HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS ETERNAL.— (2636-2639) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Already discarded ’—in courso of the examination of the 4 Universal 

The refutation of the ‘ Universal ’ is briefly set forth hero also: 4 The 
Universal is not, etc. etc. ’—You, MimAmsaka, do not hold the 4 universal ' 
to bo a quality of the material substances,—earth, water, oto.—like their 
dark colour, otc.,—as something distinct from those substances.—Though 
it is held to bo visible, it is novor soon. 

Nor oan it bo right to regard it as non-different from those; ns in that 
case the particular material thing also—like the Jar—would have to be 
regarded ns eternal, just like its Universal. 

Evon when it is rogardod as different from those things,—it becomos 
opon to tho objection that there can bo no relationship between them. 
Between two different things, tho only relation possible is the causal ono— 
that the one should bo producod by the othor; so that if the Universal were 
rogardod ns produced by the Individual things,—then tho Universal would 
become non-eternal, on account of its liability to being produced, liko tho 
Jar. 

In some places, tho reading is 4 nilyald 4 otornality for 4 anityatd 
4 non-otornality ’ ; tho moaning in that enso is as follows :—If it is held that 
tho Jar, etc. aro producod from tho Universal, then tho Jar, otc. would have to 
rogardod as etornal; that is, this causo boing always there, tho Jar, otc. would 
bo thoro at all times. 

If tho Univorsal (or tho Jar) bo rogardod as being of tho nature of both, 
then it bocomos open to tho objections that relate to both ;—and it also 
loads to its boing deprived of its onc-ness ; bocauso ono and the same thing 
cannot bo of tho naturo of two tilings. So that tho two would bo two 
distinct entities,—and not one, of tho naturo of both. If the thing bo hold to 
bo neithor the ono nor tho othor, then it ceases to bo an entity. It has also to 
be pointed out that ono and the same thing cannot bo both positive and 
negative. 

4 All these objections '—in tho shape of (1) absence of relationship, (2) 
tho contingency of being eternal and so forth.—-There is tho additional objec¬ 
tion that the work of containing water, etc. also would have to be regarded 
as eternal.—(2636-2639) 


It has boon argued by the MimAmsaka, under Text 2262, that— 44 the 
Connection is only a kind of Potency, otc. otc.”. 

The answer to this is os follows :— 
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TEXTS (2640-2641). 

If it is held that—'* the Connection (or Relationship) is only a 
kind op Potency, and there can be no diversity in Potency ”, 

—then the Potency of the Word and its meaning would 

BF. ONE AND THE SAME, AS THERE WOULD BE NO DISTINC¬ 
TION.—Even if there were some distinction, there 

COULD BE NO CONNECTION BETWEEN THE POTENCY 
AND THOSE TWO.—IF IT WERE SOMETHING 
PRODUCED, THEN IT COULD NOT BE ETER¬ 
NAL J AND THERE IS NO OTHER 
• POSSIBILITY FOR ANYTHING.— 

(2640-2641) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ There is no oilier, etc. etc . Thoro being objections —aa explained 
boforo—to the Potency boing or not being of the nature of both.—(2040- 
2041) 

It has boon argued by the MbiUlmsaka, under 2'ext 2204, that—“ At 
tho time that the Connootion is assorted, etc. etc. ”. 

The answer to this is ns follows :— 

TEXTS (2642-2648). 

At THE TIME OF THE ASSERTION OF THE CONNECTION, WHEN THE WORD 
‘ COW ’ IS UTTERED, SOME PEOPLE, WHO ARE COGNISANT OF THE CON¬ 
NECTION, COMPREHEND ITS MEANING,—WHILE OTHERS DO NOT ;—ANI) 
THE REASON FOR THIS LIES IN THE PRESENOK OF THE CONNECTION IN 
THE FORM AND MANNER IN WHICH IT HAS BEEN MADE KNOWN.— 

Under your view of the ‘Connection’, however, all men 

SHOULD COMPREHEND THE MEANING ; BECAUSE ACCORDING TO YOU, 

the Connection consists of Potency only, and Potency is 

ETERNAL ; SO THAT IT SHOULD BE ABLE TO BRING ABOUT THE COGNI¬ 
TION OF THE MEANING AT ALL TIMES ; OR, OTHERWISE, IT SHOULD 
NOT BE FREE FROM LIMITATIONS.—If BEING ETERNAL, IT WERE 
FREE FROM LIMITATIONS,—WHY SHOULD NOT ALL MEN COMPREHEND 
THE MEANING OF THE WORD ?—Ip, ON THE OTHER HAND, IT HAS 
LIMITATIONS,—WHAT WOULD BE THE REASON FOR SUCH LIMITATION, 
WHEN IT IS IN THE NATURE OF THE POTENCY ITSELF ? A MAN WHO 
HAS NO KNOWLEDGE OF THE CONVENTION (BEARING ON THE WORD), 
OR WHEN HE nAS FORGOTTEN IT,—DOES TIIE COGNITION OF THE 
MEANING APPEAR IN THE SAME ONE MAN ? BECAUSE THE POTENCY 
RESTRICTED TO THE PRODUCTION OF THAT COGNITION IS THERE 
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ALL THE TIME.—THE IDEA IS THAT THE ETERNAL POTENCY IS EFFEC¬ 
TIVE ONLY WHEN IT IS ITSELF KNOWN,—SO THAT, IF THE hlOUm 

Potency be different from the unknown one,—then it loses its 

ETERNALITY ;—WHILE IF IT IS THE SAME, WHY IS THIS DISTINCTION 

SET forth ?—(2042-2048) 

COMMENTARY. 

The proper idea would bo that some people comprehend the meaning of 
words through that relationship of cause and effect which might be there ; 
because the fact always remains that such relationship is the means of such 
comprehension. 

But oe regards the Relationship that you posit, everything is wrong. 
Tins is what is pointed out by the words—' Under your view of tJic Connection 
however, etc. etc.' That is (in the case of words) tho Connection is held to bo 
a form of Potency, —and Potoncy is described as productive capacity and 
this capacity is held to bo eternal and uniform ;—and always restricted to 
tho bringing about of tho cognition of tho meaning. 

Now tho question that arises is—Being thus restricted to tho bringing 
about of the Cognition of tho meaning,—is this Potency hold to bo without 
limitations,— not limited to a few porsons only—or is it otherwise ? Thoso 
are tho only possible alternatives. 

Under tho first alternative (that it is without limitations), all men would 
have tho Cognition of the moaning at ono and tho same timo.—Under tho 
second alternative also, tho causo that servos to restrict tho said productiveness 
of the Potoncy to cortain persons has got to bo pointed out; because in tho 
oaso of all ovanoscont offocts, there aro always cortain causal factors that go 
to regulate and restrict their productivity ; not so in tho case of eternal 
things. 

The following might bo urged—“In tho case of otornal things also, 
their very nature is such that they bring about only cortain effects, not all. 
And certainly no ono can object to tho nature of things ”. 

In that cose, if such is its nature by itsolf, independently of othor things, 
then, prior to the knowledge of tho Convention, or on forgotting tho Convon- 
tion,—under such conditions also, tho man who hns comprehended that 
restricted meaning would continue to do so for all timo ; because tho capacity 
of the Potoncy to produce that particular cognition would remain there 
permanently. 

The following might bo urgedAs tho Potoncy brings about tho 
Cognition, tho Potoncy in tho shape of tho Relationship can bring about 
Cognition only after it has itself boon recognised,—not while it itself 
remains uncognised ; henco tho incongruity pointed out does not arise 

This is not right. If it is held that tho Potoncy as known differs from 
the Potency as unknown, —then it loses its etornality.—If there is no dif¬ 
ference between them, thoro is no justification for making any such distinction 
as the ‘ Potency known ’ and 4 Potoncy unknown \ Because for the same 
person, one and the same thing cannot have the two mutually contradictory 
characters of being known and unknown. —(2642-2648) 
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Then again, the Potency would be b\own only when the means of know¬ 
ing it would bo there ; as a matter of fact, howevor, this means is not there. 
—With this idea, the Author puts the following question:— 


TEXT (2649). 

Further, by what means does the Potency become known ?— (2649) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the following Texts, the Author sets forth in dotail tho answer from 
the view-point of the other party (tho Mimdmsaka ):— 


TEXTS (2049-2651). 

" It is by means of Presumption the process being as follows 

THE MAN PERCEIVES THE WORD-SOUND, THE EXPERIENCED MAN 

(PRONOUNCING THE WORD) AND THE THING SPOKEN OF—THROUGH 

Sense-perception ;—the fact of the hearer having comprehended 

THE MEANINO IS COGNISED THROUGH Inference FROM HIS ACTIVITY ; 

AND THE DUAL POTENOY IS COGNISED THROUGH THE FAOT OF THE 

PHENOMENON NOT BEING CAPABLE OF ANY OTHER EXPLANATION 

thus it is by Presumption that they recognise the Relation¬ 
ship VOUCHED FOR BY THE THREE MEANS OF COGNITION [Shlokd- 

vdrlika — SambandhukfSpaparihara, 140-141).—(2649-2651) 
COMMENTARY. 

Tho process of tho comprehension of tho Relationship 1ms been thus 
described by Kumdrila (1) First of all, through Sense-perception, one 
cognises the Word (pronounced), tho exjterienced man who pronounces tho 
word, and the thing spoken of after that, through Inference, through the 
Inferential Indicative in tho shape of the aotivity (of tho man), it is known 
that tho Hearer has understood tho meaning of tho Word the ‘acti¬ 
vity ’ is spoken of ns ‘ Inference ’, in the sense of what is instrumental 
in bringing about the Inferential Cognition;—thon, through Presumption, 
he cognisoe the Potency ns ‘ duali.e. as subsisting in the Word and the 
meaning.—As the Potency itself is directly cognised through Presumption, it 
is said that ' they recogniso it through Presumption ‘ Vouched for by the 
three means of Cognition—i.e. in the Cognition of which, all the three moans 
of Cognition function—in tho shape of Perception, Inference and Presumption. 
-(2649-2651) 

The following Text sets forth the objection to tho above view * 
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TEXT (2652). 

The Potency cannot be cognised in the manner suggested ; because 

THE PHENOMENON IS QUITE EXPLICABLE OTHERWISE ; FOR INSTANCE, 
THERE IS NO DIFFICULTY IN THE COMPREHENSION OF THE MEANING 
OF THE WORD FROM THE WORD ITSELF AS AIDED BY 

Convention.—(2652) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows tho inconclusive character of tho Presumption (cited by the 
MimAmsaka )the sense is that ovon without the oternal Relationship, 
tho phenomenon of comprehension of the moaning of words can be explained, 
as shown.—(2652) 

Tho assumption of tho Potoncy is not right,—not only because there is 
nothing to provo its existence, but also because tho very notion of it is 
annulled by proofs.—This is what is shown in the following :— 


TEXTS (2653-2655) 

Under the view that the Potency is eternal, there can be no 

NEED FOR ANYTHING rN THE SHAPE OF CONVENTION AND THE REST J 
AND THE COMPREHENSION OF THE MEANING OF THE WORD WOULD 
BE THERE AT ALL TIMES.—If A WORD HAD THE POTENCY OF 
EXPRESSING OTHER MEANINOS ALSO,—A8 IN THE CASE OF THE 

WORDS ‘ Kali ’ AND ‘ Mdrya ’—it could not bring about 
the Cognition of those other meanings ; as the 
Potency of the Word is restricted.—Is the Potency 

HELD TO BE INDICATIVE OF THE SEVERAL MEANINGS, 

ONE OR DIVERSE ? If IT IS OM, THEN AT ONE AND 
THE SAME TIME, THERE SHOULD BE COMPREHENSION 
OF THE SEVERAL MEANINGS OF TOE ONE WORD 
ALL AT ONCE.—(2653-2655) 


COMMENTARY. 

Tho argument may be formulated as follows :-Words that are expressive 
of things through the aid of Convention cannot have any eternal relation- 
ships,-e.g. such words as ' guvi' and the likeAll Vodio as well as secular 
words like 'go' (Cow) are expressive of meanings through the help of 
Convention ;—hence there is apprehension of what is concomitant with tho 
contrary dependence' being included under ‘presence of non-eternal 
relationship\ which is ‘contrary* to tho ‘presence of eternal relationship . 

That this is so is going to be proved later on. On tho present occasion 
only the Invariable Concomitance is pointed out. It is through Relationslup 


TATTVASANGRAHA: CHAPTER XXIV. 


1212 

in the form of Potency, —which is what brings about the comprehension of the 
meaning,—that Words are held to liavo a permanent relationship;—thus 
Potency, being oternal, cannot bo helped by anything else;—hence it 
cannot need any such aids as the Convention and the lilco. ' Under the 
circumstances, the comprehension of the meaning of the word should bo there 
at all times. 

Furthor, such a Potency could either bo restricted to ono meaning or 
restricted to soveral meanings ?—If it is restricted to several meanings, is 
the potency of one Word to bring about the cognition of thosevoral meanings, 
one or several ?—Thoso are the only alternatives possiblo. 

Under the first altomativo, thoro could bo no comprehension of meanings 
as is found in suoh casos as—whon a different Convention has been sot 
up in roforonco to diverse times and places, the Word actually oxprosses 
another moaning; os for instance, in the case of tho words ‘ Kali ‘ and 
* Afdrya' os used among tho Dravitlas and tho Aryaa, which respectively 
donoto (among ono people) ‘ tho last point of time * (death ?) and tho ' Poril 
of too much Rain’ (?);—no comprehension would bo possiblo ns tho 
Potency will have been restricted to one mooning only; as in tho 
case of tho Eyo and othor organs of perception; tho Eye cortoinly is not 
capable of being made by Convention to bring about tho apprehension of 
Taste, eto. 

Undor the socond altomativo also, thoro would bo tho possibility of all 
mon comprehending tho moaning of tho Word nt ono and tho same time.— 
This is what is pointed out by tho words—' Of the one word, etc. etc.'.— (2063- 
2605) 

Another objection is pointed out against tho snmo view 


TEXTS (2650-2057). 

As toe Potency indicative of tiie meaning remains there at all 

TIMES, THE COMPREHENSION OF THE MEANING BROUGHT ABOUT BY 
IT WOULD ALSO BE THERE AT ALL TIMES AND FOR ALL MEN.— 

IF, FOR THAT, IT IS ASSUMED THAT THE POTENOY IS DEPEN- 

dent upon Convention, then it would be depen. 

DENT UPON a HELPER ; AND BEING helped, IT COULD 
NOT BE PERMANENT, ETERNAL.— (2656-2(157) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ For that ’—i.e. for tho comprehension of tho meaning. 

‘ Sd ’—tho Potonoy. 

' Achald ’—Eternal.—This is the reason why the Potency cannot be 
helped ’.—(2650-2657) 

Evon granting the dependence of the Potency upon Convention;—the 
Author points out another objection :— 
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TEXT (2658). 

Inasmuch as the Convention that serves to indicate the meaning 

IS DEPENDENT UPON MAN,—THERE WOULD BE POSSIBILITY OF 
* FALSITY ’ (MISTAKE) IN THE POTENCY, EVEN THOUGH 
BORN OTHERWISE.—(2658) 

COMMENTARY. 

With tho viow that you may havo a clour and correct conception of the 
meaning of words, you have discarded the agency of man (in the matter of 
tho Potency of words), regarding him ns tho source of confusion and mistake. 
—But when words used by certain persons become confounded regarding 
their oxnct signification,—then tho Vedio scholars would havo an equal 
Cognition of all those significations, and would they not themselves make a 
confusion among thorn ? Spooially as those people would not bo cognisant 
of tho truth. Thus thon tho Convention would be dependent upon tho 
whims of mon ; and who could restrain this whim whence it has begun to 
operate, in tho case of mon ignorant of the truth ?—-Thus tho Convention 
born of tho unrestrained whim would itself bo unrostrainod and hostile : 
and being so, why should it avoid tho wrong signification ?—(2668) 

Taking for granted (for tho sake of argument) that tho Word has tho 
Potonoy of oxprossing sovoral meanings,—tho Author proceeds to point out 
nnothor objootion 

TEXTS (2659-2600). 

A SINGLE WORD MAY HAVE THE POTENCY TO EXPRESS SEVERAL MEANINGS. 

Even so, such things as the ' Agnihotm ' and the like, cannot 

ALL BE OF USE TO ALL MEN ', BECAUSE IT IS POSSIBLE THAT THEY 
MAY EXPRESS THINGS CONTRARY TO WHAT IS DESIRED BY A 
CERTAIN PERSON. HENCE YOUR ASSUMPTION OF AN 
ETERNAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE WORD 
AND ITS MEANING IS ENTIRELY FUTILE.— 

(2659-2660) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though words may havo tho capacity of expressing several moan- 
ings,—tho things denoted by them aro not capable of all effective actions; 
as the causal efficiency of all things is restricted. If it woro not so, thon 
there would be nothing destructive or non-destructive. —Thus then, when 
one wishos to speak of something capable of accomplishing a particular 
fruitful act,—and proceeds to set about tho Convention in connection with 
a Word which by its nature is capable of expressing things,—he should 
set up only that Convention which would be conducive to tho expression 
of only that particular thing which he desires to speak ofbut how could 
this bo secured ? Thus, there being a possibility of mistake, there is no 


TATTVASANGRAHA: CHAPTER XXIV. 


(2059 26GO) SUming ^ re,otionship ,>etweon Words and Meanings.— 

The author again proceeds to point out the futility of the assumption— 

TEXTS (2661-2662). 

Wren there is need for the Convention, why are you seeking to 

ROISTER UP. WITHOUT REASON, THE ‘RELATIONSHIP IN THE SHAPE 
OF THE ETERNAL POTENCY ?—In TnE MATTER OF EXPRESSING 
THE MEANING, THERE IS NOT FOUND, APART FROM CON¬ 
VENTION, ANY OPERATION OF SUCH A FULL-.FLEDGED 
ENTITY AS THE ' RELATIONSHIP '.—(2661-2662) 

COMMENTARY. 

If tho Relationship, by its mere presence, wore the cause of the cognition 

1 C norln7ofTh g p ^ b ° “ UOh °°« niti '"' i" » man who is 

'Z Z Convention. Honce the need of Convention must be admitted. 

ZmZfnf’ 7" 8 V ° 0nV ' mti0n * —«• of comprehending 

‘ " “" y ,T t '"" B b0l "“ rKl “P “» a full-fledged entity in 

t e shape of tho eternal Relationship,-without any reason I Beoause 

nrehoTion of ,h ° n,hip W °" ld ' io in th » "bout of tho com- 

P ' , mMn ‘ ngl “ th ‘ H " brou « ht “bout by Convention, 

what .» the use of assuming an eternal Relationship I—It has also been 
exp lamed hundred, of times that being eternal, it cannot have any peculiar 
else p0,0d " po " lt! and h"" 00 il oannot need tho help of anything 

to Jo C Zlr m0 M n0y "I # “ ribUled W « thin « "-“"h has never been found 
ffnnvow Z T, C,mn0t iC b » th»t on obtaining the 

"„o7 ' DgS W ° U ' d hl,v0 their bowols moved 1 —( 2001 - 

th„funZV 0 " 0 r, g T: * h ° ‘ Ulh0r P° inta 0,11 "gain tho impossibility of 
the functioning of tiie Relationship in question .— 

TEXT (2603). 

A Z Z7 T ‘ 0mm <0e T ReLAT,0N3l " p ) « AS ' is ™« beeh perceived. 

in ^ ABSENCE OP CONVE.VTIO.V.-Ip „ BE ASSERTED THAT THE 
REEATIOSSHIP PROCEEDS FKOM THE COSVP.N-TION,—THEN 
DISASTROUS INDEED WOULD SUCH A REGRESS 

BE.—(2663) 

COMMENTARY. 

' TaamcU ’—stands for the Convention. 
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perceived. For instance, having assumed the Relationship, wherefore 
could you not go on assuming other causos with unknown potencies ? ‘ Unseen 
Potency ’ would bo common to both cases. And so on and on, there would 
be a disastrous regress.—(2603) 

Having thus established the Invariable Concomitance (Premiss) of the 
Reasoning annulling the opponent’s conclusion, the Author sums up the 
argument that mere ‘ Presumption ’ is ' inconclusive ’,—a fact which has 
been explained before already :— 

TEXT (2604). 

All usaoe becomes explicable on the basis op mere Convention 

PROCEEDING FROM THE WHIMS OF MEN ; nENCE there is no 
reason for postulating the Relationship.—(2664) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The Relationship '—i.o. as an eternal factor.—(2004) 

All this being established, the Author next proceeds to point out the 
self-contradiction involved in the argument of the Mimdtnsaka, set forth 
under Text 2273, to the offeot that—" For all porsons ignorant of the Connec¬ 
tion, the Connection becomes known through long-continued tradition, etc. 
otc. — 

TEXTS (2665-2666). 

Tt IS MERELY SUSPECTED THAT THERE CAN BE NO OTHER EXPLANATION 
FOR USAGE ; BUT THAT DOES NOT BRING ABOUT THE PROPER COGNI¬ 
TION of the Connection (or Relationship) which is beyond 

THE SENSES.—As ALL MEN WOULD BE IONORANT, THERE 
COULD BE NO ' LONG-CONTINUED TRADITION ’ WHICH 
COULD ESTABLISH THE CONNECTION IN QUESTION. 

IIOW THEN CAN SUCH AN ASSUMPTION BE MADE ? 

-(2665-2666) 

COMMENTARY. 

If all men aro ignorant,—then every preceding generation would also 
bo ignorant; under the circumstances, how could the Connect ion be established 
by that tradition ? No ‘ tradition ’ of Blind people ever tends to bring 
about the right cognition of Colour; os says Shabara in his BhS^ya — 4 In 
matters like those mere human assertion cannot bring about right cognition, 
just os the word of the blind cannot bring about the right cognition of 
Colour ’. 

The following might be urged— 44 All men are callod 4 ignorant ’, in 
the sense that they cannot perceive things beyond the senses, and not that 
they do not know anything at all. And it is on the strength of the fact that 
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Verbal usage is otherwise inexplicablo that it is believed with certainty that 
thero have boon generations of experienced men who have boon duly cogni¬ 
sant (of the Connection in question) 

This is not right; bocmtse Verbal usogo could proceed also on another 
basis—that of Convention, It has not been quite definitely ascertained, 
but it is doubtful whether this is eternal or non-eternal.—This is the reason 
why the Text has used the expression—* it is suspected ’.—What is meant is 
that on the basis of the said ‘ Presumption \ all that is sought to lx* proved 
is the mere existence of the Relationship; it indicates nothing about the 
peculiar fenturo of it;—that is, because there is no concomitance with such 
ft foaturo. On this point, thoro is no difference hotweon Presumption and 
Inference. 

The following might lx* urged—“ As a matter of fact, no non-eternal 
thing has over been found to bring about tho cognition of the meanings of 
words; nor can this bo possible, as has been explained beforo; and it is 
this incapacity of the non-eternal that proves tho Relationship (which brings 
about tho said Cognition) to bo eternal. 

This same argurhont, howover, can be urged against the eternal thing 
also. Tho Reason adducod is also ‘ inadmissible'; for instance, it can Iw 
said, with oqual justification, that the eternal Relationship also has never 
boon found to bring about tho cognition of the meaning ; and further, such 
things as gestures by the hand, ote., ovon though non-eternal, are actually 
found to bo oxprossivo of meanings; bunco the Opponent’s Reason is ' inad¬ 
missible \ Henco it cannot bo admitted that “ it is not jnssiblc for the 
non otornal thing to bring about tho oognition of tho moaning On the 
other hand, it is in tho case of the eternal thing that tho said expression 
cannot bo right; because of tho incongruity involved in tho affective activity 
of tho eternal thing boing OOnKflcutive or ooncurront.—What has boon said 
therefore, dosorves no consideration.—( 2066 - 2606 ) 

Having thus summed up the * Inconolusivonoss ’ of Presumption, tho 
Author now sums up tho argument to tho contrary, annulling that 
Presumption :— 

TEXT (2007). 

For these reasons, all such words as ‘ Cow ‘ Horse ’ and so 

FORTH CANNOT HAVE ANY ETERNAL RELATIONSHIPS,—BECAUSE 
THEY ARE DEPENDENT UPON CONVENTION,—LIKE SUCH 
WORDS as ‘ gain ' and the like.—(2007) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tat ’—Therefore. 

1 Ntiyasamband/iayoginah ’—to bo construed with ' na \ 

The formulation of this argument has been presented before.—(2667) 

Says the Opponent:—“ Such words as 1 gdvi ’ and the like aro incorrect 
(grammatically); and as such these are not truly expressive; henco your 
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Corroborative Instance is inadmissible. This has been thus asserted by 
Kumurila (in Shlokavdrtika —Etornality of Words, 276) —‘ For us, the word 
Go is eternal, and people have the idea of the animal Cow from such vulgar 
deformations of it ns G&vi and the like only when they resemble tho original 
correct word Go ; and tho use of the incorrect form is due to incapacity ’—The 
moaning of this is as follows :—Tho correct word Go being truly expressive, 
when people say that tho idoa of tho Cow is derived also from the use of the 
incorroot (corrupt) words ns Gfivi and tho liko, tho said idea is not provided, 
by those incorrect words.—Then how does it arise ?—It arises from its being 
liko the original correct word Go ;—this (use of tho corrupt word) is 
duo to the incapacity of tho man to pronounce tho correct form 4 go ’;— 
from this arises tho peculiar action of tho Palate and other Speech-centres, 
from which follows tho uttornnee of tho corrupt word yuvi. liharfrlmri also has 
declared as follows :—* Tho child, on boing taught, says arnba, atnba (Mother, 
Mother) in the indistinct form, and yet people knowing tho correct word 
have tho dofinito cognition from it; in the same manner, when tho correct 
word should bo usod, if one uses tho incorrect form, from that thoro is inforred 
a certain meaning through tho intervention of the correct word * 

This idoa is sot forth in tho following :— 

TEXT (2008). 

" The capable (expressive) word ‘ go ’ bbino there, if the idea of 

THE Cow ARISES FROM THE USE OF THE CORRUPT FORM * GlVl 

IT IS DUE TO ITS RESEMBLING THE ORIGINAL (CORRECT) WORD ; 

—SUCH USE BEING DUE TO THE INCAPACITY (OF THE 
SPEAKER).”—(2008) 

COMMENTARY. 

The above argument is answered in tho following :— 

TEXTS (2009-2070). 

This cannot be right. How can any such cognition of the right 

MEANING APPEAR ON ACCOUNT OF THE RESEMBLANCE TO THE ORIGINAL 

correct Word, among fishermen, etc., who are ignorant 
of the Sanskrit languaoe ?—For these reasons it 

CANNOT BE ADMITTED THAT THERE IS AN ETERNAL 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WORDS AND MEANINGS. 

IT CAN ONLY BE BASED UPON CONVENTION ; 

AS THAT IS POSSIBLE IN ALL CASES.— 

(2069-2670) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Shanaka' is the Fisherman.—‘ Etc.' includes tho MUchchhas and other 
people. In the case of these men what really happens is that it is only when 
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things aro spoken of by correct Sanskrit words that they become confounded ; 
hence in such cases, tho cognition of the meaning cannot be due to resemblance 
to the original correct word.—(2669-2670) 


It has been argued by the Mimdmaaka, under Text 2277, that—“ Dissolu¬ 
tion may bo there in the form of the destruction of particular countries or the 
destruction of particular families, otc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is os follows :— 


TEXTS (2671-2673). 

If there be Dissolution in the form of the destruction of 

PARTICULAR COUNTRIF.S OR THE DESTRUCTION OF PARTICULAR 
FAMILIES,—-OR IN THE FORM OF THAT UNDENIABLE DESTRUCTION 
POSTULATED BY THE BUDDHIST,—WHICH IS SUSPECTED OF AFFECT- 
ING BraHMI, ETC. ALSO,—SUCH DESTRUCTION WOULD BE POSSIBLE 

for the Veda also. Hence any subsequent ideas that might 

APPEAR (AS BASED UPON THE VEDA) WOULD BE ONE WHOSE BASIS 
HAS BEEN DESTROYED, AND IT MIGHT BE ASSUMED THAT THEY MAY 
ALL BE FALSE AND WRONG, ARISING FROM DELUSION, STUPEFACTION, 
AND SUOH OTHER SOURCES ; AND HENCE THE Veda NOW AVAILABLE 
WOULD BE ONLY A MERE SEMBLANCE OF THE ORIGINAL.—ALL THESE 
NOTIONS MIGHT GO ON ARI8INO UNTIL REASONS ARE NOT AVAIL¬ 
ABLE TO THE CONTRARY.— (2671-2673) 

COMMENTARY. 

The viow hold is as follows:—Wo also do not speak of a dissolution 
consisting in tho disappearance of all words ; nor do wo admit of a beginning- 
loss Personality who creates and dostroys tho world. What wo htold is that 
the ontiro universe is boginningloss;—Verbal usage also (according to xw) 
goes on, based upon Conceptions arising from boginningloss Impressions.— 
But as regards tho ' Dissolution ’ that you have described, as consisting in 
the * destruction of particular countries ’ or tho ‘ destruction of particular 
families ’,—os also the Buddhist’s idea of Dissolution consisting in the with- 
drawal of the energy of Fire, Water and Air,—extending (a) horizontally 
over the 1 Trisdhasra-mah&aahasra (6) downwards to the very limits of tho 
atmospheric Air, und (c) upwards, gradxially, to the First, Second and Third 
stages of ‘ Dhydna \—-which cannot bo negatived by any proofs, and is there¬ 
fore ‘ undeniable \—which it is suspected, affects Brahma and other Beings 
also ;—under both these forms of Dissolution (one posited by the Opponent 
and tho other by the Buddhist), the destruction of the Veda would be quite 
possible ; and it would also bo justifiable to assume that what is asserted there 
is all wrong; so that what is now known as tho ‘ Veda ’ is something quite 
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different from tho original, of which it is a mere 4 Semblance \ a mere husk, 
masquerading as the real Veda,—Such a suspicion is q\iito possible, and 
cannot be easily shaken off, until there are proofs to the contrary.—(2671- 
2673) 


The following might bo urged— 44 There is a proof annulling your con¬ 
clusion. For instance, throughout tho country men cannot alter the text 
of tho Veda ; from this we conclude that it has boen so in tho post and is 
going to bo so in the future 

In anticipation of this, the author provides tho following answer :— 


TEXTS (2074-2075). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, IF THERE WERE A DESIRE TO ALTER THE TEXT 

OF THE Veda, the Words could not remain the same,—so also 

IF THERE WERE NO SUCH DESIRE IN THE MINDS OF MEN,—THEN 
AND NOT OTHERWISE, COULD THERE HE AN IMPOSSIBILITY OF 
REGARDING THE VEDA AND ITS MEANING BEING OTHER 
THAN THE ONE U8UALLY ACCEPTED.—EVEN IF 
THIS DESIRE IS NOT THERE, THE SUSPICION 
DOES NOT ALTOGETHER DISAPPEAR.— 

(2074-2075) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it wore a fact that even whon one has tho dosiro to alter the toxt of 
the Veda, there is no chango in tho words of the Voda,—or if tho desire itself 
to chango tho text were impossible to bo produced,—then alone could it bo 
takon as provod that man has no capacity to alter tho Vcdic toxt; but that 
conclusion also could not apply to all men ; as tho more non-perception (of 
such change) does not prove anything ; and also because there is difference 
in tho capacities of mon.—As a matter of fact, however, it is quite possiblo 
for man to alter the text of tho Vcdic passages—such as 4 Shanno devirabhi - 
tfayi, etc. ' —or to explain them as mooning something quite difforont from 
what they aro regarded as meaning. For instance, wo find that oven Mimdm- 
sakas and tho Author of the Nirukta and others do often differ among them¬ 
selves regarding tho explanation of Vedio texts.—Hence the doubts regarding 
its veracity and fidelity cannot coaso altogether.—(2674-2675) 

It lias been argued by the Mimdmsaka under Text 2286, that—‘‘The 
Ordor of sequence is not a product; it is always accepted as an established 
entity, etc. etc. ”,—where certain objections have been answered. 

The rejoinder to that is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2076-2678). 

The order of sequence is not accepted by all men as fixed for 

ALL ; IN FACT, PEOPLE ADOPT THE ORDER OF WORDS AND SENTENCES 
AND LETTERS ACCORDING TO THEIR OWN WISH. If THAT WERE NOT 
SO, THEN, FOR YOU, LIKE THE VEDA, THERE WOULD BE NO BOOK 
WRITTEN BY MEN ; SO THAT THE COMPOSING OF ALL MEANING¬ 
LESS (OR WICKED) WORKS IS RENDERED IMPOSSIBLE AT ONE 

stroke ! Because there could be no certainty that 

THIS MAN IS UTTERING WORDS EXACTLY AS THEY HAD 
BEEN USED PREVIOUSLY BY OTHERS,—THEREFORE LIKE 

the Relationship, they also could not be 
regarded as beginningless.—^ (2676-2678) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound 4 padamkya, etc. ’ is to bo expounded as —‘ pada '—-words 
—‘ why a ’—sentences—‘ akgara '—letters ;—the 1 krama '—order of se¬ 
quence—of those. 

‘ Anarthagrantha, etc. etc ,'—construe as ‘ Krlih dhvastd ’, ‘composing 
has been rendered impossible ’. 

‘ Anarthagrantha ’—is a work which has no ‘ artha '—sense ; i.e. such 
meaningless sentences as 1 ton pomegranates ’ and the like.—Or ‘ anarOia ' 
may be 1 works contrary to the Veda \ rvicked ,—like those formulating the 
Buddhist doctrines, for instance.—The term ‘ mdlra' denotes universality. 
—‘ Jcrli ’, doing, composing.—* tathu ’—like the Veda .— 

‘ Aniyati ’—no certainty; i.e. there would bo no certainty on the 
point. 

' Tat ’—Therefore.—(2076-2078) 

It has been argued by the Mxmdmsaka, under Text 2291, that—“The 
idea in the mind of every speaker is that ‘I am uttering words that have 
been used by other persons ’; this in itself makes them eternal, etc. etc.”. 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2679). 

The IDEA THAT ‘ I AM USING THE WORDS THAT HAVE BEEN USED BY 
OTHER PERSONS * WOULD PROCEED FROM ILLUSION, DUE TO THE 
RECOGNITION OF SIMILARITY ; JUST AS THERE IS IN 
THE CASE OF ACTS.—(2679) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Kannabhedamt ’—the ‘ vati '—affix added after tho Locative ending. 
This points out the possibility of the recognition of similarity loading 
to a conclusion contrary to that desired by the other party, and thereby 
vindicates its ‘ inconclusiv -jiess ’ as a reason in support of the latter.—(2679) 
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The following might be urged—“ How is it known that this is an 
illusion ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2680-2681). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE WORDS UTTERED BY A MAN ARE NOT EXACTLY 
THOSE USED BY OTHERS ; AS THERE ARE ALWAYS DIFFERENCES 

of Accent and other details.—These latter are not 

PROPERTIES BELONGING TO THE MANIFESTING AGENCY J 
BECAUSE THEY ARE ALWAYS PERCEIVED IN THE FORM 

of Letters. Consequently the Letters pro¬ 
nounced BY EACH MAN MUST BE REGARDED 
AS DISTINCT,—LIKE THE JAR AND SUCH 

things. This difference being 

QUITE CLEAR, WHY ARE YOU 
DENYING THE SIGNS OF THAT 
DIFFERENCE ? —(2680- 
2681) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Accents ’—such as the * Uddtta ’ and the rest. 

‘ Other details ’—including swiftness, slowness, and middling. 

‘ These are not properties, etc. etc. ’—‘ These ' —i.e. Accent, etc. 

“ Why ? ” 

Because these Accents, etc. are always perceived in the shape of Letters ; 
i.e. they are known as such. 

‘ The signs of that ’—The signs of the difference of the Letters. 

‘ Why are you denying ' —in the words 4 there is no other sign for you ’ 
{Text 2291).—(2680-2081) 

It lias been argued by the Mimumsaka, under Text 2292, that—" Just 
as in the case of the Jar and such things, etc. etc. ”. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 

TEXT (2682). 

The idea that ‘ in the case of the Jar, etc. their use is charac¬ 
terised AND INDICATED BY THE “ UNIVERSAL ” ’ HAS ALREADY 
BEEN DISCARDED ; BECAUSE THE UNIVERSAL DOES NOT EXIST, 

AND BECAUSE IT CAN HAVE NO CONNECTION WITH THE 

Individual thing.—(2682) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Already ’—under the chapter dealing with the 4 Universal ’. 

4 Because it does not exist ’—i.e. because the Universal has no existence. 

31 
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Even if it exists, it can have no connection with the Individual thing, 
in the shape of the Jar; because it cannot be benefited by this latter. 
Hence its use cannot be regarded as characterised or indicated by the 
‘ Universal ’.—(2682) 

The following text points out that, as a consequence of what has gone 
above, it follows that all that has been alleged by the other party on the basis 
of the ‘ Universal ’ is entirely irrelevant.— 

TEXT (2683). 

All such Universals, therefore, as ‘ Palate ’ and the rest vary in 

ALL MEN ; CONSEQUENTLY WHEN THE SPEAKER UTTERS WORD- 
SOUNDS, HE DOES NOT DO SO THROUGH THOSE 

Universals.—(2683) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mxm&msaka, under Text 2294, that—“ there 
are distinct Universals of the Articulations which serve to bring about the 
manifestation of the Word-Sounds, etc. etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2684). 

Thus there are no distinct Universals of these Articulations 

WHICH COULD SERVE TO BRING ABOUT THE MANIFESTATION OF 

the Word-Sounds; nor are there as many of 
THESE AS THERE ARE LETTERS.—(26S4) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Tat ’—Therefore ; thus.—(2C84) 

It has been argued by the MimdmsaJca, under Text 2295, that—" The 
order of sequence among the Articulations would be due to the order among 
the Conjunctions and Disjunctions of the Palate, etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2685). 

Nor, as asserted by you, COULD the order of sequence among the 
Articulations be due to the order among the Conjunctions 
and Disjunctions of the palate, etc. ; nor could the 
eternality of both be due to their respective 
Universals.—(2685) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mim&nudtca, in Text 2296, that—“ Just as 
in the case of Moving About and other actions, there is an order of sequence. 
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through the Universnl subsisting in the various factors of the Action, etc. 
etc. ” 

As against this, it is pointed out in the following Text that the Corrobora¬ 
tive Instance, ‘ Moving About, etc. * is ‘ inadmissible ’:— 

TEXT (2686). 

Just as is the Actions of Moving About, etc. there is no order of 

SEQUENCE THROUGH THE UnIVERSALS,—SO TOO THERE IS UOUe 
AMONG THE PALATE, ETC., THE ARTICULATION AND 

the Letter.—(2686) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is, because the very idea of the ‘ Universal ’ itself has been dis¬ 
carded.—(2686) 

It has been argued by the MimGmsaka under Text 2297, that—“The 
individual Articulations themselves being extremely subtle, etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2687). 

The cognition of the properties of the Universal cannot be due to 

THE SUBTLE NATURE OF THE INDIVIDUALS \ not CAN THERE BE, 
THROUGH THIS, THE COGNITION OF ORDER AMONG THE 

. Letters, even though these are all- 
PERVADING.—(2687) 

COMMENTARY. 

The second line is the answer to what has been asserted by ’the Mi-mam- 
saka in the second line of Text 2297.—(2687) 

It has been argued by the MimAm&aka in Text 2298, that—" The Letters 
following up the properties of the Articulations, which appear there as 
eternal, become expressivo of diverse meanings ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2688). 

Consequently', the Letters, following the properties of the 
Articulations, which appear as eternal, cannot become 

EXPRESSIVE OF DIVERSE MEANINGS.—(2688) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been assorted by the Mimdmsaka in Text 2294, that—“ there are 
distinct Universal of the Articulations, etc. etc. ”. 
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Admitting this (for the sake of argument) the Author proceeds to point 
out objections against the idea of the ‘ Universal':— 


TEXTS (2689-2690). 

There is another point : granting that ‘ there are Universals 

WHICH SERVE TO MANIFEST THE SOUNDS, AND THERE ARE AS MANY 
OF THESE AS THERE ARE LETTERS ’ ;—UNDER THIS VTEW, AS 
THE MANIFESTER WOULD BE ALWAYS THERE, THE SOUND 
SHOULD BE HEARD AT ALL TIMES. CONSEQUENTLY, THE 
ORDER OF SEQUENCE AMONG THE LETTER-SOUNDS 
CANNOT BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ORDER OF 
THE MANIFESTATIONS.—(2689-2690) 

COMMENTARY. 

The several particles used here are to be taken as serving the purpose 
of introduction. 

* Iti '—for this reason. 

The meaning thus comes to be this :—As Universals are the monifesters 
of the Word-Sound, there should be apprehension of the Sounds at 
all times. And as there is no order of sequence among the manifestations... 

[The passage is corrupt and full of lacunce; hence unintelligible].— 
(2689-2690) 

Granting (for the sake of argument) the relationship between the 
Universal and the Individual, the Author proceeds to point out objections— 


TEXTS (2691-2692). 

If the Universals continue to exist as related to the Individuals, 
THE BTERNALITY OF THE INDIVIDUALS ALSO IS IRRESISTIBLE. Or 
(CONVERSELY), IF THE INDIVIDUALS EXIST AS RELATED TO THE 

Universals, then the Universals also should be non¬ 
eternal, EVEN IF YOU DO NOT RELISH IT.—(2691-2692) 

COMMENTARY. 

Every Relationship subsists between two relatives; Universals are 
•regarded as eternal; hence what exists in the form related to the Universal, 
must itself be eternal. Otherwise the Universals would not have their form 
consisting of the relationship of the Individuals. Similarly,-as Individuals 
are held to be non-eternal, the Universals, which consist in the relationship 
to these, must also be non-eternal. If the Individuals are non-eternal, the 
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Universal* must also be non-eternal. If it were not so, then, while one of 
the two relatives would be there in a perfect condition, it cannot lie right 
for the other to bo imperfect; as in that, case, the Relationship itself would 
cease.—(2091 -2092) 


Another objection, urged before, is reiterated— 


TEXT (2693). 

The fact that there can be no connection with manifestation 
HAVING BEEN ALREADY ESTABLISHED, THE LETTERS THUS 
COULD NEVER BE EXPRESSIVE.—(2693) 

COMMENTARY. 

(Corrupt.) 

It has been asserted by the Mimumsaka under Text 2300, that—“ Time 
is one, all-pervading, eternal, etc. etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2694-2698). 

Time, as something one, all-pbrvading and eternal, has already 

BEEN REJECTED ; NOR IS IT MANIFESTED IN ALL THINGS, LIKE THE 

Letters, by anything ; and if it is manifested in the Letters, 
IT CANNOT FORM A FACTOR IN THE EXPRESSION OF THE MEANING 
OF WORDS ;—AS IT IS NOT DIFFERENT FROM OTHER THINGS,—AND 
AS IT DOES NOT EXIST ELSEWHERE, IT CANNOT BE ETERNAL.—THUS 
THEN, THE ORDER OF THE LETTERS,—AS ALSO THEIR SHORTNESS, 
LENGTH, ETC.—ARE ALL ADJUNCTS OF THE ARTICULATION, AND ARE 
NOT SO MANY PHASES OF TlME.—THUS FOR YOU, THERE IS NO 
property in Words which is eternal; hence it becomes 

ESTABLISHED THAT THE WORD IS NOT-ETERNAL,—FOR THOSE WHO 
REGARD THE LETTER AS NON-ETERNAL.—NOR COULD IT FORM PART 
OF THE PROPERTY OF ANYTHING ELSE,—LIKE THE FLEETNESS OF 
THE HORSE,—IF IT WERE ASSUMED THAT THE MANIFESTING COGNI¬ 
TIONS BRING ABOUT THE MANIFESTATION OF THE WORDS.—(2694- 

2698) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Already '—under the chapter on the ‘ Six Categories 
‘ It is not manifested by anything ' —simply because it does not exist;— 
even if it existed, the manifestation of the eternal thing would also be eternal. 



TATTVASAN'GRAHA: CHAPTER XXIV. 


1226 

4 Not different from other things '—i.e. it is non-different from other 
things. Because the nature of the Time that is manifested in the pheno¬ 
menon consisting of the seed-sprout-creeper does not in any way differ from 
that which is manifested in the Letters.***** (Lacun® in Text). 

‘ Not phases of time ’—because there is no such thing as Time. Even if it 
exists, its divisibility is not admitted. 

The rest is easily intelligible.—(2694-2698) 


TEXTS (2690-2704). 

The Presumption put forward in support of the eternality of 

ALL THINGS HAS BEEN ALREADY DISCARDED. It HAS ALSO BEEN 
PROVED THAT THE COMPREHENSION OF THE MEANINGS OF WORDS IS 
POSSIBLE ONLY WHEN WORDS ARE NOT ETERNAL.—WHEN ONE 

Letter-sound is produced by the ‘ desire to utter,’ following 

FROM THE DESIRE TO UTTER ANOTHER LETTER-SOUND,—THE 
FORMER IS HEARD IMMEDIATELY AFTER THE LATTER THE COGNI¬ 
TION PROCEEDING FROM THE COGNITION OF THE PRECEDING LETTER 
IS NOT HEARD VERY QUICKLY ; IN FACT, WITH THE AID OF THE RE¬ 
MEMBRANCES OF THE PREVIOUS LETTERS, THE LATTER BRINGS ABOUT 
ITS OWN REMEMBRANCE LATER ON. THUS IT HAS THE CHARACTER 
OF AN Effect, IN RELATION TO THE COGNITIONS LEADING UP TO, 
AND APPREHENDING, IT.—Or, THE ORDER OF THE LETTERS MAY BE 
DEPENDENT UPON MEN. FROM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT THE 

Letters clearly vary with each word ; as is found in the 
case OF SUCH words as ‘ Dama Mada ' Lata'.'Tala' etc., 
where the Letters are the same but their order different 

IN TOE TWO WORDS. It IS UNDER THIS ORDER OF SEQUENCE THAT 
THESE WORDS BECOME EXPRESSIVE OF DIFFERENT MEANINGS.— 

Consequently, the assumption of the ‘ Sphota ' also is abso¬ 
lutely FUTILE IN THIS CONNECTION.—(2899-2704) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The Presumption has been discard#!.'— Under Text 2617, it has been 
shown that the Presumption is wrong and also annulled bv other means 
of Cognition. 

(The text is corrupt.) 

The upshot of the whole of this argument is as follows :—In the ‘ chain ’ 
of the Speaker, from his desire to speak, there arises a series of Cognitions, 
each member of which is produced by its predecessor;—and these ideas 
arouse each Letter-sound ; thus the several Letter-sounds come about; and 
these directly produce, in the ‘chain ’ of the Hearer, successive Cognitions, 
—each member of which is helped by its predecessor; later on, these Cognitions 
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bring about successive remembrances relating to themselves, indirectly in 
due order. 

Consequently, these Remembrances come to bo regarded ns ‘ offects ’ 
in relation to the cognitions appearing in the Speaker’s ‘ chain which have 
given rise to the Remembrances ; while in relation to the cognitions appearing 
in the Hearer’s ‘ cliain thoy come to be regarded as the ‘ Cause Herein 
lies their ‘ order of sequenco ’;—nowhere else. Thus, as the character of 
the Letters in every word, is variable,—sometimes appearing as causes and 
sometimes as effects,—it is only right that in the case of such similar words as 
‘ sara ’ and ‘ rasa ’, the resultant cognitions should be different. But this 
cannot be right if the Letters and words are eternal; as eternal things retain 
the same form at all times. Nor in their case can any order of sequence 
be regarded as something different from themselves. Even if it were some¬ 
thing different, there would bo no relationship between them ; this is what is 
really meant. 

The meaning of the words of the Text is now explained :— 4 When one 
Letter-sound is produced ’—such is the construction.—In the case of such 
words as ' soda ’ and 1 samaya \ there is the vowel * a ’ after 4 a ’,—there is 
desire to utter this arising from tho desire to utter 's'; hence this is 4 another 
desire ’.—What is meant is as follows :—In the Speaker’s 4 Chain ’, there is 
one 4 desire to utter ’ following from another, and so on ; this desire is followed 
by the Letter-Sound produced,—this Sound brings about the Remembrance ; 
such is the connection with what follows in the text later on. 

Having thus described tho fact of the Letters boing 4 effects ’ of the 
series of 1 desires to speak ’ in the Speaker’s 4 Chain ’,—the author procoods 
to point out the fact of its being the 4 cause ’ of the cognitions appearing in 
the Hearer’s 4 Chain ’— 4 The former is heard, etc. etc. ’— 4 Tasya ' refers to 
4 yah ’ in the previous line ;—its hearing is produced, it is heard — 4 imme¬ 
diately ’—without anything intervening. 

Having thus shown that it is tho cause of the Hearer’s Cognition, the 
author now proceeds to show that it is the cause of Remembrance.— 4 Not 
heard very quickly '—quick hearing being incapable of being produced by 
Romombrance.— 4 The latter ' —i.o. the later 4 Letter ’.— 4 Remembrances '— 
of the previous Letters in the chain.— 4 With the aid ’—with tho help of it, it 
arouses tho Remembrance with regard to itself;— 4 the cognitions leading 
up to, and apprehending, it ’,— 4 it ’ stands for the Letter ;—this is to be treated 
as a Copulative Compound ; or even as a Tatpuru$a or Karmadhdraya ;— 
and in relation to these cognitions, those are 4 effects ’; but they are 4 causos ’ 
in roletion to tho subsequent cognitions and remembrances. 

Having thus discarded the idea of the 4 order ’ being something different 
{from the Letters or Words), the Author proceeds next to discard tho view 
of the Grammarians that the 4 word ’ that is expressive is of the nature of a 
4 Sphota which is something entirely different from the Lotter-sounds,— 
by the sentence beginning with ‘Consequently’.—(2699-2704) 

[It has to be noted that the commentary is very incomplete in the printed 
text; and much of the translation there is based upon mere surmise.) 
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TEXTS (2705-2706). 

The ‘ Sphcta ’ has been assumed by the Grammarians for thb 

PURPOSE OK EXPLAINING THE COGNITION OF THE MEANINGS OF WORDS. 

—But the Letters themselves being competent to express 

THE MEANING OF WORDS, THE ASSUMING OF THE SAID Sphota 
IS FUTILE. AS IT WOULD BE PERCEPTIBLE (IF IT EXIS- 
TED), BUT IS NOT PERCEIVED, IT IS CONCLUDED THAT 
IT DOES NOT EXIST.—IF IT IS IMPERCEPTIBLE, 

THEN IT CANNOT BE INDICATIVE, LIKE THE 

Inferential Indicative (which is 

EFFECTIVE ONLY WHEN PERCEIVED). 

-(2705-2706) 

COMMENTARY. 

[There is a lacuna in the text of the Commentary]. 

‘ As it woul/I be perceptible, etc., etc. '—Nothing apart from the Letters.— 
in the form of Word, eternal and indivisible,—is over perceived by auditory 
perception. On the contrary, what is clearly proved is the fact that no such 
Sphofa' exists at all. 

If the second view is accopted.[the reference is clearly to the 

lacuna]—the cause could be either positive or negative or both positive and 
negative.—theso are the only alternatives possiblo.—According to the first 

viow (?)-the Cause could be either the property of what is called ‘ Sphota \ 

or that of something else. It cannot be the former, as tho Sphofa itself has 
been shown to bo non-existont. Nor could it bo tho property of sorae- 
thmg else; becauso it could not subsist in the ‘ subject ’; just like the ' arms 
and feet ’ in the proving of the non-eternality of the Jar (?).—Nor could the 
cause bo- tho property of something negative; as that could prove only the 
contrary of what is desired.—Nor could it bo both jx>sitive and negative ; 
as that is always ‘ inconclusive ’. 

Then again, is the ‘ Sphota' proved by a Reason based upon tho nature 
of the thing ? Or by ono based upon tho Causal Relationship ?—The former 
view cannot be right; because ns it is beyond the senses, its nature cannot 
be known ; if it were known, there would bo no point in seeking for the proof 
of its existence; as its nature would bo already known ; and the whole 
attempt is to prove its existence and nature.—Nor is the second viow ac¬ 
ceptable, because no causal relation can bo known in relation to what is beyond 
the senses. 

It might bo argued as follows “ In the case of the Auditory and other 
perceptions, when it is found that they appear only occasionally, it is con¬ 
cluded that they are dependent upon other causes also; and from that, by 
implication, it is concluded that there is the Auditory organ; in the same 
manner, in the case in quostion, the comprehension of meaning being the 
4 subject \ it is found that oven when the Letters are tho same,—as in the 
case of the words ‘ sara' and 'rasa'— the meanings comprehended aro 
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different ; from which we shall infer tho presence of another Cause, in the 
shape of tho ‘ Sphofa ’ 

This also cannot be right ; because nothing apart from the Letters 
is known. As it has just been established that it is the Letters themselves 
which, varying in each Word, becomo capable of bringing about the com¬ 
prehension of tho meaning, through the variations in tho relation of Cause 
and Effect. So that the assumption in question is entirely futile. 

It is also implied that the same objections apply also to the view that the 
existence of the * Sphota ' can be inferred. 

It might be arguod that—“ it is not to be inferred, but it is absolutely 
imperceptible 

The answer to that is—‘ If it is imperceptible, etc. etc. '—Just as the 
Inferential Indicative, while it is itself unknown, does not bring about any 
cognition,—so this Sphofa also, while itself unknown, cannot bring about the 
comprehension of the meaning.—(2705-2706) 


TEXTS (2707-2710). 

If it be urged that—“ the cognition follows from its mere 

EXISTENCE ; AND AS ITS CAUSAL CHARACTER IS THERE, IT IS HELD 
TO BE ABLE TO BRING ABOUT THE COGNITION LIKE THE VISUAL 
ORGAN ” :—THEN, THE ANSWER IS THAT, IN THAT CASE, THE SAID 
COGNITION WOULD BE THERE AT ALL TIMES ;—EVEN WHEN THERE IS 
NO KNOWLEDGE OF THE CONVENTION, AND THERE IS NO HEARING 

of the Letter*,—there would be cognition proceeding from 

THE Sphota- , AS ITS EFFICIENT CAUSE WOULD BE THERE ALWAYS ; AS 
THIS ENTITY (Sphottt) IS ETERNAL (ACCORDING TO THE GRAM¬ 
MARIAN), AND IT HAS NO NEED FOR ANYTHING ELSE. NOR CAN 
THERE BE ‘ MANIFESTATION ' OF IT BY ARTICULATION OR CONVENTION 

or Letters ; as it is never perceived ; it is cognition itself 

THAT IS SPOKEN OF AS ‘ MANIFESTATION * AND THERE IS NO COGNI¬ 
TION of it. Hence it follows that the assumption of the 
* MANIFESTER ’ OF THE Sphota IS ALSO FUTILE.—(2707-2710) 


COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that—“ by its mere existence, the Sphota would be 
the cause of the comprehension of meanings,—just as tho visual and other 
organs are the cause of the cognition of things 

But in that case, the cognition proceeding from it should be there always ; 
so that cvon without any idea of the Convention, etc. bearing upon the 
Word, the comprehension of its meaning would be there.—This is what is 
pointed out by tho words—‘ Even when there is, etc. etc. ’—The reason in 
support of this is next stated in the words—* As this entity is eternal, etc. etc.'. 


1230 


TATTVASANGRAHA: CHAPTER XXIV. 


It might be argued that—“ It is only when the Sphofa lias been manifested 
that it is hold to bo the cause of the comprehension of the meaning,—and 
not by its mere presence ; so that the difficulty pointed out does not arise 

The answer to this is—‘ Nor can there be manifestation, etc. etc. ’;—‘ as 
it. is never perceived'— never cognised; because it has been held to bo 
imperceptible. 

This same idea is further reiterated by the words—* there is no cognition 
of it, etc. etc. ’.—(2707-2710) 


The following might be urged—“ It cannot be admitted that the thing 
appears and is yet not perceived; and it is an actual fact that the Word as an 
indivisible whole does appear in consciousness, in which there has been a 
development of the impressions of each preceding Letter (composing the 
Word) 

This is what is anticipated and answered in the following:— 


TEXTS (2711-2712). 

“ What happens is that the Articulation plants the seed in 
Consciousness, and it becomes developed by the last articula¬ 
tion,—and therefore the Word appears in the Conscious¬ 
ness This assumption also is made without reason. 

Because even so, the Word is not perceived to 

APPEAR AS ANYTHING DIFFERENT (FROM THE 

Letters).—(2711-2712) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Avrttah ’—become ; the impressions produced by the cognitions of all 
the Letters become developed in Consciousness. 

‘ Without reason ’.—What is meant is that what happens is that the Letters 
themselves, after the cognition of each, become subsequently included under 
the compounded cognition appearing in the form of Remembrance. Because 
as a matter of fact, we do not perceive,—nor does the Speaker perceive,— 
any Word as an indivisible whole, after the last letter has been cognised.— 
It is a mere dream on the part of the Grammarian, arising from the bewildered 
feeling that the idea of such word as a whole appearing in Consciousness 
would make things nice for him.—(2711-2712) 


So far, the author has pointed out the objections against the view that 
" t ^ ie Sphofa eternal ”. He now proceeds to point out the objections 
against the view that “ the Sphofa is without parts, indivisible ’,—which ob¬ 
jections are applicable to both views,—of etemality as well as non-etemality :— 
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TEXTS (2713-2714). 

Whether the Spkcta is produced or manifested by the Articulations 

WHICH APPEAR IN SUCCESSION,—SUCH SUCCESSION IS INCOMPATIBLE 

WITH THE VIEW OF THOSE WHO UPHOLD THE Sphota. WHEN 
THE Sphotl IS INDIVISIBLE (WITHOUT PARTS), THERE CAN BE 
neither manifestation nor production of it in suc¬ 
cession. AS THEY WOULD NEVER LIE OUTSIDE THE 
ONE AND THE SAME FORM,—THEY WOULD BE 
THERE FOR ALL.—(2713-2714) 

COMMENTARY. 

Some Vaibhdsilcas hold that there is ‘ Sphota ' of Sentences also, which 
is produced as the effect of words. 

‘ It ^ indivisible ’—i.e. an entity without component parts. 

* They would never lie, etc' —From the one form—produced or manifested 
—what is held to be unproduced or unmanifested could not be different. 

* They ’—i.e. the production and the manifestation,—would be there 
for all; so that there would be no need for the use of any other letters or 
words at all.—(2713-2714) 

The following Text points out objections against the viow that the 
Sphota is with parts (divisible)— 

TEXT (2715). 

Even if the Spkcta is with parts (divisible), as the Letters ex¬ 
pressing THEM WOULD DO SO ONLY IN SUCCESSION, WHY SHOULD 
NOT THE Sphotx-parts ALSO BE LIKEWISE ? WHY SHOULD 
UNSEEN ONES BE ASSUMED ?—(2715) 

COMMENTARY. 

Would each one of the Sphota-parls be without meaning (inexpressive) 
or with meaning (expressive) ?—If the former, then, as those parts would be 
appearing in succession, the whole Sphota —like Letters—would be inexpres¬ 
sive. Its expressiveness might be assumed; as there would be attributing a 
form to a thing which does not have that form. Because the expressive 
sentence is said to have one form only, and its components are inexpressive ; 
hence the expressive character of these latter could be only assumed—or 
figurative,—like the character of the Lion attributed to the Boy. The 
expressiveness thus being assumed, it is far better to regard the component 
letters themselves as expressive,—rather than assume the unseen Sphofa-parts, 
to no purpose. 

If on the other hand the Sphota-parts are expressive (the second view)— 
then there can be no need for several assumptions ; because the 1 Sentence ’ 
is described as a group of words conveying one complete idea; if each part 
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of the sentence were expressive, then there would be ns many • sentences ’ 
as those parts, and not one ‘ Sentence ’ composed of several component 
parts. And when the meaning of one of these parts would be comprehended, 
there would be comprehension of the meaning of the whole sentence. This 
lias been thus declared—‘ If each of the ports were expressive, the assuming 
of several such would be futile; because the comprehension of the meaning 
of one port would bring about the comprehension of the meaning of the 
whole sentence \—(2715) 

It has been said under Text 2714 that—'in the case of the indivisible 
Sphota, production and manifestation are not possible \ 

The following Text Jets forth the Opponent’s answer to that:— 


TEXTS (2716-2717). 

“ Even when the Producing and the manifesting (of the entire 

SpTlOta) HAVE BEEN DONE ONCE BY ONE ARTICULATION, PEOPLE 
PRONOUNCE THE OTHER LETTERS FOR THE PURPOSE OF A CLEARER 
MANIFESTATION J BECAUSE IT IS DIFFICULT TO DETERMINE 
IT AS MANIFESTED ONCE ;—THEREFORE IT IS MANIFESTED 
AGAIN AND AGAIN BY MEANS OF LETTERS WITH 
SIMILAR APPEARANCES.”—(2716-2717) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though the producing or manifesting of the entire Sphota is done 
by a single Articulation,—yet the subsequent Articulations are not entirely 
useless; as theso serve to render the manifestation clearer ; just as a verse, 
when ropeated again and again, becomes more distinct than by a single 
utterance;—and even though the frequent repetition doos not produce any¬ 
thing new in it, yet the repetition is not useless; similarly in tho case in 
question also, tho later Articulations are not usoless.—This is what is pointed 
out by the words ‘ yatah, etc. etc.' —‘ Duravadhdrd ’—difficult to dotormino 
or ascertain.—(2710-2717) 

The following Text sets forth the Author’s rejoinder to the above argu¬ 
ment (of the Sphotisl) :— 

TEXT (2718). 

When, Sir, that same, or something else, is repeated again and 
again,— is it not the manifestation of it that is repeated,— 

THERE BEING NO DIFFERENCE ?—(2718) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Nanu ’ signifies address—‘ Sir \ 

When ‘that same ' —the Letter pronounced for the first time,—or 1 some¬ 
thing else \—some other Letter contained therein,—is repeated again and 
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again,—is it not the manifesting that is done ? Certainly the manifestation 
would not fail to be accomplished when done by that. Thus then the only 
effect that the utterance of the subsequent Letters would have would consist 
in the repetition of the manifestations ,—because all of* them would be po¬ 
ssessed of the same potency; this repetition can be repeated over and over 
again by the same Letter being repeated ; consequently there would be no 
nood for the utterance of the rest of the letters. Nor will it be right to 
regard the subsequent Letters as possessed of different potencies; became 
into what is indivisible and without parts, no now features can bo introduced ; 
and when no new features can be introduced, the assuming of diverse potencies 
would be useless.—(2718) 

All that is said by the other party might happen, if the Manifestation 
were there; as a matter of fact, however, this Manifestation itself is not 
possible.—This is what is pointed out in the following:— 

TEXT (2719). 

THE ‘ MANIFESTATION —AS IN THE CASE OF LETTERS,—CAN ONLY 
CONSIST IN THE EMBELLISHMENT OF THE OBJECT OR THE SENSE-ORGAN 

CONCERNED. AND HERE ALSO, IN REGARD TO THE COGNITION 
ENVISAGING THE Sphota , THE SAID ‘ MANIFESTATION ’ CAN 
BE DENIED IN THE SAME WAY (AS IN THE CASE OF 

Letters).—(2719) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 As in the case of Letters ';—in connection with Letters,the idea that 
‘ there is manifestation in the shapo of the embellishment of the Object and 
the Sense-organ ’ has been refuted by showing that none of the alternatives 
possible is admissible regarding its capacity or otherwise of bringing about 
cognitions ;—the same refutation is applicable to the present case also. 

‘ The cognitioji envisaging the Sphota '—‘ Tat' stands for tho Sphota. 
This is said on admitting (for the sake of argument) that there is such a 
cognition. 

What is meant is as follows :—If there did really appear in consciousness 
a verbal entity called ‘ Sphota ' as something apart from tho Letters,—then 
its 1 manifestation * could be possible; as ‘ manifestation * would mean 
‘ approhonsion As a matter of fact, however, no such entity appears in 
Consciousness,—as already explained before.—But, let it appear in Con¬ 
sciousness ; even so, the said ‘ manifestation * cannot be acceptable; as by 
its very nature, it cannot be either capable or incapable of being apprehended. 
—(2719) 

The following text sums up the position and proceeds to show that the 
comprehension of the moaning of words is possible even without the 
Sphota :— 
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TEXT (2720). 

From all this it follows that it is the Word that is apprehended 
ON the wake of the previous successive cognitions of 
all the component Letters,—which is the cause 

OF THE COMPREHENSION OF THE MEANING. 

—(2720) 

COMMENTAR Y. 

Says the Opponent—“ The Letters in a Word stand in a definite order,— 
they are perceived also in a definite order; Remembrance is always in accord¬ 
ance with the previous perception ;—how then can there be the single cogni¬ 
tion envisaging all the Lettors, which can only be of the nature of remem¬ 
brance,—except through the Sphota ? Certainly when the thing has been 
cognised os without order, there can be no appearance of the Letters which 
are there in a definite order ? ” 

In anticipation of this argument, the Author supplies the following 
answer:— 

TEXT (2721). 

What happens is that—when the final Letter in the word has 
BEEN COGNISED, THE IMPRESSIONS LEFT BY THE COGNITION OF 

all the Letters brings about the Remembrance 
of all the Letters simultaneously.—(2721) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by this is as follows :—First of all, there is apprehension 
(of the Letters),—then the Remembrances immediately following from them 
come about in the same ordor as the Letters ;—then from these Remem¬ 
brances, there follows the cumulative cognition of all the Letters,—this cogni¬ 
tion also is of the nature of Remembrance; because it only envisages things 
that have been previously perceived.—(2721) 

In the following Text the Author points out that what lias been stated 
is admitted by all parties,—and it is not only his own assumption :— 

TEXT (2722). 

ALL PARTIES AGREE THAT THERE IS SUCH SUBJECTIVE (CUMULATIVE) 
COGNITION IN CONNECTION WITH ALL THINGS,—EVEN WHEN 
THEY ARE COGNISED IN A CERTAIN ORDER OF 

SEQUENCE.—(2722) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Etat '—stands for the cumulative cognition.—(2722) 

The following Text points out that this view, being in due accord - with 
reason, deserves to be accepted :— 
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TEXT (2723). 

In CASE THIS IS NOT ADMITTED, THEN, IN CONNECTION WITH THINGS SEEN 
ONE AFTER THE OTHER, THERE COULD BE NO SUCH CUMULATIVE 
COGNITION AS THERE IS IN THE IDEA OF ‘ A HUNDRED ’ 

AND OTHER NUMBERS.—(2723) 

COMMENTARY. 

If all Remembrances appeared only in a certain order of sequence,— 
then, in connection with things scon one after the other, there could be no 
such conception of them at one and the same timo as is involved in the idea 
of ‘ a hundred ’ and so forth ; nor would there be any difference in the concep¬ 
tions of tho ‘ hundred ’ and the ‘ million ’ and so forth,—at the time of their 
appearance.—(2723) 


The following Text sums up the discussion :— 


TEXT (2724). 

Thus then, though, in regard to the Letters, the cognitions, 

AUDITORY AND MENTAL, THAT APPEAR AT FIRST ARE IN AN 
ORDER OF SEQUENCE,—YET, LATER ON, THERE IS RE¬ 
MEMBRANCE OF THEM ALL, AT THE SAME TIME. 

—(2724) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged—' 4 If it is as stated, then tho said cumula¬ 
tive cognition itself may bo the cause of the comprehension of the meaning,— 
not the Letters ; as these will have long ceased to exist. But this cannot be 
right; because all men, down to the child, knows that the meaning is com - 
prehended immediately on the cognition of the Word 

In anticipation of this argument, the Author supplies the following 
answer:— 

TEXT (2725). 

Thus the Letters do enter into it ; as the things denoted are not 

FAR REMOVED FROM THEM J THIS IS THE REASON WHY PEOPLE 
SPEAK OF THE COGNITION AS PROCEEDING FROM THE 

Word.—(2725) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Enter into it ’—i.e. enter into the said Cumulative Cognition. 

4 Laukikaih '—the nominal affix has been used here in the reflective sense. 
—(2725) 
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Says the Opponent“ Even so, as the Letters will have ceased long 
ago, they do not exist at the time of the comprehension ; how then could 
they enter into the cumulative Cognition ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2726). 

All this is quite compatible with the view that Cognitions have 

FORMS ; OTHERWISE, AS THEY WOULD BE DESTROYED, HOW 
COULD THEY FIGURE IN THE REMEMBRANCE ?—(2726) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question Why is it not compatible with the view that Cognitions 

have no forms ? ” 

Answer :—‘ Otherwise, etc. etc. ’. 

Thus the cumulative cognition that Kumurila lias urged against the 
upholder of the Sphofa— that “ when the last Letter has been cognised, there 
is a simultaneous Remembrance of all the rest, brought about by the 
impressions of these” [ShlokavartiJca, S])hota, 112, reproduced here under 
Text 2721, with a slight variation]—is true only in accordance with our view, 
not in accordance with the Mimamsaka’s view, that Cognitions are formless. 
This is what is meant by the Text. —(2726) 

Says the Opponent“ It is true according to the Mimumsakas also ; 
because under their view, the Letters are not destroyed; hence there is 
nothing to prevent thoir figuring in the cognition ; it is only that their 
appearance has become concealed ; they are there all the same ”. 

This is what is anticipated in the first part of the following Text, and 
answered by the last part beginning with ‘ It cannot be so ’ 


TEXT (2727). 

If it is argued that—“ The previously cognised Letters have 

ONLY THEIR APPEARANCE CONCEALED, BUT WHEN REMEMBERED, 
THEY ARE THERE ALL RIGHT THEN, THE ANSWER IS THAT 
—IT CANNOT BE SO ; AS, IF IT WERE SO, THEN THERE WOULD 
BE A CLEAR IDEA OF THEM.—(2727) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the same Letters that had been heard before are lying with their 
appearance concealed, and are subsequently apprehended by the cumulative 
cognition, then like their own cognition, the cumulative cognition also 
should apprehend them quite distinctly; os the form is exterior to the 
cognition and it is of one and the same, form.—Further, if they have their 
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appearance concealed, how can they appear ? Because ‘ appearance ’ is of 
the nature of apprehension. —(2727) 

* 

Then again, if it were possible for what is past to continue to exist, then 
what is asserted might be true; as a matter of fact however, what is past 
does not continue to exist; hence the said appearance of the Letters in the 
Cumulative Cognition cannot be right.—This is what is pointed out in the 
following :— 

TEXT (2728). 

Such continuance, however, has been already rejected ; if there 

WERE SUCH CONTINUANCE, THEN THE REMEMBRANCE SHOULD 
APPEAR AT THE TIME OF THE COGNITION OF THE APPREHENSION 

of the Letters ; because the two would have one 
AND THE SAME CAUSE.—(2728) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Already ' —i.e. under the Chapter on the ‘ Three Points of Time ’. 

In support of this he adduces an argument annulling the Opponent’s idea 
—‘ If there were such continuance, etc. etc .';—at the very time when there is 
cognition of the apprehension of the Letters, there would bo the likelihood 
of the Remembrance appearing. This is the argument that sets aside the 
Mimumsaka's view. 

‘ Having the same cause '—Their causes are not different.—(2728) 

The Grammarians urge the following objection—“ If there is no such 
single entity as the ‘ Sphofa ', of the nature of the Word,—then how is it 
that on the utterance of the word 'go', (‘Cow ’), there appears the single 
cognition in the one form of 1 gauh' (and not in that of the component 
letters) ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2729). 

We ARE NOT OBJECTING TO THE SINGLE COGNITION IN THE FORM OF 
‘ gauh the Coro ; but the notion of oneness regarding 
the Word is due to the facts—(1) that it is 
apprehended by a single idea and (2) 

THAT IT DENOTES A SINGLE THING.— 

(2729) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Ekamatitva '—the fact of there being a single cognition. 

‘ Tadgrahyaika, etc. etc. *—It is apprehended by a single cognition,— 
and it serves a single purpose.—The compound being of the ‘ Copulative 

32 
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land.—What is meant is that-(l) because it is apprehended by a single 
cognition, and (2) because it denotes the single object, the animal with the 
dewlap,—therefore the word 4 go' is said to be on*—(2729) 

The following Text shows that the fact of being regarded as one is not 
true in all cases :— 


TEXT (2730). 

The unitary conception may be possible in the case of the word 

‘ GO ’ ON ACCOUNT OF THE RAPIDITY (OF ITS UTTERANCE) AND 
OF THE SMALLNESS OF THE INTERVAL J BUT IN THE CASE 
OF SUCH WORDS AS ‘ Devadalta THE DIF¬ 
FERENCE IS CLEARLY PERCEIVED.— 

(2730) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Rapidity ’—quickness of utterance. 

•Smallness of the interval',— the very slight separation between the 
letter-sounds. 

‘ Sa' —the unitary conception, the idoa of oneness. 

In the case of words like 4 divadaila' the articulations are clearly per¬ 
ceived as distinct. Hence the unitary conception is 4 inadmissible \ in regard 
to a part of the 4 Subject ’.—(2730) 

The same idea is further supported by a formulated argument .— 


TEXT (2731). 

The COGNITION OF THE MEANING MUST BE REGARDED AS ARISING FROM 

the Letters ; because it appears after the cognition of 

THESE ; WHAT IS LIKE IT ARISES FROM THAT,—LIKE 
THE COGNITION OF FlRE ARISING FROM 

Smoke.—(2731) 

COMMENTARY. 

The formulation of the argument is as follows :—When one Cognition 
appears after another cognition, it must be regarded as arising from this 
latter, indirectly,—e.g. the cognition of the 4 subject Fire, proceeding from 
the cognition of the 4 Indicative \ Smoke ;—the cognition of the Meaning 
appears after the cognition of the Letters ; hence this is a Reason based upon 
tho nature of things. 

What is meant to be proved here is the fact of its being regarded as tho 
effect of that other cognition ; this is what constitutes the difference between 
the Probans and the Probandum.—(2731) 
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The following Text shows that the Reason adduced in the preceding 
text is not 4 inadmissible ’:— 


TEXT (2732). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE COGNITION OF THE MEANING IS NOT FOUND 
TO FOLLOW AFTER A COGNITION ENVISAGING A VERBAL ENTITY 
APART FROM THE LETTERS \ HENCE NO OTHER WORD 
CAN BE EXPRESSIVE (OF THAT MEANING).— 

(2732) 

COMMENTARY. 

That 4 cognition ’ of meaning does not exist which appears after a cognition 
envisaging any verbal entity apart from the Letters; what does exist is only 
that ‘cognition of meaning’ which appears after the cognition of the Letters. 
Hence the Reason adduced is not 4 inadmissible ’. 

This also points out the fact of things being treated as non-existent — 
when, being perceptible, they are not perceived.—(2732) 

The following Text points out that the said Reason is not 4 Incon¬ 
clusive ’:— 


TEXT (2733). 

In ALL CASES, POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCES ARE DEFINITELY 

KNOWN TO BE THE GROUND FOR REGARDING ONE THING AS THE 
effect OF ANOTHER ; AND IT IS THUS THAT THE INVARIABLE 
CONCOMITANCE IS RECOGNISED IN THE CASE 
• IN QUESTION.—(2733) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Kdryatd, etc. etc.' —Being regarded as the cause, or basis, of being 
regarded as the effect. 

44 What is that basis ? ” 

It is positive and negative concomitance. —This is co-ordinated with 
4 angam '.—The only basis for ono thing being regarded as the effect of another 
lies in following the positive and negative concomitance between the two 
things. Hence the impossibility of there being any other basis for regarding 
the 4 cognition of the meaning ’ as the effect of anything else (other than the 
Cognition of Letters) provides the proof for the annulment of a contrary 
conclusion. Hence the necessary Invariable Concomitance between the two 
becomes established.—(2733) 


The following might be urged:— 44 It may be that the Sphofa is not 
expressivo. The Letters themselves, being eternal, would bo expressive ; and 


1240 


TATTVASANGRAHA: CHAPTER XXIV. 


that those Letters are eternal has been established by Sense-perception and 
othor Means of Cognition 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXT (2734). 

It having been established that expressiveness belongs to non¬ 
eternal LETTERS,—THE ‘RECOGNITION’ AND ‘ INFERENCE 
put forward in proof of etemality, BECOME 
ANNULLED.—(2734) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ PraiyabhijUdnumdne' i.o. Recognition and Inference. 

In some places, the reading is ‘ pratyabhijMnumanam '; in which case 
the compound is to be treated as 'SamShara-Dvandva *; or as a KarmadMraya, 
involving the deletion of the term ‘ sahila ’ (the meaning being ‘ Recognition 
along with Inference ’).—(2734) 

The following Text points out that the argument put forward by the 
other party involves ‘ self-contradiction *:— 


TEXTS (2735-2736). 

The objection in question has been urged by the other party, 

THROUGH IGNORANCE THAT HIS DOING SO INVOLVES SELF-CONTRADIC¬ 
TIONS ON HIS PART ; BECAUSE THERE ARE ALL THESE (SELF- 
CONTRADICTIONS), IF YOU HOLD TO 'THE VIEW OF THE 
ETERNALITY (OF LETTERS AND WORDS).—It HAS BEEN 
ALREADY EXPLAINED THAT IF WORDS ARE ETERNAL, 

THEY CANNOT BE EXPRESSIVE ; BECAUSE THEY 
COULD NOT HAVE ANY CONNECTION WITH 
THE ORDER OF SEQUENCE (AMONG THE 

Component Letters) and so 

FORTH ; ALSO BECAUSE THEY 
ARK NOT PERCEIVED 
AT ALL TIMES.— 

(2735-2736) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ All these ’—self-contradictions. 

‘ With the order of sequence —* and so forth ’ is meant to include the fact 
of their ‘hearing’ and ‘remembrance’ being successive. All this is so, 
because on account of the oternality (of words) the particular order of 
sequence cannot be due to time ; and on account of their all-pervasiveness, it 
cannot be due to place ; nor can it be due to manifestation; because the idea 
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of such ‘ manifestation ’ has been already rejected.—Similarly, in the bringing 
about of cognitions, eternal words can servo no useful purpose ; as has been 
explained on several occasions.—(2735-2736) 

It has boon argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2310, that—'* It has 
to be explained what the Ward-Sound is which is being proved to be perishable, 
etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2737-2739). 

THE ‘ INADMISSIBILITY OP THE REASON IN RESPECT OF ITS SUBSTRATUM ’ 
WHICH HAS BEEN SOUGHT TO BE PROVED BY THE PUTTING FORWARD 
OP A NUMBER OF LIKELY ALTERNATIVES REGARDING THE NATURE 

of the ‘ Subject ’ (Word),— is all due to ignorance of the 
real character of Inference ; because the ‘ Subject ’ is always 
that which actually appears (in Consciousness). What 

ACTUALLY APPEARS IN CONSCIOUSNESS IS WELL-KNOWN, WITHOUT 
COGITATION ;—EVEN ORDINARY FISHERMEN KNOW THAT THAT ALONE 
CAN FORM THE * SUBJECT \—AND YET, IT IS ON THIS VERY POINT 
THAT DISPUTE HAS ARISEN AMONG BABBLERS. THERE CAN BE NO 
DISPUTE REGARDING A THING WHERE DIVERSITY IS CREATED ONLY 

THROUGH ONE’S WHIM.—(2737-2739) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the ‘ Subject ’ has boen indicated in the unqualified form, the 
setting up of a number of alternatives regarding its qualification constitutes 
a ‘ Futile Rejoinder ’.—This is what is pointed out in the following:— 

TEXTS (2740-2742). 

When the ‘ Subject ’ has been spoken of without qualifications, 

THE SETTING UP OF ALTERNATIVES REGARDING QUALIFICATIONS 
WOULD PUT A STOP TO ALL INFERENTIAL PROCESSES.—EVEN WITH RE¬ 
GARD to the {Mxm&msalca's) inference that —“ The idea derived 
FROM THE VeDIO INJUNCTION MUST BE RIGHT, BECAUSE IT IS BROUGHT 
ABOUT BY CAUSES FREE FROM DEFECT ”,—SEVERAL SUCH ALTERNA¬ 
TIVES COULD BE URGED AGAINST HIM, AS—‘ IF THE Subject IS 
meant to be the Cognition brought about by Injunctions that are 
eternal and related to eternal denotations , then the Probans is one 

WHOSE SUBSTRATUM IS NOT ADMITTED BY THE OTHER PARTY.’— 

(2740-2742) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Injunction is itself eternal,—and is related to the eternal denotation, 
—in the shape of the ‘ Universal *;—the cognition brought about by such 
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an Injunction;—if that is the ‘ Subject then the Probans is one that 
cannot be admitted by the other party.—(2740-2742) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2315, that—“ If by 
non-etemalily is meant amenability to absolute destruction, etc. etc. ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2743). 

4 Eternality ’ CONSISTS IN continuing in the same condition ; and the 
opposite of this is ‘ NOX-ETERNALiTY ’. If the continuing in 
the same condition ceases, what is left there that could 
BE HELD TO BE 4 EXTANT ’ ?—(2743) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ What is left, etc. etc. '—The ‘ condition ’ is not anything different from 
the entity to which it belongs; hence when the condition lias ceased, the 
entity also, as a consequence, ceases. Otherwise, if one thing does not share 
the fate of another, it cannot be right to say that it is of the same nature 
as tho other.—(2743) 


It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2744, that—“If the 
Reason that is put forward is only amenability to sense-organs, then it is 
clearly fallacious, etc. eto. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2744). 

If the Reason put forward is only amenability to sense-organs, 
IT IS CERTAINLY NOT RECOGNISED AS FALLACIOUS,—IN VIEW 
OF THE FACT THAT THE * UNIVERSAL * HAS ALREADY 
BEEN DISCARDED. -(2744) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Already '—under the chapter dealing with the 1 Universal ’.—(2744) 


“ If there is no ‘ fallaciousness ’, in view of the 4 Universal ’,—even so, 
having its nogation suspected, the Reason would bo Inconclusive ”,— 
Anticipating this argument, the Author proceeds to point out the Invariable 
Concomitance of the Reason, 4 amenability to sense-organs ’:— 
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TEXT (2745). 

That which serves as the cause (basis) of the sense-perception 

ENVISAGING IT IS SPOKEN OF AS ‘ AMENABLE TO SENSE-ORGAN ’ ; 

BDT WHAT IS ETERNAL CAN NEVER BE A Cause \ THIS HAS 
BEEN ALREADY ESTABLISHED.—(2745) 

COMMENTARY. 

That object is spoken of as ‘ amenable to the sensos ’ which serves as the 
•cause of that Sense-perception which envisages that object; in the case of 
an eternal entity, however, no efficient activity is possible, either successively 
or simultaneously. Hence it is only right that there should bo invariable 
•concomitance (between non-etemality and amenability to Sense-organs). —(2745) 


It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2320, that—"as 
regards amenability to the Senses, it has to be ascertained what it really is, 
•etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2746). 

It is known to all what sort of a THING SERVES AS THE CAUSE (OF 

COGNITIONS) ; IF IT WERE NOT SO, THEN THE SPECULATION LIKE 
THE ONE STARTED BY THE OPPONENT COULD BE STARTED 
EVEN WITH REGARD TO SUCH CAUSES OF COGNI¬ 
TION AS THE Smoke AND THE 
like.—(2746) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ What sort, etc. etc. ' —i.e. the idea is accepted as sound without any 
hesitation. 

If that were not so, then even in regard to Smoke (as the cause of the 
Inferential Cognition of Firo), the speculation could bo started, as—Is the 
smoke mentioned as the Reason something that is amenable to the Senses ? 
Or is it only a product of ‘ Idea ’ or 4 Primordial Matter ’ or 4 Time ’ and so 
forth ? Is it a composite made up of Atoms ? Or is it not so composed at 
.all i —And in view of such speculations, the 4 Smoke ’ as the Reason would 
become 4 inadmissible ’ by one party or the other.—(2746) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2322, that— 44 Being 
perceived as following from effort has been adduced as a Reason for the Word 
being a product and non-eternal;—this is Inconclusive, etc. etc. ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2747). 

AS REGARDS ‘ INTENTIONAL DESTRUCTION \ ETC. THESE ARE NOT ADMITTED 

TO BE PRODUCTIVE (CAUSE) OF THE EFFECT IN THE SHAPE OF 
THE COGNITION FOLLOWING FROM EFFORT BECAUSE 
THESE ARE ALL PURELY ‘ ILLUSORY ’.—(2747) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Cognition following from effort ’ is the effect,—of which the producer 
or cause,—i6 said to be * Intentional Destruction etc.; but these are not 
admitted to be such cause.—Such is the construction of the sentence. 

If it is in accordance with the view of the Saulrdntikas that the Incon- 
clusivoness of our Reason is urged by the Mimdmsaka, —then such ‘ Incon¬ 
clusiveness ’ cannot be admitted; because, according to those same philo¬ 
sophers, the * Intentional Destruction etc. have a purely ‘ illusory ’ existence; 
and what is illusory cannot be productive of any effoct; for, if it were, then it 
would lose that illusory character; becauso what is capable of effective action 
must be real, and everything other than this must be illusory ; such are the 
characteristics of reality and illusoriness (unreality).—(2747) 


If the ‘ Inconclusiveness ’ urged is from the standpoint of the Vaibhdfikas, 
—even so, these people do not regard ‘ Pratisahkhyd-nirodha' and the rest 
as of the nature of ‘ Destruction as you have represented them to be.— 
This is what is pointed out in the following :— 


TEXTS (2748-2749). 

The two ‘ nirodhas ’ are not regarded as being of the nature of 
‘ Destruction ’; because ‘ Pratisa-hkhya-nirodha ’ is regarded 

AS ‘ DISSOCIATION FROM IMPURITIES BROUGHT ABOUT BY 
WISDOM ONE AFTER THE OTHER ’ J WHILE ‘ Apralisankhya - 
nirodha ’ is that which serves as an absolute 
BAR TO THE APPEARANCE OF THE IMPURITIES.— 

• Thus people, not knowing the true 
dootrines, and depending upon the 

WRONG NOTIONS OF THINGS, CONTINUE 

to WOBBLE.—(2748-2749) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘The two rirodhas ' —i.e. Pratisahkhya-nirodha and Apraiisahkhyd- 
nirodha \ 

Question :—“ In what form then are they regarded ? ” 
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Answer :—' Sdshrayaih, etc. etc. ’—There is 4 nirodha ’—‘ dissociation ’— 
from Impurities—which is attained by 4 pratisankhyd wisdom ; hence this 
is called 4 Pratisankhyd-nirodha ’. And this varies with each associated 
object; hence the text has added the phraso 4 one after the other'. The idea is 
that as many of 4 associated ’ factors there are, so many are the 4 dissociated ’ 
factors also.—As regards the 4 apralisaMchyd-nirodha —this is the name 
given to that Dissociation which serves as an absolute bar against future 
impurities.—This is due, not to wisdom, but, to the inefficiency of the causal 
factors ; that is the reason why it is called 4 Apratisahkhyd-nirodha \ 

This has been thus declared— 4 PratisahJchyd-nirodha consists in dissocia¬ 
tion one after the other; the other, Apratisaiikhyd-nirodha, consists in the 
absolute bar to the birth of tho impurities ’.—(2748-2749) 

Even if these were of the nature of 4 Destruction ’,—there is no * falsity * 
or 4 InconclusivonCss ’ in our Reason.—This is what is pointed out in tho 
following:— 


TEXT (2750). 

The Akdsha and the ‘ Destruction ’ do not ‘ follow from effort — 

AS THEY ARE ENTIRELY DEVOID OF CHARACTER. WHAT FORM 
THE BASIS OF THE IDEA OF THESE ARE : (1) THE POT¬ 
SHERDS, (2) THE MASS OF LIGHT AND SO FORTH. 

—(2750) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Prayatnd, etc. etc.' —This compound is to be construed with 4 na 

44 Why ? ” 

4 Because they are entirely devoid of character '. —Because 4 Destruction ’ 
consists merely in tho negation of the existence of things,—and 4 Akdsha ' 
consists merely in the negation of Tangibility, henco both these— Akdsha 
and Destruction,—are devoid of character, featureless. How then can they be 
following after effort ? As it is only character that can be capable of effective 
action. 

Question: — 44 What then is the basis of the idea of the Destruction, 
etc. ? ” 

Answer :— 4 The pieces, etc. etc' — 4 mass of light '; 4 and so forth ' includes 
mass of darkness also.—(2750) 

It has been urged by the Mxmdmsaka, under Text 2333, that— 44 If it is 
indefinite, then such a thing cannot be either entirely eternal or entirely 
non-eternal, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2751). 

The idea of a dual character of any objective entity has been 
rejected. Consequently, in the case of the Jar, it is 

NOT POSSIBLE THAT ONE ASPECT OF IT SHOULD BE ETERNAL, 

IN THE SHAPE OF THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’.— (2751) ' 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mim&msaka, under Text 2335, that—“ In 
the same manner the exact nature of non-etemality also has to be considered, 
etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2752). 

* Non-eternality ’ is held to consist merely in the overthrow ( negation) 
of the existing state, and it is this that is the Probandum 
(in our argument) ; and the Lamp provides a clear 
corroborative Instance of the same.—(2752) 

COMMENTARY. 

The 4 non-eternality ’ that is meant to be our Probandum is that which 
is merely of the nature of the negation of the existing state ; and in corrobora¬ 
tion of this, we have the instance of the Lamp and such things. Wherefore 
then can our Corroborative Instance be 4 devoid of the Probandum’ ?—(2762) 

In the following texts the Author puts forward—from the Opponent’s 
standpoint—the objection that the Instance of the Lamp also is 4 devoid of 
the Probandum ’:— 

TEXTS (2753-2755). 

“ The perishability (non-eternality) op the Lamp-flame is not 
ADMITTED. WHAT HAPPENS IN ITS CASE IS THAT VERY SUBTLE 
PORTIONS OF IT PASS ON TO ANOTHER PLACE VERY QUICKLY ; 

A LARGE MASS OF LIGHT REMAINS AT THE POINT OP THE 
WICK ; THAT PORTION WHICH GOES UPWARD IS CALLED THE 
' FLAME ' J THAT WHICH PASSES EVEN BEYOND THAT 
CONSISTS OF MERE LlGHT (DIFFUSED) ; THAT 
• WHICH PASSES STILL FURTHER IS TOO 
SUBTLE TO BE PERCEIVED.”— 

(2753-2755) 

COMMENTARY. 

The portions of the Flame pass on from point to point, very quickly; 
and it does not perish in a moment.—(2753-2755) 
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Question Why do not they all move along at one and the same time ? 
Answer :— 

TEXT (2756). 

“ The path being obstructed by those that have gone before, 
the others do not go forward at the same TIME ; AS THE 

PREVIOUS ONES GO ON MAKING ROOM, SO THE LATER 
ONES PROCEED FORWARD.”—(2756) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—If the said portions of the Flame are capable of moving 
.about, why do not they burn the grass or cotton that lies near it ? 

A newer :— 

TEXT (2757). 

“ Even though they move about, they do not operate upon 
THE GRASS AND OTHER THINGS.”—(2757) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is that it is only when the Flame is in the massed form 
that it becomes operative,—not when it is scattered about.—(2757) 

The answer to the above is as follows :— 

TEXT (2757 Second Half). 

All this is mere assumption ; as no proof for it has been 

ADDUCED.—(2757) 

COMMENTARY. 

Granting (for the sake of argument) what the other party has said, the 
Author points out defects in their argument:— 

TEXT (2758). 

Further, so long as the potency (of the Flames) remains 
UNAFFECTED,—WHEN THEY COME INTO CONTACT WITH GRASS, 
COTTON AND SUCH THINGS,—THE POSSIBILITY OF 
THESE BEING BURNT DOES NOT CEASE J AS 
BEFORE.—(2758) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ So long as, etc .’—of the parts of the Flame. 

‘ As before ’—as in the massed state ;—there being no difference between 
-the flame in the two states.—(2758) 
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If it is admitted that there is difference in the Flame in the two states,— 
then the loss of eternality becomes inevitable.—This is what is pointed out 
in the following :— 


TEXT (2759). 

If it were not so, then what sort OF ‘ ETERNAL THING ’ WOULD THE 
Flame be,—when there remains the difference between 
its efficient and inefficient states ?—(2759) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(2759) 

It has been argued by the MimdmsaJca, under Text 2339 that—“ The 
eternality of the Sontenco may be assorted in the same manner as that of 
the Relationship (between Word and Meaning) ". 

The answer te this is as follows:— 


TEXT (2760). 

The eternality of the Relationship has been already rejected ; 

HENCE IT IS NOT RIGHT THAT THE ETERNALITY OF THE SENTENCE 
• SHOULD BE REGARDED AS PROVED IN THE SAME MANNER 
AS THAT OF THE RELATIONSHIP.—(2760) 

COMMENTARY. 

With the idea that under your (Mimamsaka's) view, the sentence itself 
is impossible, of which you are seeking to prove the eternality,—the author 
proceeds to discuss the nature of the Sentence — 


TEXT (2761). 

What is the ‘ Sentence ’ of which you are postulating the 
Eternality ? Is it what consists only of the Letters ? 

Or of the Letters as appearing in a certain order 
of sequence ? Or is it something different 
(from the Letters) ?—(2761) 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) Is the ‘Sentence’ only the Letters pure and simple, without any 
qualifications ?—Or (2) is it the Letters with the qualification of appearing in 
a certain order of sequence ?—Or (3) is it something different from the 
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Letters,—in the form of Sphofa ?—There are these three possible views.— 
<2761) 

The following Text points out the objections against the first view (that 
the ‘ Sentence ’ consists of the Letters only ):— 


TEXT (2762). 

Letters, devoid of order of sequence, cannot be expressive ; 

HENCE SUCH LETTERS CANNOT CONSTITUTE THE 

‘ Sentence \—(2762) 


COMMENTARY. 

The objections against the second view (that the Sentence consists in 
the Letters arranged in a certain order) are stated in the following Texts :— 


TEXTS (2762-2766). 

Nor can the Letters have an order of sequence. As they are 

ALL-PERVADING AND ETERNAL, THERE CANNOT BE ANY SEQUENCE 
IN THEM OF EITHER TlME OR PLACE,—LIKE WHAT THERE IS IN THE 
LETTERS REDUCED TO WRITING, OR IN THE CASE OF FRUITS AND 

Flowers.—If the order of sequence were inherent in the 
Letters themselves, then they would always be in the 
form ‘ sa-ra ’, never in the form ‘ ra-sa ’; as the latter would 

BE INCOMPATIBLE WITH THE FORMER ORDER, WHICH IS ETERNAL. THE 
LETTER ‘ Ra ’ THAT MIGHT BE ELSEWHERE CANNOT BE SAID TO 
APPEAR IN ANY OTHER ORDER OF SEQUENCE, FROM OUT OF AlR. 

Because every one of the Letters has been declared to be 
one and eternal. If it were not so, then ‘ Recognition ’ put 
FORWARD BY YOU AS a REASON FOR ETERNALITY * AND ‘ ONENESS * 

would be Inconclusive ; as it would be present even when 
the Letters are diverse.—(2762-2766) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Nor can the Letters, etc. etc.' —Because the order of sequence among 
things can be of only two kinds—spacial and chronological;—there is order 
of sequence in space, as in the Letters reduced to writing; and there is order 
of sequence in Time as in the case of the series consisting of the seed-sprout- 
trunk-flower-fruit.—The first land of sequence (that is of space) is not 
possible in the case of Letters,—because they are all-pervading;—the Letters 
pervading over all tilings; consequently,—as in Akdsha, so in Letters also— 
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there oea be no sequence due to breaks in the ■continuity 
occupy the whole space entirely ; as all things subsist in one part of Akteha. 
only!—-Nor can sequence in time belong to Idlers; because, being 
eternal, they must be all synchronous. . 

Then again, the order of sequence could e.ther be made by man or be 
inherent in the Letters. It is not held to be due to man; as in that case the 
Veda would have to be regarded as the work of man.-If then, ‘he sequence 
is inherent in the Letters, then the form would always be ta-ra .-never 

™'Nor can it be admitted that the Letters appearing in different words 
are different; because Letters have been proved to be eMrnal on the pound 
of their being recognised as the same everywhere. And it is the'denial of tins 
sameness that would be asserted in the said proposition that they are 
different in different words). Otherwise Recognition (as the reason for 
etemalily) would be Inconclusive.—(2762-2766) 


It might bo argued that—“the Sentence shall consist ia the order of 
sequence in the manifestation (and appearance of tho Letters) 

The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (2767). 

The order of sequence in the ‘ manifestation ’ cannot constitute- 
the Sentence, because it has been shown that there can be 
NO ‘manifestation* of what is eternal.—For this 
reason the eternauty of the Sentence 

CANNOT BE DUE TO ITS BEING RELATED 

to the Universal ‘ Sentence ’. 

—(2767) 

COMMENTARY. 

The particle ‘ cha * implies that the Sentence cannot consist of the 
Sphota as something different from the Letters;—the idea being that that 
idea has been rejected by the Mim&tnsaJeas themselves. 

‘Nitye vyakti, etc. etc.'— That is, it having been shown that there can 
be no ' manifestation ’ of what is eternal.—(2767) 

It has been argued by the Mxm&msaka, under Text 2339, that—“ What 
is said by the Buddhist may be possible in the case of such technical terms 
as • Vrddhi' because these deal with perceptible things; but in the case of 
the Yeda, the idea of conventionality cannot be possible, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2768-2769). 

Just as the technical words like ‘ vrddhi ’ have their meanings 

CREATED BY THE WHIM OF MAN,—SO MAY ALSO BE REGARDED TO BE 

the case with wobds like ‘ Svarga ‘ Yaga ' and so forth.— 

In THE CASE OF SUCH WORKS OF MEN AS STORIES, DRAMAS 
AND NOVELS, THE CONNECTION BETWEEN WORDS AND 
MEANINGS IS NEVER MEANT TO BE REAL AND 

ETERNAL.—(2768-2709) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Ichc)iharachUa, etc.' —Whose meanings have been created by the wish 
of man. 

‘ Utpadya ’—The unheard of story created by the writer,—like that of' 
Mahdehveta ;—and the drama, etc. which also have the same character.— 
In the case of these the connection between words and their meanings is not 
meant to be eternal, in tho shape of an inherent potency. The same may be 
regarded to be the case with the Veda also.—This is the sense of the Text. — 
(2768-2769) 


In the following text, an objection—based upon the Inadmissibility of 
the Corroborative Instance—is raised against the above argument,—from 
the standpoint of the other party :— 


TEXT (2770). 

In THE CASE OF THE WORKS CITED ALSO, THE potency IS ETERNAL 
THE NON-ETERNALITY ATTACHES ONLY TO THE PARTICULAR USE 

of the Word ; and it is on account of this latter 

FACT THAT THERE ARISE DOUBTS REGARDING 

THE ETERNAL POTENCY.”-(2770) 


COMMENTARY. 

In tho case of the said stories, etc. also, the potency is held to be eternal. 
But tho particular use of the words—which is made even when tho things 
spokon of are not real,—which is made by men, is what is not-etemal; and 
it is by reason of this that there arise doubts regarding tho eternal potency.— 
Hence the corroborative Instance cited (by tho Buddhist) is ‘ inadmissible 
—(2770) 


The answer to the above is as follows :— 



1252 


TATTVASANGRAHA: CHAPTER XXIV. 


TEXT (2771). 

IK reality, the thing spoken of in these works has no real 

EXISTENCE OUTSIDE; WHEREIN THEN COULD THE MEANING BE 
ATTRIBUTED ?—IF IT BE SAID THAT—“ THE MEANING IS AT¬ 
TRIBUTED TO THE REFLECTED CONCEPTUAL CONTENT”,— 

THEN, THE SAME MAY BE SAID REGARDING THE VEDA 

ALSO.—(2771) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Existence outside ’—Things like Mahdshvetd have had no real existence 
in the external world.—(2771) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka under Text 2340, that—' 4 who 
lias perceived the connection of such things as Heaven, Sacrifice, etc., all of 
•which are beyond the reach of the sonses ? ” 

The answor to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2772-2773). 

Who CAN EVER COGNISE THE POTENCY, IN THE FORM OF THE CONNECTION 
BETWEEN THE WORD AND ITS MEANING ? THAT IS WHY IN THE 

CASE OF THE VEDA, EVEN THE IS NOT REGARDED AS DUE TO 
HUMAN AGENCY.—It COULD NOT BE LEARNT FROM MORE 
EXPERIENCED PEOPLE ; BECAUSE, BY THEMSELVES, 

THESE ALSO ARE EQUALLY IGNORANT. THE ONLY 
COGNITION THEREFORE THAT MAY BE 
POSSIBLE IS THROUGH THE EXPLANA¬ 
TIONS PROVIDED BY MEN.— 

(2772-2773) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows :—By implication, you have yourself shown 
that the knowledge of the meaning of the Veda that there is proceeds only 
from the explanations provided by men. Because by its very nature, the 
potency rests in suporsensuous things;—hence the use or employment of 
the Word in regard to this potency cannot be due to man; nor can the 
•cognition of it be derived from the more experienced people; because all 
theso also are equally ignorant;—the case therefore would be like the know¬ 
ledge of Colour being obtained from blind men.—Hence, by implication, it 
follows that the said cognition must be due to explanations provided by 
men; there is no other aternative possible.—(2772-2773) 

The Opponent brings forward the following objection :— 
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TEXT (2774). 

“ This objection is equally applicable to the Scriptures composed 
(by Persons).”—(2774) 

COMMENTARY. 

The objection that has been urged is applicable also to those scriptures 
that have been composed (by Persons). For instance, the question can 
reasonably be raised—whether the ideas that modern people derive from the 
words of Buddha and others dealing with supersensuous things are in accord¬ 
ance with the intentions of those Persons,—or the reverse.—(2774) 

The answer to the above is as follows :— 

TEXT (2774). 

Not so ; because to these (Scriptures) people have recourse 

through faith and confidence, even in regard to things 
THAT ARE OPEN TO DOUBT.—(2774) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Taira' —to the Scripture propounded by a Personality, which deals 
with matters useful to men. That is, the wise followers of Buddha havo 
recourse to their scriptures in full accordance with Reason,—and not by 
mere hearsay. 

‘ Faith and confidence ’.—The confidence born of well-ascertained 
notions obtained by means of the due pondering over reasons; as it is in 
things thus ascertained through proofs that people havo confidence,—not 
in anything else ; as in regard to other things, doubts never cease. 

‘ Things that arc open to doubt.’ —In the case of assertions of Personalities, 
»vs the Person expresses what he moans, there is a possibility of such ideas 
having come down through an unbroken line of men who have heard it from 
their predecessors ; so that it is possible that there is an unbroken line of 
Tradition from the author down to the present day; and hence the ideas 
expressed are true. Such ground for confidence is not available in the case 
of the Scripture that has not proceeded from a Personality; as there is no 
Person who actually taught it.—Further, if there were a Teacher, then, as 
such a Teacher would bo led to propound the Teachings for the benofit of 
men, it stands to reason that he would propound through words well-known 
among men ; so that the meanings of those words could be rightly learnt from 
such uso by the Teacher. This is not possible in the caso of the Scripture 
that is not the work of a Person; as there can be no intention or effort in 
that case.—(2774) 

Question: —“ If this is so, then why do you not act in accordance with any 
Scripture (from among those propounded by human beings) ? Mere doubt¬ 
fulness would be equally present in the case of all ". 

The answer to this objection is as follows :— 

33 
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TEXT (2775). 

[We have confidence in the Scripture] the assertions whereof 

ARE FOUND TO BE CONFIRMED BY PERCEPTION AND INFERENCE. 

That cannot be the case with the Veda ; as this 

HAS BEEN HELD TO BE SELF-SUFFICIENT IN ITS 

authority.—(2775) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the matter spoken of in the Scripture is not found to bo incom¬ 
patible with facta ascertained by Perception and Inference,—and one acts 
in accordance with this,—then alone does he act wisely,—even though the 
matter be in doubt;—not when he acts otherwise ; because doubts regarding 
its being wrong and undesirable are aroused only by its boing found to bo con¬ 
trary to well-ascertained facts of Perception (and Inference). 

“ If that is so, then in the case of the Veda, people would bo acting in 
the same way.” 

Answer That cannot, etc.' 

‘ As this has been held to be set]-sufficient, etc. etc.’—that is, it is regarded 
as an authority by itself; hence in this case it cannot bo right to act after 
having examined the teachings by proofs and reasonings; as in that case, 
the authority or reliability of the Veda would be duo to something oxtorior 
to itself. 

Nor is it possible for the teachings of the Veda to be confirmed. Because 
in the Veda we read of the man, in due course, being the actor and the 
experiences —his own preceding and succeeding forms boing imperishable and 
unborn;—and this cannot be right; as has boon explained under the chapter 
dealing with the ‘ Soul ’.—Then again, we read there of the ctemalily of 
certain entities; and that this also is wrong has been explained under the 
chapter dealing with the ‘ Permanence of Things '.—Thirdly, the followers of 
the Veda have hold that there exist such things as the ‘ Universal ’ and the 
like, which, though really imperceptible, are declared to bo perceptible; and 
similarly the successive Birth, Existence and Cessation of things have also 
been spoken of; all of which aro absolute impossibilities.—Similarly, it has been 
taught that the Agent in whom no fresh attributes can be added, and who had 
not produced a single thing before, becomes the producer of something else ; 
and similarly it has been taught that an established entity, though not 
produced as an effect, continues to exist, on the strength of something elso ;— 
and also the destruction of things by certain causes; and so on and so 
forth;—much is found that is quite contrary to all Forms of Right Cogni¬ 
tion.—How then could any intelligent person undertake any activity on the 
authority of such a Scripture (as the Veda) ?—(2775) 

Kumarila has put forward another argument in support of the eternality 
of the Connection between Word and its meaning; and it is pointed out in 
the following Text that that argument is invalidated as ‘ Inconclusive \ 
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with a view to such works composed by men as Stories, Dramas and the 
like:— 

TEXT (2776). 

What the other party has urged in thls connection is most irre¬ 
levant AND HAS BEEN SAID WITHOUT PERCEIVING THAT THE 
SAID CHARACTER OF ORIGINAL STORIES AND DRAMAS, ETC. 

IS EQUALLY PRESENT IN THE VEDA ALSO._ 

(2776) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Original stories, etc.' —those whose subject-matter is entirely new. 

1 Said character,' —e.g. that of being composed by the mere whim of 
man.—(2776) 

Question “ What is it that lias been said by the other party ? ” 
Answer :— 

TEXTS (2777-2778). 

“ Barring the eternality of the Word and its Meaning, there 

COULD BE NO OTnER REASON FOR ACCEPTING THE ETERNALITY OF 
their Relationship. Therefore in regard to the Veda, 

THERE CAN BE NO BEGINNING FOR THE SAID RELATIONSHIP.— 

The Inference of the origination of the said Relation¬ 
ship IS NEGATIVED BY THE ABSENCE OF MEANS (CAUSES) ; 

AND AS FOR THE INFERENCE OF THE NON-ASSERTIBILITY 
OF PRE-ESTABLISHED RELATIONSHIP, IT IS SET ASIDE 
BY DIRECT SENSE-PERCEPTION.”— [SklokavaHika— 
Sambandhdk$epa -parihara . 136—138]. — (2777-2778) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Word ’—consisting of Letters ;— 1 its meaning '—the Universal;— 
both of these being beginningless, their Relationship also—in the shape of 
denotative Potency—must be beginningless ; that is to say, Potency being 
not-dif?erent from the thing to which it belongs, there can be no means of 
bringing about the said Relationship, whence it is inferred that there is no 
bringing about of it. 

The argument is formulated as follows:—When one thing is devoid of 
the means of bringing about another thing,—the former cannot bring about 
the latter;—the Potter is unable to make the Jar, when he is devoid of the 
means of mailing it, in the shape of the Clay, Revolving Stick, Wheel, Water, 
Thread and so forth;—all men are devoid of the means of making the 
Relationship (between Words and meanings); hence there is apprehension 
of a character contrary to the wider character. 
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The Reason adduced here cannot bo regarded as Inadmissible. Because 
it has been already proved that all men are without such means, under the 
passage—‘ To whom would the Speaker have recourse to for the purpose of 
making up the Relationship for the benefit of the Hearer ? ’ 

Question :—If that is so, then, as of the Cause, so of the absence of the 
assertion of Relationship itself, an Inference may be put forward. 

The answer to that is that for the proving of the ‘ absence of the said 
assertion the Reason—‘ being devoid of the means ’—would bo inadmissible. 
-(2777-2773) 

In the following Text, the Mimdmsaka shows how the said Reason would 
be Inadmissible:— 


TEXT (2779). 

“ The only means (of comprehending the meaning) consists in the 

PERCEIVING OF ITS REPEATED COMPREHENSION BY EXPERIENCED 
PEOPLE. AND CERTAINLY THE FAILURE OF SUCH MEANS CANNOT 
BE ADMITTED, IN REGARD TO THE BRINGING ABOUT OF 

the comprehension ”.— [Shlokavartika -Sambandtia- 
ksepa-parilnra, 138-139].—(2779) 

COMMENTARY. 

The comprehension of the Relationship by experienced persons—per¬ 
ceived again and again—is the only way of assorting that Relationship: 
unless one knows the Relationship himself, ho cannot speak of it to another 
person. 

‘ The failure of such means,' —i.o. the said means being ineffective. 

‘ The comprehension '—of the Relationship.—(2779) 

In the following Text, the Author proceeds to point out the defects in 
the above reasoning (of the Mimdmsaka ):— 


TEXT (2780). 

All this would be true, only if there were certainty in regard 
to the meaning of the Veda ; only in that case could the 
notions obtained from experienced men be true (in 

CONSONANCE WITH IT) ; OTHERWISE THE WHOLE FABRIC 
WILL FALL TO THE GROUND.—(2780) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued (under Text 2777) above that—“ Barring the 
beginninglessness of the Word and its Meaning, etc. etc. ”—If, it is elemality 
of the Word and Meaning that is meant by their ‘ beginninglessness \—then 
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that is inadmissible ; as the much wider conclusion to the contrary has 
been established in the form of the ‘ Perpetual Flux \ 

If what is meant by the 1 boginninglessncss * of the Word and Meaning 
is that there is no beginning of the sorios of causes and effects,—then the 
Reason is ‘Inconclusive’, and also ‘Contradictory’; because the Relation¬ 
ship has no existence apart from the Relatives ; and consequently, that rela¬ 
tionship also would be eternal liko the Word and Meaning. 

As regards ‘Being devoid of tho means, etc.’ (Text 1978),—-that also is 
‘ Inadmissible ’; because it has been proved that even when there is dif¬ 
ference by their nature, there are some things that are capable of bringing 
about the idea of sameness. Consequently, what is meant is that there is 
a means available in the shape of the idea of the sameness of the thing cog¬ 
nised by both Speaker and Hearer. And it has also been pointed out {Text 
2773) that 4 the Cognition cannot be obtained from the experienced men, 
and the}' also are equally ignorant ’. 

‘ Otherwise, it would fall to the ground ’;—If it be held that “ tho 
experienced persons, though themselves ignorant, comprehend tho Rela¬ 
tionship ”—then such a view would be clearly contrary to a fact of Sense- 
perception ; the Proposition being liko tho assertion of tho blind man relating 
to Colours.—(2780) 

It has been argued by tho Mimdmsaka, under Text 2341, that—“ As 
regards the argument based upon tho fact of the Veda boing an aggregate, 
the counter-argument should be stated os follows:—Vedic study is always 
proccded by previous study,—because it is called ‘ Vedic study ’,—like the 
study carried on at the present time 

Tho answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (2781). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE CAN BE NO ‘ COUNTER-ARGUMENT ’ AGAINST 

the Reason ‘ because it is an aggregate ’; because this is 

A CHARACTER WHOSE INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE HAS 
BEEN RECOGNISED AS EMBRACING ALL THINGS. 

—(2781) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is, tho character of having its invariable concomitance with all 
things has been duly recognised. 

This shows that the Buddhist argument proceeds on the nature and 
capacity of things ; as notliing else can embrace all things. And when 
an Inference has proceeded on the strength of the nature and capacity of 
things, there can be no counter-argument against it. Because tho nature of 
things cannot be altered; nor is it possible for two mutually contradictory 
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characters to subsist in the same thing; or else it would cease to be one 
thing.—(2781) 

The following text points out the all-embracing character of the said 
Reason (Premiss):— 


TEXTS (2782-2783). 

When Letters are expressive, with distinct meanings, and appear 
IN A PARTICULAR ORDER OF SEQUENCE,—THEY COME TO BE KNOWN 
as ‘ Word \ ‘ Sentence ’ and such groups ; it is these that 

HAVE BEEN SO SPOKEN OF AS ‘ AGGREGATES \—AND IT HAS BEEN 
SHOWN THAT ALL THIS—EXPRESSIVENESS, DISTINCT MEANINGS 
AND ORDER OF SEQUENCE—IS IMPOSSIBLE IN THE CASE OF 

Words not emanating from Personalities.—Hence the 
Invariable Concomitance (Premiss, put forward 
by the Buddhist) remains unshaken.— 

(2782-2783) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ So spoken of,' —i.e. as 4 aggregates ’. 

If Letters do not emanate from Personalities, then all this—expressive¬ 
ness and the rest—is impossible ; this has been proved by. us already. And 
thus our Invariable Concomitance (i.e. the Premiss) becomes fully established. 
—(2782-2783) 

Says the Opponent:—“ The Reason (Premiss) that we have put forward 
(under 2342), — 4 because it is preceded by Vedic study — also comprehends 
all things ; as the Author of the Veda has never been found 
The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (2784). 

There is no such certainty of invariable concomitance in regard 
TO ‘the CHARACTER OF BEING SPOKEN OF AS VedtC StudlJ ' : HENCE 

such a Reason is open to the charge of its negative 

CONCOMITANCE BEING DOUBTFUL.—(2784) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Such certainly' —as there is regarding the character of 4 being an aggre¬ 
gate ’; because in the case of 4 being an aggregate \ its negative concomitance 
with the contrary of the Probondum is not in doubt;—as it is in the case of 
the other party’s reason—( 4 being spoken of as Vedic study ’).—(2784) 


The same idea is further explained :— 
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TEXTS (2785-27S6). 

If it were known for certain that men are unable to bring about 
the said order of Letters, etc.—then alone would there 
be the Invariable Concomitance desired by the other 
party. That, however, can never be known for 
certain ; such a certainty could be obtained only 
IF THE CAPACITY AND PROPERTY OF ALL MEN WERE 
PERCEPTIBLE ; AND THIS COULD BE POSSIBLE 
ONLY FOR A PERSON WHO IS OMNISCIENT.— 

(2785-2786) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Such order ’—as is found in the case of such Vcdic sentences as ‘ Svarga- 
kdmo' tjniqlomZrta yajlta ’.—If it were known for certain that all men were 
unable to compose such collocations of letters, then thero might be certainty 
relating to the Invariable Concomitance (Premiss) urged by the other party. 
As a matter of fact, however, the said fact cannot be known except by an 
omniscient person.—This Is what is pointed out by the words—‘ This would 
be ]>o$sible only for an omniscient person \ —(2785-2786) 

Says the Opponent—“ Thore are certain characteristics in the Veda— 
such as Teaching of Duty, difficulty of pronunciation and the like,—which are 
never found in the words of men ; whence it follows that it is inconceivable 
that the Veda should be the work of man ; under the circumstances, how 
can our Reason be open to the charge of being doubtful and hence inad¬ 
missible ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2787-2789). 

It is clearly conceivable that the Veda is the work of man ; as 

IT SPEAKS OF WRONGFUL SEXUAL ACTS, KILLING OF ANIMALS AND 
TELLING OF LIES.—AS FOR THE CHARACTER OF BEING DIFFICULT TO 
PRONOUNCE, THE AGREEABLENESS OF SOUND, DIFFICULTY OF COM¬ 
PREHENSION, disagreeable.ness to the ear and so forth,—these 
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE VEDA ARE FOUND IN THE WORKS 

of Decriers of the Veda also.— As regards such 
properties as capacity to cure poison, etc. that are 

FOUND TO BE TRUE,—THIS IS FOUND ALSO IN THE CASE 

of Incantations laid down by Vainateya and 
such PERSONS.—(2787-2789) 

COMMENTARY. 

What the Author means is as follows :—Even if certain characteristics 
are not found in human assert ions,—mere non-perception cannot prove 
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anything; so that the Reason still remains doubtful and inadmissible; it 
being just possible that thero may be persons who would lx- able to compose 
works having the said properties of the Veda. 

But the non-perception of the said properties itself cannot be admitted : 
because thero are certain characteristics of the Veda,—such as the laying 
down of such ‘ Duty ’ as consists in wrongful sexual act and the like,—which 
are found in the works of the Decriers of the Veda also. 

‘ Wrongful sexual acts *—such as.This is laid down in connection 

with the Gosava —sacrifice ; where wo road ‘ Upahd udakam chu$ali, otc. etc.’ 
—where ‘ Upahd ’ stands for the Sacrificer; who is spoken of as sucking water 

In connection with the Ashvamedha and other sacrifices,— the killing 
of animals is laid down in the Veda; in such texts as—‘ At midday, six 
hundred animals are used, etc. etc.' 

Telling of Lies —lias been taught in the text—‘ Lying in joke does no 
harm; nor lying to women; or at the time of marriage; or when thero is 
danger to life; or when there is danger of losing one’s entire property; on 
these five occasions Lying is not sinful'. 

The mention of these is found in the Veda; and these are found in the 
works of the detractors of the Veda also. 

4 Tathd '—also—‘ Difficulty of pronouncing ’,—‘ Agrccableness ,’ ‘ Incom¬ 
prehensibility '—such as in the Vedic text, 4 Amandrairindra, etc .'; where the 
construction is difficult and far-fetched— 4 d ’ being connected with 4 ydhi ' 
occurring later on;— 4 Disagreeablo to the ear ’.— 4 Adi ’—includes broken 
words, ultra-long vowels, and difficulties of accentuation and so forth. 

The capacity to cure poison, etc.— Or 4 removing of poison ’ and 4 peculiar 
potency'.— 4 Etc.' includes the curing of obsession by elements and other 
evil spells. 

4 True '—compatible with the real state of things. 

4 Vainateya, etc. '— 4 Etc. ’ stands for the Incantations current among 
Buddhists and others.—(2787-2789) 

It lias been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2343, that—“ what 
has boon said regarding the Veda might be said regarding the Mahfibhfirata ; 
but it is forestalled by the remembrance of its author, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2790). 

Cannot in this way an Inference be made regarding the work 
OF HUMAN BEINGS—SUCH AS THOSE OF THE Sugata {Buddha) ? 

—(2790) 

COMMENTARY. 


A similar Inference may be mado, such as—The study of the words of 
the Buddha must have been preceded by similar study, because it is spoken 
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of as tho ‘ study of the words of the Buddha’,—like the present study of the 
same.—(2790) 


Question :—“ If that is so, then how can tho words he regarded as those 
of the Buddha ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (2791-2792). 

Because its form was revealed by Him, therefore the words are 
CALLED ‘ OF THE BUDDHA THE REMEMBRANCE OF THE AUTHOR 
THAT IS THERE MAY ALSO BE REGARDED AS MERELY COM¬ 
MENDATORY.—IT MIGHT BE SAID THAT-“THIS IS NOT SO 

ACCEPTED BY THE OTHER PARTY ” ;—BUT IF THE 

Reason is equally applicable, why cannot it 

BE ACCEPTED ?—Or, IT MAY NOT BE ACCEPTED 
BY THE OTHER PARTY ; EVEN SO, IT MAY 
BE REGARDED AS POSSIBLE, IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH REASON.— 

(2791-2792) 

COMMENTARY. 

Its form—character, nature,—has been revealed by Buddha. 

In this case also, the idea that people have regarding the author of the 
Buddhist Scripture may bo explained as purely commendatory. And here 
also ‘ author ’ may be explained as ‘ rememborer ’. 

Tho following might be urged—“ Tho Buddhists do not accept the 
view that the idea of tho authorship of Buddha is purely commendatory,— 
hence why should you base your argument on this ? ” 

Answer: —* The Reason being equally applicable (to Mahdbhdmta and 
tho Buddhist Scripture), etc. etc.'—If the idea is in accord with Reason, 
then why should the Buddhist not accept it ? It is not right for intelligent 
men not to accept what is in accordance with reason. 

Even if the intelligent Buddhist does not accept this idea,—we still 
put this to you purely on tho ground of reason.—(2791-2792) 


This idea is confirmed by the words of the Mxmdmsaka himself— 
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TEXTS (2793-2795) 

‘ At all times, men are mostly prone to telling lies ; just as there 
IS NO CONFIDENCE IN REGARD TO THINGS PRESENT, SO ALSO THERE 
IS NONE REGARDING THE DESCRIPTION OF PAST EVENTS’ ( Shloka - 

varlifca SCtra 1. 1. 2; 144).—By this reason of your own, 

THERE CAN BE NO PERSON RECOGNISED AS THE AUTHOR OF 
ANY WORK AT ALL EVEN THOUGH HE MAY BE DECLARING 
IT TO BE HIS OWN WORK.—THUS THEN, PLEASE ABANDON 
ALL HOPE IN THE TRUTHFULNESS OF THE WORD WHICH 
DOES NOT PROCEED FROM A PERSONALITY ; SPECIALLY 
AS IN SUCH WORDS HAVE BEEN MENTIONED MANY 
THINGS CONTRARY TO WHAT HAS BEEN SAID 

IN THE Veda.—(2793-2795) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Hy this reasoning, etc. etc.' —i.e. the reasoning just stated. 

The following might be urged—“ Let all the Scriptures be such as are 
not the work of Personalities ”. 

The answer to that is—‘ Thus then, etc. etc.' —That is, the mere fact of 
not being the work oj Personality cannot prove the truthful character of the 
Revelation; as such a Reason would be ‘ inconclusive in view of the 
words of Buddha and others. Because these latter speak of many things— 
such as ' thero is no Soul ’ and so forth,—which ore contrary to what is said 
in the Veda, and which, according to you, ore not true. And it is just possible 
to suspect that the same may be the case with the words of the Veda also. 
—(2793-2795) 

The ‘ Inconclusiveness ’ of the Mimamsaka's reasoning has been shown. 
The Author now proceeds to show that it is * Contradictory ’ also, inasmuch 
as it demolishes what is desired by him— 


TEXT (2796). 

Then again, in this way what would be proved would be only 
beginniyiglessness, not freedom from ’personal authorship. Under 
THE CIRCUMSTANCES, IF THE VEDA WERE REGARDED AS NOT 
THE WORK OF ANY PERSON, THEN THE SAME MAY BE SAID 
IN REGARD TO OTHER REVELATIONS ALSO.—(2796) 

COMMENTARY. 

What the Mimdmsaka desires to prove is the fact that the Veda is not 
the work of man ; but what is proved by his reason is not this,—but, merely 
the fact of its being without beginning. 
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It might be argued that—“ when it has been proved that it is without 
beginning, then, by implication it also becomes proved that it is not the 
work of man ; because what is the work of a person cannot be without 
beginning 

The answer to this is—“ Under the circumstances, etc. cic .'—That is, 
on the ground of there being no beginning, if a Revelation were proved to be 
not the work of man, then the same may be said regarding the customs of 
the Pdrasikas and others (in whoso case also, there has been no beginning).— 
(270G) 

The same idea is further explained— 


TEXT (2797). 

The customs of the Pdrasikas and others may be based upon others ; 

AND THE DOCTRINE OF THE ATHEISTS ALSO MAY HAVE ITS 
SOURCE IN THE IDEAS OF OTHER PEOPLE. 

—(2797) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Based upon others '—propounded through the ideas of othor people. 

' Having their source in, etc. etc.' —i.e. that which has its source in the 
notions and improssions of other people.—Or 1 that which is prone to be 
brought about by the impressions of other people ’. The ‘ Ka ' —affix in 
this case would have the reflexive sense.—It would be so, because even those 
doctrines that have been propounded on tho strength of tho propounder’s 
own intuition,—proceed on the basis of the objective conceptions handed 
down by other people ; hence these also have their source in those same con¬ 
ceptions, just as is the case with tho customs of people based entirely 
upon what is actually visible.—(2797) 

It might bo argued that—“ all these may be rogarded as free from 
human authorship 

The answer to that is as follows :— 

TEXT (2798). 

Even if such freedom from authorship were proved,—what good would 

THAT DO TO YOU ? AS THE WHOLE ATTEMPT OF YOURS HAS 
BEEN TOWARDS THE ESTABLISHING OF TRUTHFULNESS. 

—(2798) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Such ’—i.e. in regard to which there is likelihood of being untrue. 
—(2798) 
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It has been argued by the Mimumsaka, under Text 2344, that—“ The 
Past and the Future times can have no connection with any author of the 
Veda, etc. etc.’’. 

The answer to that is as follows:— 


TEXTS (2790—2S00). 

AS REGARDS THE PROBANS—‘BEING TIME’ AND ‘BEING PERSON*,— 
THE NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE OF THESE TS DOUBTFUL ; BECAUSE, AS 
SHOWN BEFORE, IT HAS NOT BEEN PROVED THAT MAN IS IN¬ 
CAPABLE OF DOING THE WORK IN QUESTION.—THE IDEA 

of ‘ Manifestation ’ also has been rf.jectkd. 

Hence the speaker himself should be re¬ 
garded AS THE * AUTHOR ’ (MAKER). THUS 
THEN, IN BOTH THE ARGUMENTS, THE 

Instance is devoid of the Pro- 
bandumS.—(2799-2800) 

COMMENTARY. 

The fact that the incapacity of all men to compose the Veda has been 
proved,—that would havo served as tho reason annulling the contrary con¬ 
clusion; but os that incapacity has not been proved, tho contrary of 
the Premiss remains in doubt. Honco tho Reason becomes 1 Inconclusive ’. 

‘ As before ’—in tho case of tho Reason ‘ because it is spoken of as Vedic 
study ’. 

‘ The Instance is devoid of the Probandum i.e. the iastance cited in 
tho shap«i of the 4 Common man of the present day \—(2799-2800) 

It has been asserted by the MitnSmsaka, under Text 234G, that— 
“ Pleaso understand that the Vedic word is not false, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (2801). 

Because it is dependent upon the teaching of men, and because it 

HAS BEEN PROVED TO BE THE PRODUCT OF EFFORT,—THEREFORE 
‘ FREEDOM FROM THE SPEAKER ’ DOES NOT RESIDE IN 

the ‘ Subject nor in the Corroborative 
Instance.—(2801) 

COMMENTARY. 

'In the Subject or in the Corroborative Instance ,’—i.e. in that which 
has been montioned as the * Minor Term \ or tliat which has been 
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cited as the Corroborative Instance—(in the argument put forward by the 
Mimurnsaka) .—(2801) 


It has been argued by the Mimamsaka, under Text 2347, that—** The 
Cognition brouglit about by the Veda must be correct, because it proceeds 
from the eternal sentence, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2802-2803). 

The eternality of the Sentence having been rejected, the 

CHARACTER OF ‘ PROCEEDING FROM THE ETERNAL SENTENCE ’ IS 
CLEARLY RECOGNISED AS NON-EXISTENT IN THE ' SUBJECT ’ 

AND IN THE CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE.—THUS, THEN THE 
FACT OF THE VEDIC INJUNCTION NOT BEING THE WORK 

of a Person being uncertain, your subsequent 
Reasons also are open to the charge of 
being Doubtful — hence — Inadmissible. 

-(2802-2803) 

COMMENTARY. 


Here also, as before, the Reason is ‘ inadmissible ’, and the Corroborative 
Instance is 4 devoid of the Probandum ’. 

The Locative ending in the term ‘ Dhannidr$tdntayoh ' is with reference 
to the ‘ character of proceeding from the otornal sentence \ 

‘ Vakyasya ’—is to be construed with 4 nilyatvl'; the Genitive ending 
denoting relationship \ 

‘ Nityavakyodbhavatvasya ' goes with 4 asiddhih 

4 PashchimS$u ' —the subsequent Reasons—such as 4 being produced by 
causes free from defects ’ and so forth.—(2802-2803) 


Other two Reasons put forward by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2349, 
are—(1) 44 because it is brought about by an assertion that does not proceed 
from an unreliable person " ;—and (2) " bocause there is nothing to annul the 
idea 

It is pointed out below that both of these are 4 Inadmissible ’:— 
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TEXTS (2804-2806). 

When the 1 Perpetual Flux ’ has been established, the Veda, as 

SOMETHING ETERNAL BY ITSELF, BECOMES CLEARLY DISCARDED.— 

HOW THEN CAN THERE BF. ANY COGNITION PRODUCED BY IT ?—It HAS 

CERTAINLY BEEN DECLARED IN THE VEDA OFTEN ENOUGH THAT 

‘ IT DOES NOT PERISH ’ IN REGARD TO THE PURU§A (SPIRIT, SOUL) ; 

BUT THE REJECTION OF THIS HAS BEEN CLEARLY SET FORTH ABOVE ; 

HENCE THE REASON IS CLEARLY ‘ INADMISSIBLE If A MAN IS 

CAPABLE OF DIRECTLY PERCEIVING TlME, SPACE AND OTHER SOULS 

LIKE THE JUJUBE-FRUIT IN THE PALM OF HIS HANDS,—HE ALONE 

CAN HAVE A COGNITION FOR WHOM THERE COULD BE NO REJECTION (OF 

THE SAID IDEAS).—(2804-2S06) 

COMMENTARY. 

“That which is eternal by itself becomes discarded”—such is the con¬ 
struction. 

What is meant is as follows:—It having been proved, by Inference 
based upon valid Reasons, that all things are subject to ‘ Perpetual Flux \ 
—the Veda, which has been held to bo eternal, becomes discarded. ‘ Smm - 
j£m by itself, has been added with a view to exclude the subject-matter. 

4 How can there be any Cognition produced by it ? ’—That is, it cannot be. 

This means that the Reason—* because it is brought about by assertions 
not proceeding from an unreliable person ’—is Inadmissible, in respect of its 
substratum. 

The words ‘ It has certainly been, etc. etc.' show that the other Reason— 
4 because it is free from annulment ’,—is 4 inadmissible ’ by itself.—We read 
in the Veda that 4 being imperishable, it perisheth not * and 4 Indestructible 
indeed is this Soul —Of this Soul or Spirit, the rejection has been set forth 
in the chapter dealing with 4 No-Soul \ Hence the Reason is surely 4 inad¬ 
missible ’. 

Says the Opponont:—"There is the clear declaration (in the Shabara- 
Jlhdfya) that 4 Injunction is the name given to the assertion that prompts 
activity ’; which shows that it is only a particular portion of the Veda that 
is called Injunction, not the whole Veda. And it is the 4 Cognition produced 
by Injunction ’ that has been made the 4 Subject ’ of our Reasoning. Conse¬ 
quently, even though there may be rejection of the Veda in regard to other 
mattors, there can be no rejection of the Injunction. So that the Reason 
remains perfectly admissible ”. 

This does not affect our position. In some place the entire Veda has 
been spoken of as 4 Chodand' (Injunction),—which name has not always 
been applied to the prompting Sentence only. Otherwise, the sentence 4 One 
should not injure living beings ’ would not be an Injunction ; as it does not 
prompt to activity. ’ . 

This also would be incompatible with the assertion in tho Shabara-Bhd^ya 
—“ Both are here spoken of in the Injunction,—that which is conducive to 
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welfare as also that which is conducive to trouble " because the Injunction 
does not prompt activity that leads to trouble,—which would justify the 
assertion that * Injunction speaks of what is conducive to trouble 

Then again, the Shabara-B/idfya says—“The Cognition produced by 
the words of men is sometimes uncertain and wrong,—but there is nothing to 
show that the Cognition produced by the Veda is wrong 

As the eternal Veda has been discarded, you cannot prevent the suspicion 
that the said rejection may apply to the Injunction also. As KumdrUa 
lias declared “ The fact of the Veda boing a means of Right Cognition shall 
bo proved by the fact of its not boing tho work of any Person 

As a matter of fact, it is clearly seen that there is rejection of tho asser¬ 
tions of the Veda relating to an eternal Soul,—even though it may not be the 
work of a person ;—further, in the case of such Vedic assertions as—‘ Heaven 
follows from the performance of the Agnihotra \ the said suspicion (of falsity) 
is inevitable. Hence, as pointed out above, the Reason remains doubtful— 
hence — inadmissible. 

This is the reason why the Author reverts to his previous position and 
reaffirms the idea that the Reason is doubtful—lienee—Inadmissible —' If a 
man is capable of directly perceiving, etc. etc.' 

This also servos to sot aside the following assertion (made in Shabara- 
Bha$ya) :— 1 “ The Cognition produced by tho Veda is not found to bo wrong 
either at another place or at another time or in another person ; hence it 
must bo true —(2804-2806) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2351, that—“ Thus, 
like Light, tho Veda being the ‘ Eye ’ for all men, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2807-2808). 

The Veda thus is something of which the exact form or 

SUBJECT-MATTER IS NOT KNOWN TO MEN,—4ND HENCE IT IS LIKE 
DENSE DARKNESS, FOR WHICH ONLY DULL-WITTED PERSONS CAN HAVE 
AN ATTACHMENT;—LIKE THE ATTACHMENT OF THE PdraSlkas 

to their Customs. Hence, like the Parcmkas, those 

DULL-WITTED PERSONS ALSO, IGNORANT OF ITS MEANING, 

HAVE RECOURSE TO SUCH SINFUL ACTS AS THE KILLING 
OF ANIMALS AND THE LIKE,—UNDER THE INFLUENCE 
OF THE FRUITION OF THEIR PAST WICKED DEEDS. 

-(2807-2808) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Rupa ’—form, text‘ abhidhlya ’—subject-matter.—* That of which 
both these are unknown to men.' 

There is ignorance of the * form ’ of the Veda ; as one cannot, either 
by himself, or with the help of others, determine whether this is the exact 
letter, or some other letter, in tho Text. 
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Similarly there is uncertainty regarding the subject-matter, moaning, 
of the Veda. 

For these reasons, tlio Veda is like ‘ dense darkness \—there being no 
light illumining it. 

1 Past wicked deeds,' —i.e. evil impressioas left by past misdeeds ;—the 
‘ nisyanda \ fruition of that. 

1 Like diem ’—i.e. Like the Pdrasikas.— (2807-2808) 


It has been assorted by the Mimdmsaka at the very outset, that— 
“ people, seeking for knowledge of Dharma and Adharma, must have 
recourse to the Veda, as the only Means of Right Knowledge 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2809). 

Thus, it has not been proved that the Vedic Injunctions are the 
valid Means of 1 Right Knowledge op Dharma ; for the slmple 

REASON THAT ITS MEANING CANNOT BE ASCERTAINED BY ANY 
ONE, EITHER BY HIMSELF OR WITH THE HELP OF OTHER 

DULL-WITTED PERSONS.—(2809) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Dharma' has been mentioned by way of illustration; it includes 
4 Adharma' also.—(2809) 


Question :—“ If that is so, then how can any definite idea be obtained 
regarding Dharma and other things ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (2810). 

FOR THESE REASONS, PLEASE SEEK FOR A PERSON WHOSE INNER DARK¬ 
NESS HAS BEEN DISPELLED BY THE LIGHT OP KNOWLEDGE, AND 
WHO IS CAPABLE OF TEACHING THE CLEAR MEANING OF 

the Veda.—-(2810) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Inner darkness' —Ignorance, ‘ Painful and Unpainful ’;—who has 
dispelled this by the light of knowledge. 

‘ Clear ’—correct; pure, free from impurities like animal-slaughter, 
wrongful sexual acts and so forth. 

‘ Seek for a teacher ’; —i.e. it is only then that your idea of the Veda 
having no personal author would be of any mo; otherwise the meaning 
being not cognisable, the said idea would be futile. 
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What is mount by this is as follows:— 

Tho notion of yours, that the Veda is srlf-sufTieiont in its authority, 
cannot bo right unless thoro is an omniscient l’orson ;—Iionce such a Person 
has got to bo admitted ;—otherwise tho authority and reliability of the Veda 
would I jo impossible; as explained above. Under tho circumstances, 
it is fur Ijcttcr to roly upon tho word of this Person himself, for tho knowledge 
of Dhurnui and such mutters; what is tho use of assuming tho Word not 
proceeding from a Person,—the reliability of which Word must always remain 
doubtful ? 

It has boon argued that matters like Dltarma are not amenable to tho 
diroet meditative Perception of the Mystics.—This assertion also is defective ; 
because it is going to bo proved later on, by means of Inference, that thoro 
can be such perception in tho ease of Mystics.—(2810) 


End oj CUajiter XXL V 
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Examination of the Doctrine of ‘ Self-sufficient Validity \ 

COMMENTARY. 

With the following Text, the author proceeds to further support the idea 
of his doctrine being ‘ free from all self-sufficient Revelation ’ (declared in 
the Introductory Texts):— 

TEXT (2811). 

Thus then, it beinc. established that the Vedas ark the work op 

A PERSONALITY, THE SELF-SUFFICIENCY OF THEIR AUTHORITY 
AND VALIDITY ALSO BECOMES OVERTHROWN WITHOUT 

EFFORT.—(2811) 

COMMENTARY. 

With a view to establish the authority (and reliability) of the Rovoalod 
Word, the followers of Jaimini havo declared that of all Pramuiias (Cognitions 
and Means of Cognition) the validity is self-sufficient, inherent,—and its only 
invalidity is duo to other causes, extrinsic. They argue that if their 
validity were extrinsic (due to other causes), there would be an infinite 
regress; which would strike at the root of all notions of the valid and 
invalid cognitions. 

On this question, there are four views possible:—(1) Somotimcs both 
validity and invalidity aro inherent;—(2) sometimes both are extrinsic ;— 
(3) Validity is extrinsic and Invalidity is inherent;—(4) Validity is 
inherent and Invalidity is extrinsic. 

(1) The first view is not tenable; because would both Validity und 
Invalidity belong to the same individual cognition ? Or to different ones 
(Validity to one and Invalidity to another) ? It Is not possible for two 
mutually contradictory and exclusive characters os Validity und Invalidity 
to belong to one and the samo individual.—Nor can they belong to different 
individuals; as there is nothing to determine which would belong to what; 
and hence there could bo no certainty regarding it; which would mean tluvt 
there would bo no distinction botween Valid and Invalid Cognitions which 
would not be confused. Because both being equally independent, there 
could bo no certainty as to any particular Cognition being valid only. Because, 
as regards Annulment also, all difference between the two would become 
obliterated; and there is no other means admitted that could definitely 
determine the one or the other. Thus any distinction as to one being valid 
and the othor invalid would be impossible. 

(2) Nor can the socond view be right; because the Cognition that had 
no character previously would have to be regarded as character-less. Further, 
Validity and Invalidity being mutually exclusive, if both of those were absent, 
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—no other character could bo recognised as belonging to it; and thus it 
would become truly ‘ inexplicable ' indeterminate —This has been thus 
declared (by Ivuinurila in Shlokavarlika — Chodana-Sulra 35 and 37)—‘ Both 
(Validity and Invalidity) cannot be intrinsic, as the two are mutually con¬ 
tradictory ; nor can both bo oxtrinsio; as in this ease, the Cognition would 
have to be regarded as featureless (35)... If it be argued that the two 
characters might not be incompatible, as belonging to different Cognitions,— 
oven so, as it is not dependent upon anything else, it cannot be determined 
which character belongs to which cognition.’ 

(3) Nor can the third viow bo right; [that Validity is inherent and In¬ 
validity, is extrinsic];—as this involves an infinite regress. For instance, 
what is by itself intrinsically invalid, can never be expected to bring about 
validity; because it is itself invalid; nor could it be expected to proceed 
from what is valid; because it- stands on the same footing as the other;— 
if it be expected that validity would come from outside,—then there would 
be an infinite regress. For the purpose of determining the validity of a single 
Cognition, one would have to follow up a series of such Moans,—and the entire 
lifo of man would become used up. 

For these reasons, there being no other alternative available, the validity 
of all Pramdnas (Cognitions and Moans of Cognition) must bo regarded as 
inherent in them, and the invalidity as extrinsic. —This argument may be 
formulated os follows :—When certain things arc restricted to a certain 
thing,—they do not need anything else, so far as that thing is concerned,— 
e.g. A kasha and Incorporeality; —the Pramaiias in question are restricted 
to the character of being valid ;—hence there is apprehension of something 
contrary to the wider character.—The Reason adduced hero is not * Incon¬ 
clusive ’; a character which is impossible by itself cannot be tlirust upon it 
by something else; e.g. corporeality cannot bo thrust upon Akdsha. —This 
has been thus asserted—‘ The Potency that is non-cxisteut by itself cun never 
be created by anything else.’ [ Shlokavarlika — Chodand-Sulra 47].—(2811) 

With the following Text, the Author proceeds to point out objections 
aguiust the above view (of the Mxmumsaka), by showing the insignificant 
character of his proposition :— 

TEXT (2812). 

YOU HAVE MADE THE ASSERTION THAT—“ THE VALIDITY OF ALL 

PrarndriMS* should be regarded as inherent in them ”— [Shloka- 
vdrlika, Chodani-Sutra 47]. — Now what is the meaning that 
you attach to this assertion ?— (2812) 

COMMENTARY. 

To this question—what is the moaning that you uttuoh to this asSortion ? 
—the other party provides the following answer :— 

• Tho dual sense of the form ‘ Pramana ’ as Coynilion and Means of Coynition 
is brought out clearly in the Commentary on Text 2813. It has been thought best 
therefore to retain tho original term ‘ Framdna ' throughout this chapter. 
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TEXT (2813). 

“ [What is meant is that] the capacity to bring about the appre¬ 
hension OK THE COGNISABLE THING, BTC., BELONGS TO THE 
Pramu^as by their very nature ; the capa¬ 
city THAT IS NOT INHERENT IN A THING BY 
ITSELF CANNOT BE PRODUCED BY 

ANYTHING ELSE.”—(2813) 


COMMENTARY. 

If Cognition is wlmt is ‘ Pranidna ’ in the sonso of thi'form of CoynUion, 
thou tho uopaeity to bring about tint upprohonsion of the cognisable,—i.c. 
tho cognition of wliat is to bo cognised,—must be inherent in it; because Cog¬ 
nition is of tho nature of the apprehension of tilings.—If, however, the Eye unci 
tho Organs aro meant to bo 4 Pramdna ’, in tho sonso of tho ‘ means of Coyni- 
tion', then tho capacity to bring uboiit tho right cognition of things must 
bo inherent in it; and the Vedic Injunction also must have tho capacity 
inherent in it, of bringing about tho cognition of things boyoiul tho senses. 
All this is included under tho term 4 udi \ 4 etc.’ (in tho compound ‘ meya- 
bodlutdike ’). 

Tho argument in support of this idea is udded in the words (of tho second 
line)— 4 The capacity that is not, clc. etc.'. —(2813) 


Tho sarno idoa is further explained by tho Minuimsaka :— 


TEXT (2814). 

“ ‘ Independence ’ (Self-sufficiency) is the only basis for 
‘ VALIDITY '. If ‘ DEPENDENCE * WERE ADMITTED, THEN THE 
‘ VALIDITY ’ ITSELF WOULD BE DESTROYED.”—(2814) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Basis of validity' —i.o. of tho very idea of 4 validity 
4 Tad&ia '—Validity itself.—Because on the cessation of tho more 
extensive character, the less extensive one cannot continuo.—(2814) 

The following might be urged—‘ Let the validity be destroyed; what is 
tho harm ? ’ 

The Mimumsaka's unswer to this is os follows:— 
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TEXT (2815). 

“ How CAN ANY REASONABLE PROTAGONIST ACCEPT A VIEW THAT STRIKES 
AT THE VERY ROOT OF THE MATTER—WHEN HIS EXPRESSION OF 
THIS VIEW ITSELF DESTROYS THE VERY MEANS OF 
ESTABLISHING IT ? ”—(2815) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Root of Ihe mailer' —i.e. Validity.—This is ‘ struck at the root' —done 
away with—by the idea of ‘ dependence on something elso ’;—because it is 
contrary to a character more extonsivo than that. Because ‘ validity ’ is 
‘ pervaded by ’—less extensive than— 4 independence ’; how then could this 
4 validity’ obtain a footing, if there were the said ‘dependence’, which is 
contrary to 4 Independence * which pervades 4 validity ’ itself ? 

4 When, etc. etc.' —points out the Invariable Concomitance between 
4 Validity ’ and 4 Independence 
4 Yena' —Because.—(2815) 

Question :—In what way does it. destroy the means of establishing it ? 
Answer :— 


TEXT (2816). 

“ That 4 validity ’ is 4 dependent ’ (not self-sufficient) can never 

BE SECURELY ESTABLISHED ;—AND WHEN HIS REASON ITSELF 
HAS NOT BEEN ESTABLISHED, WHO CAN PROVE THAT 
WHICH IS TO BE PROVED BY THAT REASON ? ” 

—(2816) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Cannot, be, securely established \—i.o. it would involve an Infinite Regress. 

Question :—There might be an Infinite Regress; what is the harm ? 

Answer :— 4 When the Reason , etc. etc.' —i.o. that party whose Roason itself 
lias not. been established—duly ascertained.—What is meant is that it is 
only when the Indicator itself has Income known that it indicates the object 
which is 4 pervaded by ’—invariably concomitant, with—itself ; it- does not. 
do so by its more presence.—So that, when tho Party himself has no 
definite idea of the Reason, how can he ndduee that Reason for convincing 
tho other party ?—( 2810 ) 

With the following Texts, the Author proceeds to rofuto the above 
arguments (of the Mimdmsaka in support, of tho Inherent- Validity of 
Cognitions):— 
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TEXTS (2817-2818). 

If tius is what is meant,—then the said capacity (Potency) of 

ALL THINGS CANNOT BF. NON-DIFFERENT FROM THEMSELVES, AS 

EXPLAINED BEFORE IN FACT, ‘ CAPACITY ’ IS THE NAME GIVEN 
TO THAT FORM OF THE TIIINO (CAUSE) WHICT IS CAPABLE 
OF PRODUCING THE DESIRED EFFECT ; IF THEN, THAT 
FORM WERE NOT OF THE NATURE OF A POSITIVE 
entill/, THEN THE SAID THING COULD NOT BE 

an active agent (efficient cause).— 

(2817-2818) 

COMMENTARY. 

Now what. is it that, is meant by the term ‘ inherent. ’ (belonging to it 
by its very nature) ?—(a) Does it moan that it is ‘ inherent' in the sense 
that being eternal, it has no cause ? Or (6) that it is 1 inherent * in tho 
sense that, even though it is not-etemal, it appears at tho same time that 
the Cognitions have their essence (existence) brought about by their causes.— 
and not that it is imposed upon thorn subsequently by other causes ?— 
Those are tho two alternative views possible. 

Now, the first of those [that it has no cause] is not acceptable; because (1) 
would such a 4 Capacity ' be something different (from the Cognition to 
whioh it belongs) ? Or (2) non-different from it ? Or (3) neither different 
nor non-different ? Or (4) both different and non-difforont ?—-These four 
alternatives are possible. 

Of these the first [that tho Capacity is something different] cannot b© 
accepted. Because, there can be no connection between thorn, and also 
because in that case, things could never bo active agents, otc. otc.—as it 
has been explained several times, when tho conclusion arrived was that in 
the case of all things, their capacity (Potency) is not anything different from 
tho things themselves. 

This is wluit is pointed out in the words— 4 In fact Capacity is the name, 
etc . etc '—Tho 4 Capacity ’ of the nature of things consists in its efficiency 
to produce its effect; and if this 4 nature ’ were not of the nature of a positive 
entity, then tliat entity could not be an active agent ; and thus (not boing 
capable of effective action) it would become a 4 non-ontity(2817-2818) 


If it is meant that the Capacity is not-dfferent (from the thing, tho 
Pramdna), —then, it could not be 4 natural 4 inherent ’. Because things, as 
coming into existence through the efficiency of their causes, must be non¬ 
eternal ; so that tho Capacity also, if non-different from the thing, would 
have to bo regarded as non-eternal, on account, of its coming into existence 
through the efficiency of its cause. Otherwise, not sharing tho same fate, 
the two could not be non-dfferent. 

This is what is pointed out in the following :— 
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TEXT (2819). 

How CAN SUCH A ‘ Capacity ’ of Pramdnas— which is non-eternal, 
as coming into existence tjirouoh the efficiency of its 
Cause,—be held by you to be ‘ natural ’ ‘ in¬ 
herent ’ ?—(2819) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, if fcho Pramdnas are non-rlifferenl from the said ‘ Capacity ’, 
they would themselves, like the Capacity, lx> eternal nod without cause. —This 
is what is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXT (2820). 

If the ‘ Capacity ’ (of Pramdnas) were * natural ’ (inherent), 
the Pramdnas themselves would have to be regarded as 
• eternal and without cause. Because Pramdnas would be of 

THE SAME NATURE, THEY WOULD SURELY BE ETERNAL 
AND WITHOUT CAUSE.—(2820) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question: —“ What is tho harm if that is so ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (2821-2822). 

In the event of the Pramdnas being without cause, they would 
be either permanently existent or permanently non-existent ; 

BECAUSE THEY WOULD NOT BF. DEPENDENT UPON ANYTHING ; 
UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES, THE EFFECT CONTINGENT UPON 

those Pramdnas could not be occasional ;—as a 

MATTER OF FACT, HOWEVER, THE form AS WELL AS 

the effect of Pramdnas is found to be occa¬ 
sional ;—hence it is clear that for 
you, the ‘ Capacity ’ in question 

CANNOT BE ‘ NATURAL ’ (IN¬ 
HERENT).—(2821-2822) 

COMMENTARY. 

If they are without cause, they must either exist for ever, or never exist 
ot all. That in the event of their eternnlity, they must exist for over—is 
well known ; hence it has not been mentioned separately. 
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Another incongruity is pointed out—* Under the. circwnstanrcs. etc. etc.' 

‘ Tadilf/attain '—cont ingent upon the Pram&nas. 

This shows that the Proposition of the other party is contrary to Percep¬ 
tion and Inference. For instance, that the form of the Cognitions and their 
Means is occasional, is known by direct Perception,—and is also inferred from 
the fact of its offocts appearing successively, one after the other. Thus 
these two Means of Cognition clearly set aside the idea of the said Eternality 
of Cognitions.—(2821-2822) 

In the following Text, the other party makes an attempt at avoiding the 
two incongruities just urged :— 

TEXT (2823). 

If it be held that—'“ The form of the Pramdnas acquires its 

MANIFESTATION THROUGH CERTAIN MANIFESTING AGENCIES ; AND 
THEN THAT FORM, THROUGH THE HELP OF OTHER CAUSAL 
FACTORS, BRINGS ABOUT ITS OWN EFFECT ”—then 

the answer is as below. —(2823) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the form of the Pranulna is manifested by tho manifesting agencies, 
then alone it is apprehended, not otherwise;—hence, even though it. is 
eternal, there is no possibility of its being apprehended at all times.—Nor 
can there bo any possibility of its effect appearing at all times; because 
our idea is that it produces its effects only with the help of other contributory 
causes,—and not by itself alone. Thus it is that the effect comes about 
only occasionally, duo to tho presence or absence of these contributory causes. 
—(2823) 

The answer to the above explanation of the MimOmsaka is ns follows :— 

TEXT (2824). 

The whole idea of the ‘ manifestation ’ of the eternal thing 

AND ITS BEING DEPENDENT UPON OTHER CONTRIBUTORY CAUSES 

HAS BEEN REJECTED ALREADY ; HENCE THE EFFECTS PRO- 

duciblr by the Pramdiyts BY themselves should 
BE APPREHENDED AT ALL TIMES.—(2824) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Manifestation — an/I — dependence upon other causes'. —Under the chapter 
on the ‘ Revealed Word the idea of ‘ manifestation ’ of the eternal thing 
has l>con refuted in detail; and it. has also been explained that tho thing that 
cannot bo helped cannot bo dependent, upon other causes. 
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‘ The effects prortuciblc, etc. etc. '—‘ Tat' stands for the Pramunas ; 
the affects of these by themselves, etc. etc. 

The view that “ the Potency may lie both (different and non-different) ” 
cannot l»e right, because they are mutually contradictory and also because 
it would be open to all the objections that have been urged against Difference 
as also those urged against Non-difference. 

Nor can the view that “it is neither different nor non-different” be 
accepted. Because between two mutually exclusive things, the affirmation 
of one is inseparable from the denial of the other ; hence it can never be 
right to deny it at the very time that it is affirmed ; as the affirmation and 
denial of the same thing involves an incongruity. This objection is quite 
clear ; honco it has not been stated in the Text.—(2824) 

The Author now admits the last three alternative views (for the sake of 
argument), and then points out objections against them :— 

TEXT (2825). 

Whether the capacity be different or both (different and non- 

different),—the Pramdna itself must be eternal,—being 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE ETERNAL capacity . —(2825) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Pfthaktmm' —i.e. the view that the Capacity is different from the 
Cognition.—' Ubhnyfiimaknm ’, 1 Both ’;—this is by way of illustration ; it 
should be taken ns including the view that * it is neither different nor non- 
different ’.—Or this last also may he taken as mentioned in the same term 
4 ubhayGtmaka ’; as this also consists of both —i.e. the denial of both. 

Under all those three views, the Cognition must bo eternal, by reason 
of its being related to the Capacity, which is eternal.—(2825) 

Question :—“ How so ? " 

Answer .*■— 

TEXT (2826). 

IF THAT WERE NOT SO, THEN TOE CAPACITY COULD NOT BE ETERNAL ; 

AS IT WOULD NOT CONTINUE IN THE SAME FORM ;—BEING AT TIMES 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE COGNITION, AND NOT-ASSOCIATED 
WITH IT AT OTHERS.—(2826) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 If that were not so ’—i.e. 4 if the Cognition associated with the Capacity 
wore not-oternal,—then, the Capacity itself could not be eternal 

44 Why ? ” 

4 Because it would not continue in the same form ’—i.e. because there 
would not bo continuance of the samo form. 
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The said ' non-continuance of the same form ’ is pointed out, by the* 
words—‘ being at times, etc., etc. ' ;—if the Cognition is not-oternnl, then the 
Capacity would have two forms,—ono associated with the Cognition, ami 
tho other not-associatod with the Cognition ; and it is not possible for the 
samo thing to have two mutually contradictory characters; as in that case 
it would cease to bo one; and there would l»e an ond to all notions of dif¬ 
ference.'—(282(5) 

Tho Author now refers to the second alternative view [mentioned in the 
Commentary on 2817-2818; viz.: that “the Capacity is inherent-, in the 
sense that though it is non-eternal, it. appears at the samo time that the 
Pramnnas have their ossenco brought about by their causes ”]:— 

TEXT (2827). 

If the view taken is that—“ the Capacity is produced by the 
causes of the Pranuinas themselves, and is not something 

IMPOSED UPON THEM BY OTHER CAUSES, AFTER THEY HAVE 
COME OUT OF THEIR CAUSES ”,—[THEN THE ANSWER IS AS 

follows in the FOLLOWING Text], —(2827) 
COMMENTARY. 

Tho following Text provides the answer to this view ;—that it is open to 
tho charge of ‘ futility ’:— 


TEXTS (2828-2829). 

Then, there is no dispute between us. Who is there who could 

MAKE THE ASSUMPTION THAT THE CAPACITY OF AN INDIVISIBLE 
THING IS INFUSED INTO IT AFTER THAT THING HAS BEEN PRO¬ 
DUCED BY ITS CAUSES l BECAUSE THE FORM THAT IS SUBSE¬ 
QUENTLY INFUSED INTO A THING BY OTHER CAUSES IS 
AN ENTIRELY DIFFERENT ENTITY ; AND IT IS NOT 
THE CHARACTER OF THIS OTHER ENTITY THAT 
IS BEING TAUGHT IN THE PRESENT CON¬ 
TEXT.—(2828-2829) 

COMMENTARY. 

Both kinds of things, permanent and impermanent,—which aro indivisible 
—come about in their complete form always, as one indivisible whole; 
and no causal factor can, later on, infuse into them any capacity; if any 
such capacity were infused, it would mean the production of an entirely new 
thing, and not the infusion of tho Capacity as a new feature of tho same 
thing. If the Capacity is not regarded as part of the nature of the thing, it 
would cease to be an active agent; as has boon explained before.—( 2828 - 
2829) 
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The following might bo urged—“ It may bo that no Capacity can bo 
imposed upon an indivisible thing subsequently; why cannot it bo imposed 
upon what is divisible ? ” 

AWiner : — 

TEXT (2830). 

‘ Difference ’ among things has been explained as consisting in 

THEIR BEING ASSOCIATED WITH CONTRARY (DIVERGENT) PRO¬ 
PERTIES ; so that, if on THE appearance of the Cognition, 
there is non-appearance of the Capacity,—the said 

CONTRARY PROPERTY IS CLEARLY PRESENT IN THE 

CAPACITY.—(2830) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho following Text proceeds to point out the objection that is specially 
applicable when things arc impermanent:— 

TEXTS (2831-2832). 

With reference to all things, it has been proved that there 
is ‘ perpetual flux ’ ; HENCE it is not possible for any 

EFFICIENT CAUSAL FACTOR TO IMPOSE A ‘ CAPACITY ’ UPON 

things.—.Such things have no subsequent existence, 

BY VIRTUE of WHICH THEY COULD ACQUIRE A CAPACITY 
FROM OTHER CAUSES, FOR THE BRINGING ABOUT 

OF ANY EFFECT.—(2831-2832) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ For the bringing, etc. etc .'—such as tho definite cognition of things. 
The rest is easily understood.—(2831-2832) 


The following might be urged—“ If you have no dispute with us, 
then, why have you accepted the view that the validity of Pramnnas is 

extraneous ? ” 

Answer T EXT (2g33) 


All that THE wise Buddhists assert is only this—though present 

IN A CERTAIN COGNITION, THE CAPACITY CANNOT BE APPREHENDED BY 

ITSELF.—(2833) 


COMMENTARY. 

4 Appreheruied ’—with certainty. 

« By itself' —i.o. by tho mere presence of tho Cognition.-by tho mere 
apprehension of things,-irrespectively of the subsequent conform,ty of ,te 
effects.—(2833) 
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The following might be urged—“ Inasmuch as the Capacity is not 
anything different from the Cognition,—when tho Cognition has been appre¬ 
hended, the Capacity also becomes apprehended as a matter of course; 
then why cannot it be apprehended ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (2834). 

Who can bk capable of definitf.ly apprehending, from the mere 

NATURE OF THE COGNITION ITSELF, THE CAPACITY OF THE 
COGNISED THING, AS IT STANDS, TO BRING ABOUT ITS 
APPREHENSION AND ATTAINMENT ?—(2834) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Bodha ' is apprehension ; ‘ dpti' is attainment ‘ of the cognised, thing 
as it stands';— the capacity to bring about the said apprehension and 
attainment —[who can apprehend ?] 

‘ Mere ’—independently of the properties of the cause,—such as ‘ Rela¬ 
tionship ’ and tho like.—(2834) 


Question : —“ Why can no one apprehend it ? ’* 
Answer .•— 


TEXT (2835). 

[THE SAID CAPACITY CANNOT BE APPREHENDED WITH CERTAINTY] BECAUSE 
EVEN IN THE CASE OF SUCH COGNITIONS AS THAT OF THE ‘ HaIR- 

TUFT ’ WHICH CLEARLY ENVISAGE THE THING COGNISED—WHICH 
ARE ADMITTEDLY INVALID AND WRONG,—THE ‘NATURE 

of the Cognition * is present.—(2835) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘/Cw/w, etc. etc.'—In tho caso of such illusory perceptions as thorn of 
the Hoir-tuft ’ (perceived on pressing the Eyes). 

What Is meant by this is ns follows Even when tho Capacity has been 
apprehended, tho apprehension resembles an invalid cognition, there can 
bo no certainty regarding it; just as in the ease of tho potency of antidotes 
to poison. Mere apprehension cannot bring about certainty; ns confirmation 
by actual nppoaronco is needed for that purpose ; and there is certainty only 
in regard to that aspect on which other propert ies have not beon imposed 
by causes of misconception.—(2835) 


Question :—“ How then can it bo known with certainty ? ” 
Answer :— 
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TEXT (2830). 

Hence what is needed is the cognition of ‘ effective action ’ ok 

SOME OTHER FACTOR,—FOR THE PURPOSE OF BRINGING ABOUT 
CERTAINTY, —Hot FOR INFUSION OF THE CAPACITY; AS 
IN THE CASE OF POISON, ETC.— (283(5) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Some other fodor '—such us the knowledge of tho purity of its source*. 

‘ Not for the infusion, » etc. etc.’; —this lias to be construed with ‘ unyat 
apiksyatl 

‘ AsyuJt ’—of tho Capacity. 

Because certain cognition subsists in the Cognising Person, it is only right 
that for tho bringing about of such cognition other causes should bo needed ; 
—not so, for tho purpose of infusing tho Capacity ; as this ‘ infusion ’ sub¬ 
sists in tho Capacity,—and the Capacity having come about along with the 
Cognition, tho 1 infusion ’ also becomes accomplished on that.—(2830) 

Tho following Text proceeds to explain tho example of 4 Poison, etc.’ 
(cited under Text 2830):— 


TEXTS (2837-2838). 

In THE CASE OF POISON AND WlNE, IT BEING FOUND THAT THEY ARE 
SIMILAR TO OTHER THINGS, AND THEIR EFFECTS DO NOT APPEAR 
IMMEDIATELY,—FOR THE PURPOSE OF THE CERTAINTY OF THE 
COGNITION THAT IT IS REALLY PdSON OR WlNE, IT IS 
NECESSARY THAT ITS EFFECTS SHOULD BE DEFINITELY 
PERCEIVED, IN THE SHAPE OF UNCONSCIOUS¬ 
NESS, SWEATING, INCOHERENT TALK AND SO 
FORTH.—IN THE SAME MANNER THE 
EXISTENCE OF THE CAPACITY IN 

the Cognition can be ascer¬ 
tained ONLY ON THE AP¬ 
PEARANCE OF ITS EF¬ 
FECTS.—(2837-2838) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Being found, etc. etc —tho ‘finding’—jjerception—of its similarity to 
‘ other things —such for in-stanee us the drink called 4 Nugara-jrina 

4 And the effects, etc. etc.' — 4 Effects ’—unconsciousness and the like;— 
tho non-appearance of these immediately; that is, because their effects do 
not follow immediately. 

‘ For the purpose of tJie certainly, etc. etc.' —the sure Cognition that it is 
really Poison or Wine. 
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‘ The Capacity' —in the Cognition, of apprehending and attaining (gett ing 
at) the cognised thing as it really exists.—(2837-2838) 

The following Text points out that the Proposition (of the other |»rty) 
involves contradiction of his own words :— 

TEXTS (2839-2840). 

Further, indisputable ‘ validity conslsting in ‘ Capacity 
CAN BE ASCERTAINED THROUGH ANOTHER MEANS OF COGNITION,—AS 
HAS BEEN ASSERTED BY YOURSELF, IN THE DECLARATION THAT THE 

“ Capacity or potency of all things is proved by Presump¬ 
tion BASED UPON THE FACT THAT THEIR EFFECTS CANNOT BE 
otherwise EXPLAINED ’ ’. —[Shlokavarixka — Shunyamdo , 254). 

Now if it is proved by Presumption, why cannot it be 

REGARDED AS PROVED BY SOMETHING EXTRANEOUS TO 

ITSELF ?—(2839-2840) ‘ 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Why cannot it, etc.' —It must be so regarded; that is, because the said 
Presumption is another Pramdna. —(2839-2840) 

It has been argued (by the Mxmumsaka) under Text 2814. that—“ the 
validity itself would bo destroyed, if it were held to bo dependent on some¬ 
thing else 

The following Text points out that this argument is 4 Inconclusive ’:— 


TEXT (2841). 

The validity, bring something indivisible, having been brought 

ABOUT BY ITS OWN CAUSES,—THERE WOULD BE NO DESTRUCTION OF 

it by its dependence on something the ; as such dependence 

IS NECESSARY ONLY FOR BRINGING ABOUT CERTAINTY 

(regarding the .validity).—(2841) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlio samo idea is further clurified :— 

TEXT (2842). 

The other Pramdjta is not needed for the bringing about of 
THE VALIDITY ITSELF; IT IS NEEDED IN THE PraindlUt ONLY 
FOR THE COGNITION of certainty REGARDING ITS EXACT 
CHARACTER.—(2842) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged “ If you are seeking to prove the fact 
of the validity of Cognition being ‘ extraneous ’ in relation to the Pram&na 
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itself,—then wo also admit it, and hence your argument is futile; because 
the existence of the Cognition itself is held to be proved by Presumption,— 
what to say of its validity, which consists in its Capacity ?—In the matter, 
however, of the bringing about of its effect in the shape of the certain cognition 
of the object, the Cognition does not need anything else; that is why the 
validity has been described as 4 self-sufficient ’, 4 inherent ’ 

This cannot bo right; because the certain cognition of the object of the 
Cognition cannot be got at without certainty regarding its validity. Because 
how can the object, which is still subject to doubt and uncertainty, be in¬ 
dependent and self-sufficient, in the bringing about of its effect ? If it 
were dependent upon apprehensions produced by other Means of Cognition,— 
how could you avoid Infinite Regress involved in vour view ? So what has 
been suggested is nothing.—(2842) 

The following Texts point out the ' Inconclusive ’ character of the Reason 
—“ because it is restricted to its presence [the Validity must be self- 
sufficient] ” :— 

TEXTS (2843-2840). 

Then again, in the way that you have argued, invalidity also would 

HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS ‘ INHERENT ’ ; BECAUSE (1) IF IT DID 
NOT EXIST THERE BY ITSELF, IT COULD NOT BE BROUGHT ABOUT 
BY ANYTHING ; (2) BECAUSE ‘ SELF-SUFFICIENCY * IS THE ONLY 

basis for Invalidity, so on and so forth,—all this (that you 

HAVE URGED IN SUPPORT OF INHERENT Validity) COULD BE URGED 
(IN SUPPORT OF INHERENT invalidity) AND JUST AS (ACCORDING 
TO YOU) THE CAPACITY FOR NON-CONFORMITY (WITH THE REAL 
STATE OF THINGS) AND ‘ CERTAIN COGNITION ’ WOULD BE DUE TO 
OTHER CAUSES, SO (ACCORDING TO YOUR OPPONENT) WOULD BE THE 
CAPACITY FOR CONFORMITY AND CERTAIN COGNITION J SO THAT IN ALL 
THIS, BOTH WOULD BE ON THE SAME FOOTING.—UNDER THE CIRCUM¬ 
STANCES, WHAT PECULIAR FEATURE HAVE YOU SEEN IN ‘ VALIDITY ’ 
WHICH IS NOT PRESENT IN ITS CONTRARY (‘ INVALIDITY ’)—ON THE 
BASIS OF WHICH, THE FORMER HAS BEEN HELD TO BE ‘ INHERENT ’ 
AND THE LATTER ‘ EXTRANEOUS ’ >— (2843-284G) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ So also the capacity for conformity 4 and certain cognition 4 is to be 

construed hero also. . 

• Both would be on the same footing i.o. both Vahddy and Invalidity. 

4 In Us contrary ’—i.o. in Invalidity. 

So.no people argue as follows—“ Tho inherent character of the Capact.es 
is not duo to their etemality ; nor is it due to the fact of their coming about 
from the causes of the Cognition itself; and it does not appear later on- 
on account of its being not dependent upon other causes ; as a matter of fact, 



1284 


TATTVASANGRAHA: CHARTER XXV. 


it is tho potencies of things that tome about, with sjxcilic characters, from 
the nature of tho tilings thorn solves; and herein lies their 4 naturalness ’ (or 
Inherent ehaructor). For instance, that same form (and character) which 
belongs to tho causes is infused by them in thoir effect; for example, when 
tho Jar is produced out of tho potsherds, the colour and other projxirticN in 
tho Jar arc brought about by tho jwtshords through their own probities; 
and as for tho capaclty to contain water, that capacity is not present in tho 
potsherds, and honeo that is not brought about in the Jar in the said manner ; 
this capacity in fact, appears in tho Jar by itself;—similarly, in tho case of 
Cognitions, the capacity to differentiate and apprehend things, which is not 
present in tho sense-organs and other causes of tho Cognitions, is not brought 
about by these causes ; it appears in tho Cognitions by themselves.—Thus it 
is that the Capacity is ‘ natural ’ (inherent) 

This also is more senseless babbling. Because by tho same process of 
reasoning, Invalidity also may bo shown to bit * inherent For instance, 

' invalidity ’ consists in 4 the capacity to differentiate and apprehend things 
otherwise than this real form ’; and such capacity is not present in tho 
Eye and other causes of Cognition. 

Further, if it is true tliat the form that is not present in tho Causes is not 
produced by thorn in the Effect,—then how is it that the Sense-organ and other 
causes of Cognition produce, in the Cognition, the form that was not present 
tlioro ljofore ? Just as this form, though not prosont there, is produced there 
by the causes,—so, in the suino manner, why could not they produce in it 
the capacity for apprehending things also ? Thero can be nothing to prevent 
their producing sucli capacity. 

Then again, if Potencios or Capacities aro held to bo non-differont from 
the thing (to which they belong), then,—like the form of the Thing—the 
capacities also must have their existence concomitant with (and due to) their 
causes ; whence then could they bo 1 natural ’ or ‘ inherent ’ ?—If, on the 
other hand, the capacities are different from the thing,—then, as they would 
be existent by themselves, they would have no connection with thoir sub¬ 
stratum (the Thing); as it would be rendering no help to them and what 
cannot render any help cannot be the substratum; otherwise, there would 
be incongruities. Further, as they would have no causes, they would be 
appearing by themselves without being dependent upon the exigencies of 
time and place. For instance, a thing, having come into existence, disappears 
only when it is dependent upon something else; that which is not so depen¬ 
dent, and operates by itself independently,—why should it ceaso to operate 
at any time or placo ? If that wore so, then the capacities of things would 
not bo restricted ; anything could operate towards everything else. 

Other people argue as follows “ What has been said (by the Minium- 
saka, in Text 2812)—as to the validity of tho Pramdrias being inherent in 
them, is on the basis of what is seen of their effects. Because it is only as 
positive existent entities that effects are produced by the Causes ;—as is 
clear from tho fact that the producing of effects is always restricted. What 
are more non-entities,—such ns the 4 sky-lotus ’—cannot be produced any¬ 
where ; nor is oil producod out of Sands.—If the non-existent thing were pro- 
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duced, as all things would be equally non-existent, and there would be no 
difference among them on that score, their production should come about at 
all times and at all places 

This cannot be right; as, in that caso, the Cause would be entirely futile. 
According to you, nothing that is non-existent is produced; while as for the 
existent, —as it does not stand in need of anything,—what is there that could 
be produced for it; then what is there by producing which the Cause would 
bo an active agent ? So that under this view there would bo an end to the 
whole principle of Cause and Effect. 

It might be argued that—" what is brought about by the Cause is the 
manifestation of what has been existent 

That cannot be ; because the bringing about of the Manifestation also 
would be incompatible with the view that it is existent or non-existent. 
Because, in regard to the Manifestation also the same alternatives present 
themselves—before being brought about, has it been existent or non-existent t 
—In the former case, as nothing new is produced, the notion of its being 
* produced * cannot be right. If it be held that there is manifestation of 
the existent Manifestation,—then there would be an infinite regress.—Nor 
is the second alternative acceptable; because the other party doos not admit 
of the idoa of anything non-existent being produced. Even if it be accepted, 
it would mean that in the case of a positive entity itself, what is produced is 
something non-existent. 

Then again, when the Manifestation is produced, is it produced as some¬ 
thing different from the entity manifested ? Or as something not-different 
from it ?—If it is something different,—then such production of the Manifested 
entity would have no effect on the manifested entity itself; because the pro¬ 
ducing of one thing can have no effect on a thing different from it; if it did, 
there would be incongruities. 

It might be said that—“ the manifestation is produced in what is related 
to the manifested entity ”. 

That, however, cannot be so ; because it cannot be related to it, as it is 
not benefited by it in any way.—If there is any benefit admitted,—if 
that is something different, etc. etc.—there is an Infinite regress. Hence 
there can be no relationship in the case. 

If the Manifestation is not-different from the manifested entity,—then 
Causes become futile. If the Manifestation, in the form of some benefit, 
is produced out of the Entity in which it subsists,—then there should be 
such Manifestation at all times; as the catise of Manifestation, in the shape 
of the nature of the Entity, would be always there. It has been explained 
repeatedly that what cannot be benefited cannot depend upon anything else. 

If then, the view is that what is produced is the Manifestation which is 
not-different from the entity,—that also cannot be right; as in that case 
there is nothing new produced. Because what the assertion, ‘ The Manifesta¬ 
tion, non-different from the entity, is produced,’ means is that 4 the nature of 
the entity is produced ’; and as this would be existent already, it could not 
need anything else ; and hence the idoa of its being produced would be most 
improper. Hence we are discussing this same view. 

35 
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Then again, like the Manifestation, the entity also that would bo produced 
would have to bo non-existent ; ns there is no difference between the two 
[ex hypothesi). Or, like the nature of the entity, the Manifestation also 
tliat would be produced would bo existent. Nor is this right; as nothing 
new is produced in this case ; as there would bo an infinite regress, as already 
explained. 

Further, if it be hold that the Causo operates upon what is already existent, 
then there would be no cessation of the producing of effects by Causes; as in 
that case, on securing what, would the Causes cease to operate ?—If it he 
urged that—“ they would cease on securing the existence of the effect ”— 
then that cannot bo right; ns, under your view, that existence would be 
already there. Hence that non-existent thing alone is produced of which 
there is a Cause,—and not such non-existent things ns the 4 sky-lotus ’: 
as there are no causes capable of producing these latter. 

Thus it is that the causal relation is always restricted by the limitations 
of the efficiency of the Cause. Everything cannot be regarded as capable 
of producing everything else; as the efficiency of -all things is restricted 
within limits through a beginninglcss 4 chain of causes \ 

If the idea is that—“ because validity, if not existent, could not be pro¬ 
duced by anything else, therefore it is said to be inherent ",—then, for the 
same reason. Invalidity also should be regarded as inherent. Henco tho 
explanation is not worthy of notice. 

Some people argue as follows :— 44 The validity of the Cognition consists 
in its capacity to bring about the apprehension of the Object; and this 
Capacity resting in the Cognition, which Is momentary, if not existent by 
itself, cannot be produced; and no producing of it can bo possible at any 
of the three points of time. For instance, it cannot be produced before the 
appearance of the Cognition, as it is in the Cognition that it subsists; and 
what is subsistenl cannot bo produced in the absence of the substratum ; 
e.g. the painting cannot bo produced in the absence of the wall;—as if it 
did, it would cease to be subsistenl. It is for this same reason of the Capacity 
being subsistent in the Cognition, that both cannot bo regarded as produced 
simultaneously; e.g. the wall and the painting, which are the substratum and 
the sidisistent respectively, are not produced at one and the same time.— 
Nor, on the other hand, can the Capacity be produced in the Cognition after 
tho latter has been in existence; because the Cognition is momentary, and 
cannot continue to exist so long.—It is on all these grounds that tho validity 
of all Pramutyis is hold to be inherent in them ”, 

All this cannot be right. Because, os regards the assertion that—“ The 
validity of cognitions consists in the Capacity productive of the apprehension 
of things ”,—this is entirely irrelevant; because 4 the approhension of things * 
is synonymous with ‘ cognition *; and the Capacity subsisting in a Cognition 
cannot be productive of the same cognition; as in that case the capacity 
would not be subsistent in the Cognition; as tho relation of cause and effect 
can be there only when both are there at one and tho same time. 

Then, it has been argued that—“ being subsistenl, the Capacity cannot, 
be produced at the same time as, or before, the Cognition",—This also 
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cannot be right. Because, the two being non-different [ex hypothesi), the 
one cannot be subsistent in the other. 

The fact of the matter is that when the nature of the tiling itself is 
found to bo capable of a particular offective action,—and there arises the 
question as to its exact character,—tho same nature of the thing is called 
4 Capacity ’ (Potency); and it is not anything different. If tho Capacity 
were something different from tho Thing, the latter would cease to bo an 
active agent; and there would be no possibility of any relationship between 
tho two. This has beon already discussed several times.—Thus then the 
capacity of the Cognition forms its very nature, and is subject to the same 
fate; and as such, before the appearance of the Cognition, it remains non¬ 
existent, just liko the nature of the Cognition itsolf,—and is then brought 
about. There is no incongruity in this view of the matter. 

It is also quite right that the Capacity is produced along with the Cogni¬ 
tion itself ; because the property that forms the nature of a thing must always 
share the same fate as that thing itself. 

Or, the Capacity may bo something different from the thing to which it 
belongs. Even so, as there can bo no subsistence between the existent and 
the non-existent, —the said subsistence cannot bo admitted. Because the 
Capacity cannot subsist in the Cognition, in the manner that ‘ Being ’ does ; 
because it is always completely established and does not depend upon any¬ 
thing else. Nor can there be any substratum for the oxistent thing; as 
such a substratum can serve no useful purpose; as for instance, in the case 
of the Vindhya and tho Himalaya mountains.—It might be said that— 
“ what it brings about is continued oxistonce ”.—But that cannot be right. 
Because the 4 continued existence ’ cannot be anything different from the 
existent thing. In fact, it is the. nature of tho existent thing itself that is 
spoken of as 4 continued existence \ with a view to tho denial of all other 
diversities. But the essence of the existent thing is not brought about by 
such a substratum ; hence it is futile.—If the continued existence and the 
existent tiling be different from one anothor, then anything tending to bring 
about existence would bo futile; as what it would bring about is only some¬ 
thing else, in the shape of the continued existence ; but the bringing about 
of one thing cannot produce any effect in another thing; so in oither case 
there would be futility of what brings about tho continued existence. —It 
might bo argued that— 44 it brings about an existence related to it ”.—That 
cannot bo so ; because there can be no relationship between 4 continued 
existence ’ and the 4 existent as there is between the permanence and what 
brings about the permanonco ; and this would also lead to an infinite regress. 
Thus has been so often discussed. 

Then again, if the 4 continued existence ’ that makes the thing 4 lasting 
be admitted to bo something different from that thing,—then, there can 
be no Destruction of anything at all; as the continued existence conducive 
to permanence would be always thoro.—Nor can it be asserted that—“ Even 
though tho continued existence is there, there would be destruction by causes 
leading to that Destruction ”. Becauso such causo also, being futile, could 
not bring about the Destruction. Because in this case also, tho following 
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alternatives present themselves: When the cause of Destruction brings about 
the Destruction, does it bring this about as something different from the 
Thing destroyed ? Or is it the Thing itself ?—It cannot bring about the 
Tiling itself; as this is already there as an accomplished entity; and if it 
brings about something different, then it brings about nothing in the Thing 
itself, which continues to remain as before. Then again, as there can be 
no Destruction of anything, the cause of Destruction must be futile ; all this 
lias been discussed in detail in course of the examination of the ‘ Permanence 
of Things \ 

Further, by its very nature, the thing could be either impermanent or 
permanent.—If then, the thing appearing from its cause is impermanent by 
its nature, then, as soon as that impermanent thing has come about, it should 
cease to exist by itself,—so that there would be nothing to be done by the 
two causes—that of continued existence, and that of Destruction.—If, on 
the other hand, the Thing is permanent, by its nature,—even so, as its nature 
could not be altered, there would be nothing that could destroy it; and 
being permanent, by itself, there could be nothing that could make it lasting ; 
so in both cases the causes of Continuance and of Destruction would be 
futile. 

Nor can it be right to hold that the Capacity subsists in something ntm- 
existent. Because what is non-existent is devoid of all character,—it 
cannot have anything introduced into it; nor can it be operative ; hence it 
would be like the ‘ Hare’s Horn ’. 

From all this it follows that the Capacity cannot be subsistent in any¬ 
thing. 

If it were admitted that the Capacity is subsistent;—even so, the Reason 
would be ‘ Inconclusive ’; because even though Colour, etc. do not subsist 
in the Jar, they aro produced along with it. 

Then again, the same could be said regarding Invalidity also ; for instance. 
Invalidity also consists in the capacity productive of the wrong apprehension 
of things;—and when this Capacity subsists in the Cognition, it cannot bo 
produced at any of the three point® of time; so that, as in the case of Validity 
so in that of Invalidity also, the Capacity consisting of this Invalidity should 
be inherent in the Cognition. 

Further, if at any time, the Capacity of the cognition does not come 
into existence, then the Cognition becomes devoid of all Capacity. When a 
certain property is not produced in it at any time, how can that proporty 
belong to it ? For instance, corporeality can never belong to Akdsha . Where, 
too, have the Capacities learnt this wonderful magic whereby, even though 
nover produced in the Cognition at any time, they enjoy association with it ? 
—It might be said that—“ They enjoy some wonderful substance by reason 
of their eternality ”,—But that is not possible ; because in that way every¬ 
thing would be endowed with such Capacities; as there would bo nothing to 
restrict them. When a certain thing is not under the influence of another, 
we see no reason why it should bo restricted in its association with certain 
particular things only ; hence there can be nothing to show that such capacities 
belong to the Cognition alone, not to anything else. Consequently, there 
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being no restrictive agency near at hand, the Capacities should belong to all 
things ; as has been explained before. 

Nor can there be any substratum for these capacities, as no useful pur¬ 
pose could be served by such a substratum ; specially because, being eternal, 
they cannot have any additional character produced in them.—Enough of 
this discussion !—(2843-2840) 

The following Text continues the discussion on the real meaning of the 
Proposition of the Mimdmsaka :— 


TEXT (2847). 

“ When the validity of the Pramdnas is described as ' inherent — 

WHAT IS MEANT IS THAT WHAT IS ‘ INHERENT ’ (SELF-SUFFICIENT) 

IS THEIR ACTIVITY TOWARDS THE BRINGING ABOUT OF THEIR 
EFFECT, AFTER THEY HAVE THEMSELVES 
COME INTO EXISTENCE.”—(2847) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows :—“ By the phrase ‘ self-validity * it is 
meant that after the Pram&yias (Cognitions) havo becomo born (come about), 
their subsequent activity towards the producing of their own effects is in¬ 
dependent of other causes,—that is, their causal efficiency, after they have 
been bom, rests in themselves; so that there is no room for the objections 
urged above ” ;—this is what is meant by the other party.—The effect of 
the Pramdnas themselves consists in either the certainty regarding their own 
validity, or the definite cognition of the object cognised. In the bringing 
about of this effect, the Pramdnas do not need any other cause.—(2847) 


Question :—Wherefore then is their need for other causes ? 
Answer :— 


TEXT (2848). 

“ It IS FOR THE SECURING OF THEIR OWN EXISTENCE THAT THINGS STAND 
IN NEED OF A CAUSE ; WHEN ONCE THEY HAVE SECURED THEIR 
EXISTENCE, THEY BECOME OPERATIVE BY THEMSELVES 
TOWARDS THEIR OWN EFFECTS.”—(2848) 

COMMENTARY.' 

Having pointed out that things in general need a cause for securing their 
own existence,—the same principle is applied to the case in question, of the 
Pramdnas or Cognitions :— 
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TEXT (2849). 


“ Thus Cognitions have need of their causes only in regard to the 

BRINGING ABOUT OF THEIR OWN BIRTH,—AND NOT IN REGARD 
TO THE BRINGING ABOUT OF THE CERTAINTY REGARDING 
THEIR OWN QUALITIES ”.—(2849) 


COMMENTARY. 

4 Regarding their own qualities ',—the Ldcative Ending is in reference to 
the substratum of the ‘ certainty ’. 

What is meant is as follows:—There aro certain qualities belonging to 
the Cognitions themselves,—such qualities, for instance, ns being of the 
nature of right apprehension, being produced by perfect causes, and so forth ; 
in the bringing about of certainty regarding those qualities, they do not 
need any other causes.—(2849) 


Question :—If that is so, then what sort of cause are the Cognitions in 
regard to the bringing about of the said qualities ? 

Answer :— 


TEXT (2850). 

“ In the bringing about of thf.ir own validity and THE DEFINITE 
COGNITION OF THE OBJECT,—THE COGNITIONS ARE SELF-SUFFI¬ 
CIENT, AND NOT DEPENDENT ON OTHER CAUSES AND 
IN THIS THEIR ACTION IS LIKE THAT OF THE 

Jar AND OTHER THINGS.”—(2850) 


COMMENTARY. 


The compound 4 pramUnyartha, etc.' is to be expounded as the 4 prdmanya' 
validity—and the ‘ artha ‘—Objectthe 'vinishchiii',— Cognition, of the 
said two; in the ' janana ’—producing, bringing about of the said cognition. 
— Arthanishchili' here stands for mere observance, the vague non-determinate 
cognition ; because the subsequent determinate cognitions are in the nature 
of certainty itself. 

'Action,' is activity, causal character.—(2S50) 


The following Texts explain the example of the 4 Jar ’ as cited above :• 
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TEXTS (2851-2852). 

“ For its own production, the Jar needs such causes as the Lump 
of Clay, the Potter’s stick, the wheel and other things; 

BUT IN THE ACTION OF CONTAINING WATER, IT DOES NOT NEED 
THESE CAUSES.—THUS, ULTIMATELY, THERE MUST BE SELF- 
SUFFICIENCY OF THE VALIDITY J IF THE VALIDITY 
WERE DUE TO OTHER CAUSES, THEN THERE WOULD 
be an Infinite Regress.”—(2851-2852) 

COMMENTARY. 

Having thus shown that there is no incongruity in his Proposition, 
the Mlm&maaka proceeds to show the Invariable Concomitance of his Reason 
(Premiss)— 4 because it is present when the other is present ’—‘ Thus 
ultimately, etc. etc.' — 'Aral '—in the last cognition of the series.— 'Tat' — 
validity. 

Question : —Why should it be ultimately admitted ? 

Answer : —“ If the validity, etc. etc.' — (2851-2852) 

The same idea is further clarified:— 


TEXTS (2853-2854). 

■“ IF THE VERY VALIDITY OF THE INITIAL COGNITION WERE DEPENDENT 
UPON OTHER COGNITIONS,—THEN, SEEKING FOR SUCH CORROBORATING 
COGNITIONS AT EACH STEP, WE COULD GET TO NO RESTING PLACE ; 
BECAUSE, JUST AS THE FIRST COGNITION WOULD NEED 
CORROBORATION BY THE SECOND COGNITION, SO SHOULD 
WE SEEK FOR THE CORROBORATION OF THAT 
CORROBORATIVE COGNITION ALSO.”—(2853- 

2854) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Maulika ' —pertaining to the initial or first cognition ; i.e. the validity 
inhering in the initial cognition. 

Validity, if extraneous, could be due either to the corroboration of the 
resultant activity, or to the recognition of the perfect character of the cause 
of the cognition. The former of these cannot bo accepted; this is shown 
by the words— 4 Just as, etc. etc.' —(2853-2854) 

It might bo argued that—in the case of the Cognition which is in con¬ 
formity with effective action, its validity is held to be inherent, self-sufficient; 
hence there can be no Infinite Regress. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2855). 

“ If in the case of some one cognition, the validity is admitted 

TO BE INHERENT AND SELF-SUFFICIENT,—THEN WHY SHOULD 
THERE BE ANY HOSTILITY TOWARDS THE SELF-VALIDITY 
OF THE FIRST COGNITION ITSELF ? ”—(2855) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the second view also [that the extraneous validity is due to the 
recognition of the perfect character of the Cause] there would be Infinite 
Regress.—This is pointed out in the following:— 

TEXTS (2856-2857). 

“ If THEN THE VALIDITY OF SENSE-PERCEPTION AND OTHER COGNITIONS 
WERE DEPENDENT UPON THE PERFECT CHARACTER (OF THEIR CAUSES), 

—TIIESE PERFECTIONS THEMSELVES COULD NEVER BE THERE 
WITHOUT COGNITIONS ; HENCE ONE SEEKING FOR THIS OTHER 
COGNITION APPREHENDING THE PERFECTION OF THE 
CAUSE WOULD REQUIRE YET ANOTHER COGNI¬ 
TION APPREHENDING THE PERFECTION OF THIS 
LAST, AND SO ON AND ON.”—(2856-2857) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Dependent upon, etc.' —Le. dependent upon the recognition of the 
perfect character of its cause. 

‘ Validity ' —i.e. certainty regarding its validity. 

4 Could 'never be there ’—i.e. could not become fit for being regarded as 
being there. 

4 Tasyapi ’—of the cognition apprehending the perfection. 

4 Anyaparichchhinna, etc. etc.' —i.e. the validity would be dependent 
upon the certainty of the perfection apprehended by another cognition.— 
(2856-2857) 

An instance ia citod in support of the above :— 

TEXTS (2858-2860). 

“Just as in the case of the initial cognition, so in that of the 
OTHER ALSO, THERE WOULD BE INFINITE REGRESS, AS BEFORE ; AND 
SEEKING FOR THEM ONE AFTER THE OTHER, WE COULD NOT SECURE 
A RESTING GROUND.—IN CASE THE COGNITION OF THE PERFEC¬ 
TION IS NOT HELD TO BE ONE THAT HAS ITS VALIDITY DEPENDENT 
UPON THE PRESENCE OF THOSE PERFECTIONS IN ITS CAUSE,— 
THEN THE INITIAL COGNITION OF THE OBJECT ALSO SHOULD NOT 
NEED THE VALID COGNITION OF PERFECTION IN ITS CAUSE.—THUS 
THEN, EVEN GOING ALONG TO A LONG DISTANCE, IF ONE HAS TO ADMIT, 
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AT SOME STAGE OR THE OTHER, THE SELF-VALIDITY OF THE 0 IGNITION, 
—IT IS FAR BETTER TO ADMIT IT AT THE VERY FIRST STEF.”— 

(2858-2860) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is moant is that—just as in the initial cognition, the validity is 
do pendent upon the perfections apprehended by another cognition,—so 
should it be in other cognitions also. 

‘ As before' —as in the case of certainty of validity arising from corro¬ 
boration. 

* One after the other ’—in each preceding cognition of perfections. 

If, through foar of Infinite Regress, it be held that the validity of the 
cognition of perfection is inheront in it, self-sufficient,—then what hostility 
should there be against the cognitions of the object itself,—by virtue of 
which its validity is held to be extraneous, not inherent ? We do not porceive 
any reason for this. 

Thus then the flying bird, not perceiving the end of the other shore, has 
to return to the place whence it started; consequently, there is no need for 
the making of baseless assumptions.—This is what is pointed out by the 
words—‘ In case the cognition of the perfection, etc. etc.' —‘ Dependent upon 
the perfection' —i.e. that which has its validity dependent upon the certain 
cognition of the perfection.—(2858-2860) 

The following might be urged—There is a difference between the initial 
cognition on the one hand and the subsequent corroborative cognition, 
and the cognition of perfection on the other,—on account of which difference, 
while the validity of these latter two is inherent, that of the former is not so. 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2861-2863). 

“ On WHAT GROUNDS HAVE THE CORROBORATIVE COGNITION AND THE 
COGNITION OF PERFECTION BEEN HELD TO BE SUPERIOR TO THE 

initial Cognition,—on the strength of which the latter 

SHOULD BE DEPENDENT UPON THOSE TWO ?—FROM ALL THIS IT 
FOLLOWS THAT VALIDITY MUST BE REGARDED AS INHERENT IN ALL 
COGNITIONS, AS A GENERAL RULE ; AND IT IS DISCARDED ONLY WHEN 
THERE IS EITHER AN ANNULMENT OF IT OR THE COGNITION OF ITS 
SOURCE BEING DEFECTIVE. EVEN THOUGH THIS WAY THE DISCAR¬ 
DING OF THE VALIDITY WILL BE DEPENDENT UPON EXTRANEOUS 
CAUSES, THERE WOULD BE NO INFINITE REGRESS. BECAUSE AFTER 
ALL, IT WOULD BE DEPENDENT UPON VALIDITY, AND THIS IS THERE, 
INHERENT IN THE COGNITION.”— (2861-2863) 

COMMENTARY. 

Objection .'—If Cognition is self-sufficient in its validity,—then all 
Cognitions become valid, which is absurd. 
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The answer to this is— 'From all this it follows, etc. etc.' —‘ UJtsanja ' 
is a general principle ; and ‘ autsargika ' is that which is in accordance with 
the general principle. 

‘ Annulment' —the certainty that the real state of things is different 
from that figuring in the cognition ;—‘ cognition of Us source being defective ’. 

Objection: —Thus then, Validity remaining there as a general rule,— 
how is it discarded ? If the invalidity were hold to be indicated by annul¬ 
ment and the cognition of the source being defective,—then this invalidity 
would be due to extraneous causos. It might bo argued that—" it is so hold by 
us But, in that caso, as in the case of Validity being extraneous, so here 
also, there would bo Infinite Regress. 

The answer to this is as follow ‘ Even though this would be dependent 
upon, etc. There would be Infinite Regress if the invalidity (of one) were 
duo to the invalidity (of anothor); as a matter of fact, however, invalidity is 
held to follow from Validity, which is different in kind from invalidity ; and 
it has been established that Validity is self-sufficient; why then should there 
bo an Infinite Regress ?—(2861-2863) 


The same idea is further explained :• 


TEXTS (2864-2865). 

" Jost as Validity is not proved by Validity cognition,— so In¬ 
validity ALSO IS NOT PROVED BY INVALIDITY. IN THE CASE OF 
ONE THING BEING DEPENDENT UPON ANOTHER THING OF ITS 
OWN KIND, THERE CAN BE NO RESTING GROUND ; IN THE 
CASE OF DEPENDENCE UPON SOMETHING OF ANOTHER 
KIND, ITS ROOT IS FIRMLY ESTABLISHED, BECAUSE 
IT IS DUE TO ANOTHER CAUSE.”—(2864-2865) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Something of another kind ' —i.e. InvalidUy ;—this is to be construed 
with—‘ the root is firmly established ’.—The reason for this is stated in the 
words—‘ because it is due to another cause '; i.e. of which the cause consists 
of something else, in the shape of the Valid Cognition. 

‘ Has Us root firmly established' —i.e. whose root is unshakable by reason 
of its being free from the defects of Infinite Regress, etc.—(2864-2865) 


The following might be urged—Though the sublating or annulling cogni¬ 
tion may not have its validity dependent on something else,—yet it is only 
when that Cognition is recognised as itself unsublated that it can stamp 
invalidity upon another Cognition; not otherwise. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2866). 

“The sublating cognition is always in the form of the cognition 

OF THE THING CONCERNED AS DIFFERENT FROM WHAT IS ENVISAGED 
IN THE PREVIODS COGNITION ; AND AS IN THIS FORM, IT IS NOT 
DEPENDENT FOR ITS VALIDITY UPON ANYTHING ELSE, IT 
SETS ASIDE THAT PREVIOUS COGNITION.”—(2866) 


COMMENTARY. 

4 Sets aside ’—discards ; i.e. rejects as invalid.. —(2SG6) 

The following might be urged—Even when the sublating Cognition is 
there, it is possible that there may be another Cognition sublating it,— 
just as there is one for the initial Cognition ; how then can there be a cessation 
of the dependence upon another sublating Cognition,—by virtue of which tho 
sublation of that Cognition would be accepted with certainty ? 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2867). 

‘‘ IT MAY BE THAT THERE TOO THERE MAY BE NEED FOR ANOTHER SUB¬ 
LATING Cognition in certain cases, where suspicion might 

BE AROUSED IN THE MIND OF THE PERSON BY THE 
PREVIOUS C XJNITION ; BUT THAT SUSPICION 
CEASES AFTER VERY LITTLE EFFORT.” 

—(2867) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ There, in some cases ’—i.e. in regard to the sublating Cognition in the 
form of the 4 Cognition of the thing as different from that envisaged in the 
previous Cognition ’. 

‘ Jul&shankasya *—the man whoso suspicion has been aroused. 

4 Purvlna ' —by the initial Cognition. 

4 Sdpi' —i.e. the dependence upon sublation. 

4 AlpSna ’—i.e. by very slight effort.— (2807) 

Question :—How does it cease ? 

Answer :— 
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TEXTS (2868-2871). 

“ If another sublating Cognition of it is further sought for. 

THEN THE MIDDLE (SECOND) COGNITION WOULD BECOME SUBLATED I 
WHICH WOULD ESTABLISH THE VALIDITY OF THE FIRST COGNITION.— 
If EVEN AFTER DUE EFFORT AT SEEKING FOR IT, NO OTHER SUB- 
lating Cognition is found,—on account of there being n<> 

BASIS FOR IT,—THEN NO COGNITION SUBLATIVE OF THE FIRST SUBLA- 

tive Cognition would be found ; and thus there being no 

SUBLATION OF THIS, THIS BECOMES STRONG AND HENCE SUBLATES 
THE INITIAL COGNITION ; HENCE IT IS THE VALIDITY OF THIS LATTER 
THAT BECOMES DISCARDED. THUS THEN, THE INVESTIGATOR NEED 
NOT PROCEED BEYOND THREE COGNITIONS ; AND WHEN THE MAN 
HAS NOT HAD ANY FURTHER SUBLATING COGNITION PRODUCED, HE 
NEED NOT SUSPECT THE PRESENCE OF SUCH COGNITION.”—(286S- 
2871) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, on further investigation, one finds that there is a sublater of that 
sublator also, then, as the second Cognition would bo set aside by this third 
sublater, the first Cognition would become valid. If the further (third) 
sublating Cognition does not appear, on account of the absence of the basic 
cause, then the socond Cognition, which is more powerful, sublates the first 
Cognition, and thereby its validity becomes set asido. 

‘ Need not proceed beyond, etc. etc.'—" Who ? ’’—The Man, the observer. 
Question :—“ On the appearance of the third Cognition also, why Is 
there no need for a further sublating Cognition,—as in the case of the 
second Cognition;—and why should there be only threo Cognitions for the 
investigator ? ” 

Answer :—‘ When no further sublating cognition, etc. etc .';—‘ produced ' 
—found by the investigator.—(2868-2871) 

Question : —“ Why should it not bo suspected ? 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2872). 

“ IF THE MAN, THROUGH STUPIDITY, SHOULD IMAGINE THE EXISTENCE 
OF THE SUBLATING COGNITION, EVEN WHEN NONE HAS COME ABOUT,— 

HE WOULD BE BESET WITH DOUBTS IN ALL HIS DEALINGS 
AND WOULD BE LANDED IN UTTER RUIN.”— 

(2872) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Utter ruin ’—Destruction; on account of having fallen off from the 
Truth.—(2872) 

The following Text confirms the same idea by a quotation— 
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TEXT (2873). 

“ VASDDEVA HIMSELF HAS DEPRECATED SUCH A SUSPICIOUS NATURE ; 
IN THE WORDS—‘ NEITHER THIS WORLD, NOR THE NEXT,—0 SON 
OF KutUi ,—IS FOR THE MAN OF SUSPICIOUS NATURE ’.” 

—(2873) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Vuswl&va ’— Visnu. 

‘ Son of Kunli' — Arjuna. —(2873) 

Objection : —“ If that is so, then there sho\>ld be no suspicion of sublation 
regarding the first Cognition also; and thus there should be validity of all 
Cognitions 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2874-2875). 

“ When in regard to a Cognition, a certain sublation is ross ble,— 
AND ON BEING SOUGHT FOR, IS NOT FOUND,—THEN IN REGARD TO 
that Cognition [it has to be concluded that its sublater 

DOES NOT EXIST] J AND IN REGARD TO SUCH A THING, IN¬ 
VESTIGATORS DESIRING THEIR OWN WELFARE SHOULD 
NOT TAKE THEIR STAND UPON IMAGINING THAT SUCH 
SUBLATION MIGHT APPEAR AT SOME TIME.” 

—(2874-2875) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Yalta '—in regard to a certain Cognition,—if a certain sublation is 
likely; but on being sought for, it is not found to appear,—then, in regard 
to that Cognition, ‘ it should be concluded that the sublater does not exist ’— 
this has to be taken as understood.—(2874-2875) 

Question :—“ How much of sublation is possible and in regard to which 
Cognition ? " 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2876). 

“ Place, Time, Man and Circumstances,—diversities of these are 

MET WITH IN ACTUAL EXPERIENCE ; HENCE WHEN ONE IS SEEK¬ 
ING FOR SUBLATION, HE SHOULD SEEK FOR THEM 
IN THESE.”—(2876) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound—' Dlsha, etc. etc.' —is to bo expounded as ‘ Diversities ’ 
of ‘ Place, Time, Man, and Circumstances ’.—(2876) 
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The following Texts proceed to point out that of these diversities of 
Place, Time, etc.—only some aro sublaters of a certain Cognition,—not oil 
of all Cognitions; hence all should not be suspected in regard to all 
Cognitions:— 


TEXTS (2877-2878). 

« If there is a wrong perception due to the thing concerned 

BEING AT A DISTANT PLACE, THERE WOULD, IN SOME CASES, BE A 
SUSPICION OF ITS REALLY BEING SOMETHING ELSE ; AND THE 
LIMIT OF THIS POSSIBILITY WOULD EXTEND ONLY TILL 
THE MAN HAS APPROACHED NEAR THE THING AND 
IN SUCH A CASE, THERE IS NO EXPECTATION OF ANY 
SUBLATION REGARDING TlME, MAN AND CIR¬ 
CUMSTANCES ; AS FOR EXAMPLE, IN THE 
CASE OF THE COONITION OF THE 

Mirage, etc.”—(2877-2878) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ Suspicion, etc.'—of the thing being Water ‘ in some cases in the 
caao of such things as the Mirage. 

‘ Till the man has approached, etc. etc.’—This has to be construed with 
‘ limit of the possibility of sublation'. 

What is mpant is as follows In a case where remoteness of the place 
is the only likely cause of misconception,—all that is necessary is to move 
upto the thing, for tho purpose of finding out whether there is, or not, a 
sublating cognition ; and in such a case, the sublation should not bo expected 
or sought for, in regard to Time and the other factors ; because these latter 
could not bo tho source of misconception. 

An instance is cited—‘As for example, etc. etc.'— Cognition of l/tc 
Mirage *—ii.o. tho cognition, in regard to the Mirage, that it is Water. 

« Etcetera ’—includes such notions ns that of 4 largeness \ in regard to 
what is small, and the notion of ‘ smallness ’ in regard to what is large ,—this 
being due to distanco;—and other similar notions. In these cases, there 
can bo no need for investigation of Timo and other factors. 

Similarly in regard to misconceptions due to Time, etc.—whenever there 
is possibility of a certain factor being the source of error, tho enquiry should 
proceed in regard to that factor only; and not in regard to any other 
factor.—Tliis is what is meant to bo shown by means of the example cited.— 
(2877-2878) 


The same idea is expressed in regard to particular points of Time .— 
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TEXT (2879). 

“ Similarly when at a time of dense darkness, there are doubts 

REGARDING THE ANIMAL SEEN BEING A COW OR A HORSE, FOLLOWED 
BY THE ASCERTAINMENT OF THE TRUTH,—THE LIMIT OF ALL 
THIS CONSISTS IN THE APPEARANCE OF LIGHT.”— -(2879) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Santamasakdla ' is time when there is deep and dense darkness.— 
(2879) 

The same idea is expressed in regard to particular men :— 

TEXT (2880). 

“ Similarly, in regard to the Moon, the Misconception of the 
Directions, and the letters and accents of the Veda, and 

SUCH THINGS,—THAT THE TRUTH IS OTHERWISE IS ASCER¬ 
TAINED BY ENQUIRIES FROM OTHER PERSONS.” 

—(2880) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a man thinks that he is seoing two moons, or has similar delusions.— 
that the truth is otherwise is ascertained by putting questions to other 
men ; and in that there is no dependence on Time and other factors.—(2880) 

The same idea is stated in regard to circumstances :— 

TEXT (2881). 

“ When persons having their perceptive organs deranged by 

LOVE, HATE, INTOXICATION, MADNESS, HUNGER, THIRST AND THE 
LIKE, COME TO COGNISE THINGS THAT ARE COGNISABLE WITH 
DIFFICULTY,—THE CONTRARY CONCLUSION IS ASCERTAINED 
AFTER THE CESSATION OF THE SAID DERANGEMENT,” 

—(2881) 

• COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tadabhdvdt '—by the cessation of the circumstances created by Love. 
Hate, etc.—(2881) 

The following Texts proceed to show that even in ordinary business- 
transactions, the conclusions of the Enquirer (Judge) requiro only three 
statements:— 


1300 


TATTVASANGRAHA: CHAPTER XXV. 

TEXTS (2882-2885) 

-• IN transactions relating to debt and other heads, when there 

IS A DISPUTE BETWEEN TWO DISPUTANTS, THERE IS ONE STATEMENT 

by the Dependant and two by the Plaintiff ; and it is for 

AVOIDING AN INFINITE REGRESS THAT NO FURTHER STATEMENTS ARE 
RECORDED ;—AND IT IS ON THE BASIS OF THE SAID THREE STATE- 
MENTS ALONE THAT THE MASTER (JUDGE), THE WITNESSES AND THE 
ASSESSORS SHOULD COME TO A DECISION.-THUS IN ALL CASES, 
THERE IS A FOLLOWING UF OF THREE COGNITIONS ONLY I AND IT IS 
FOR THIS SAME REASON THAT THE DEITIES ARE CALLED TRISATYA 
(Three-truth).—Thus then, if the validity of Cognitions is 
INHERENT IN THEM, THERE IS NO INFINITE REGRESS ! AND THE 
VALIDITY AND INVALIDITY REMAIN AS THEY HAPPEN TO BE IN 

reality.”—(2882-2885) 

COMM ENT ARY. 

“Then again, if it be proved that the validity of Sense-perception and 
other Pramdnas is due to extraneous causes,—the same is not the case vit i 
Vcrl>al Cognition,-even so our position becomes established. Because the 
whole of this effort of ours is meant for the purpose of establishing the reliabi¬ 
lity of the Vedic Injunction; so that when it is proved that the validity 
of the Verbal Cognition is inherent, self-sufficient,—the reliability of o 
Vedic Injunction becomes automatically established ;-wlmt need there 
is then for our trying to prove the self-sufficient validity of the other 

forms of Cognition 1" , . .. 

With the above idea in his mind, the Mimamsaki proceeds to prove the 

self-sufficient validity of Verbal Cognition 


TEXTS (2886-2888). 

“That Word which is definitely known to be eternal, or 

UTTERED BY A • TRUSTWORTHY PERSON, IS NEVER VITIATED BY THE 
HEARER OR THE SPEAKER J—BECAUSE TEACHERS AND FELLOW- 
STUDENTS HELP TO PREVENT MUTILATIONS THEREOF AND ARE FULLY 
COMPETENT TO PRESERVE SCCn ASSERTIONS.—CONSEQUENTLY, THE 

Assertion does not become vitiated by the defects which are 

WARDED OFF BY THE EXCELLENCES (OF THE TEACHER, ETC.).—OR, 
WHEN THERE IS NO PRONOUNCER OR ‘ MAKER ’ OF THE WORD OR 
Assertion, there can be no defects, as there would be no 
SUBSTRATUM FOR THESE.”—(2886-2888) 

COMMENTARY. 

Two kinds of Verbal Cognition are reliable, valid—that produced by the 
eternal Word, and that produced by the words uttered by a trustworthy 
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person.—That in both of these the cause or source is faultless is pointed out 
by the present text. 

In that Word or Sentence which is eternal, there can be no defects relating 
to the Speaker or the Hearer ; because such words and sentences are always 
preserved by Teachers and Students. 

That Word or Sentence which is uttered by a reliable Person,—there 
also the presence of defects is rendered impossible by the presence in him 
of such excellences as those of Compassion and the like. 

The faultlessncss of the eternal Word is proved in another way also:— 
‘ Or when there is no maker of the Word, etc. etc' —Defects, such as Love and 
Hate, etc. are properties of men ; and os such they could reside only in the 
Maker; hence, when there is no substratum, in the shape of the Maker, how 
could they affect the words that have not emanated from a personal source ? 
If they did, thoy would be without a substratum; because it is an essential 
feature of the subsistent that it must follow in the wake of the substratum. — 
(2886-2888) 

Says the Opponent—In the case of the words of the trustworthy person, 
if their validity be held to bo due to the fact of all defects being discarded 
by the excellent qualities of the Person,—then the validity would be due to 
those excellent qualities (not to the Cognition itself); so that the Infinite 
Regress would continue to vitiate this view. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2889-2890). 

“ In the case of the words of the Trustworthy Person, two 

FACTS HAVE BEEN PERCEIVED : (1) THAT THERE ARE NO DEFECTS, 
AND (2) THAT THERE ARE EXCELLENCES ;—THAT VALIDITY IS 
NOT DUE TO THE EXCELLENCES HAS ALREADY BEEN EX¬ 
PLAINED BEFORE ;—AND ON ACCOUNT OF THESE 
EXCELLENCES IN THE SPEAKER, THERE CAN BE NO 
DEFECTS IN HIM, THESE BEING DISCARDED BY 
THE EXCELLENCES. THUS THE VALIDITY 
BELONGS TO THE WORD ITSELF,—AND 
IS INDICATED BY THE ABSENCE 
OF THE DEFECTS.”— (2889- 

2890) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Do$dbhdva, etc. ’—The compound is to be expounded as—the 4 dvaya * 
1 two' —which has for its 4 alma ’, nature,—consisting in the absence of defects 
and the presence of excellences. 

4 Explained, before ’—under Text 2856. 

4 Discarded by them ’—i.e. by the excellences. 

36 
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‘ Indicated by the absence of defects ';—what is meant is that the function 
of the excellences free from defects consists only in the setting aside of tho 
Defects, and not in creating validity.—(2880-2890) 

Says tho OpponentIf Validity is held to be due to the certainty of 
tho absence of defects,—then too, the Infinite Regress remains.—The 
Author sets forth this view in the following:— 


TEXT (2891). 

If the absence of defects in the words of the trustworthy person 

IS DEDUCED FROM HIS EXCELLENCES, THEN THERE IS THE SAME 
INFINITE REGRESS,—FOR ONE WHO WOULD FOLLOW 
UP THIS PRESENCE OF EXCELLENCES.—(2891) 

COMMENTARY. 

According to the view detailed above, the absence of defects is to l>e 
deducod from the cognition of the excellences;—the validity of this cogni¬ 
tion of excellences again is to be deduced from the absence of defects ;—this 
absence of defects again is to be deducod from excellences; and so on and 
on; there would be the same Infinite Regress, which would obliterate all 
usages and distinctions.—(2891) 

This is answered (by the Mimdmsalca) in the following :— 


TEXTS (2892-2893). 

“ This does not affect us. The cognition of the excellences is 

NOT NEEDED AT THE TIME. IT IS NOT OS Cognised THAT THE EX¬ 
CELLENCES ARE OPERATIVE IN THE MATTER ; BY THEIR SHEER 
PRESENCE THEY ARE COMPETENT TO SET ASIDE THE 
DEFECTS ; AND WHILE THEY ARE THERE, THERE 
DOES NOT APPEAR ANY COGNITION OF THE 

DEFECTS OF THE MAN.”—(2892-2893) 

COMMENTARY. 

'While they are there'; —i.e. while the excellences are there.—(2892- 
2893) 

Question :—If the cognition of the defects of man does not appear— 
what then ? 

Answer :— 


I 
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TEXT (2894). 

“ B rrr os are not ooohised - ™=***°** THE y do hot . 

LTJ R “T ; N0T BE,NG SET ASIDE ' 1T ««• 

ESTABLISHED BY ITSELF HERE ALSO.”-_(2894) 

COMMENTARY. 

'The validity is not set <„«&•_uoh fa tho construction. 

<3 wesson .-—Why 18 it not set aside ? 

Z T ^ “ C - because not L ^l7 Wen 

. h““ ; 'in t 6 h ner “' "“i 6 ' k beC ° meS automalicall y established. 

Here also —».e. m the case of the words of the Trustworthy Person 

•“«—• ^-it,- Th , s i ^ 

Says the Opponent—If, i n the case of certain words emanating from a 

»hT h' n ° T* f0und '-^ v “ 80 th0 y a "> suspected ; because they 
always subset such words. $o that, just as the excellences, by thefa 
sheer P~ are capable of setting aside the defects,-so the defects afao 
* c "P ab, ° of satt ' n « “eMe the excellences ;-why then should it be 
w ? S °° emsed ' tha Defects do not set aside the validity ! ' 

The Mmulmsaka s answer to this is as follows 


TEXTS (2895-2896). 

“ lN THE CASE 0F WORDS emanating from Personalities, there is 

ALWAYS ROOM FOR DOUBT WHETHER THERE ARE DEFECTS OR NOT. 

In the case of the Veda, however, there being no author 

THERE CAN BE ABSOLUTELY NO SUSPICION FOR US REGARDING ’ 

THE PRESENCE O? DEFECTS.—CONSEQUENTLY, JUST AS VALIDITY 
(AND RELIABILITY) IS ACCEPTED IN THE CASE OF THE VEDA, 

ON THE GROUND OF ITS BEING INDEPENDENT AND SELF- ' 
SUFFICIENT,—SO THE SAME VALIDITY BECOMES ES¬ 
TABLISHED IN REGARD TO THE WORDS OF A TRUST¬ 
WORTHY person also.”—(2895-2896) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea is as follows “ It is not necessary for us to prove the validity 
of the human assertion; in fact, all this effort of ours is meant for proving 
tho authority of the Veda; so that, if the human assertion turns out to be 
invalid and unreliable,—that does no harm to the Veda; as its validity is 
proved by the absence of defects this is what is meant by the phrase ‘ on 
the ground of its being independent and self-sufficient \ 
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Ihis has been thus asserted in the Bhfyya (Shabara)—‘ Henco the Veda 
is authoritative and reliable, because it is not dependent upon anything else; 
such being the case, there can be no need for another cognition or another 
Person; because the Veda is self-sufficient in its validity ’ (Su. 1. 1. «).— 
(28D5-289C) 


Then again, is it meant that the Veda operates upon things apprehended 
by other Means* of Cognition ? Or is it not so meant ? These are the two 
alternatives possible.—If it is the second view that is accepted—that the 
Veda is not operative on things apprehended by other Means —then that 
fact alone proves the self-sufficient validity of the Veda.—This is what is 
pointed out in the following :— 


TEXT (2897). 

“ The fact that other Means of Cognition never have any bearing 

UPON WHAT IS SAID IN THE VEDA ESTABLISHES ITS VALIDITY.— 

' Otherwise, it would be merely reiterative.” 

—(2897) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ What is said in the Veda ’e.g. that 1 Heaven follows from the per¬ 
formance of the Agnihotra \ and so forth. 

• other means of cognition' /—‘Means of Cognition other than the 
Veda ’ are Sense-perception and the rest;—the ‘ bearing ’ of these consists 
in their having these same for their objective;—and this ‘bearing’ is 
absent. 

‘ The fact ’—i.e. the fact tliat they have no bearing. 

4 Asya ’—of the Veda. 

If the other alternative view is accepted,—that the Veda envisages only 
those things that are apprehended by the other Moans of Cognition,—then, 
one cognition (that produced by the Veda or that produced by other Means) 
would be apprehending what has been already apprehended by other Means; 
consequently the later of the two would become invalid. This is what is 
pointed out by the words/ Otherwise, etc. etc. — 1 ' otherwise i.e. if it is 
held that the Veda as a means of Cognition is operative on what is also 
apprehended by other Means of Cognition, then,—as it woxild bo envisaging 
only what has been already apprehended by other means, it would be as 
invalid as Remembranco. 

Thus what is itself a valid Cognition cannot need the corroboration of 
other cognitions; hence it becomes established that all Cognitions are self- 
sufficient in their validity.—(2897) 


The same idea is further elucidated— 
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TEXT (2898). 

“ Such corroboration (by other Means of cognition) does not 

FORM THE BASIS OF THE VALIDITY OF OTHER COGNITIONS ALSO J 
BECAUSE AMONG COGNITIONS ENVISAGING THE SAME THING, 
THERE CAN BE ONLY OPTION,—WHICH MEANS THAT VALIDITY 
CAN BELONG TO ONLY ONE OF THEM.”—(2898) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Other Means of Cognitions —i.e. the Means of Cognition other than 
the Veda,— i.e. Sense-perception and the rest. 

4 Tidyurthanam '—bearing upon one and the same thing. 

4 To only one '—the one appearing first of all; the other being only 
reiterative. 

The validity of this first Cognition cannot bo due to the other subsequent 
cognitions; because these latter are themselves invalid, inasmuch as they 
npprehend what has been already apprehended.—(2898) 


Says the Opponent—In places where there is dense darkness, it is actually 
seen that a thing that has been apprehended (vaguely) by the first cognition 
is again apprehended (and defined) by later cognitions appearing after the 
appearance of light. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2899). 

“ Even in a case where the thing is definitely apprehended by 

THE LATER COGNITIONS,—THE THING HAS NOT BEEN CLEARLY AND 
DEFINITELY APPREHENDED BY THE FIRST COGNITION.” 

—(2899) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is that the first cognition, being uncertain and vague, can¬ 
not be valid.—(2899) 

Further, if the validity of a Cognition were due to corroboration by other 
Cognitions,—then no validity could belong to the Cognition of a thing that 
has been bom and immediately destroyed, or to the auditory perception ; ns 
no other cognition could operate upon them.—This is pointed out in the 
following:— 
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TEXT (2900). 

“ NO VALIDITY COULD BELONG TO THE COGNITION OF A THING THAT IS 

DESTROYED IMMEDIATELY ON BEING BORN,—OR TO AUDITORY 
PERCEPTION,—BECAUSE THESE WOULD NOT BE COR¬ 
ROBORATED BY THE EYE AND OTHER MEANS 
of Cognition.—(2900) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Not corroborated, etc. etc. ’ —i.e. not related to one another by the 
relation based upon the sameness of their object. 

The argument may be formulated thus:—That which does not need 
corroboration by other cognitions must be regarded as self-sufficient in its 
validity;—e.g. the auditory cognition produced once, and the cognition of 
what has been destroyed;—the cognition of what is asserted in the Veda 
does not need corroboration by other cognitions ; hence this is a Reason 
based upon the nature of things.—(2900) 

In the following Texts, the Mlmumsalca anticipates and answers the 
objection that the Corroborative Instance cited is devoid of the Probandum:— 


TEXTS (2901-2902). 

“ If IT BE URGED THAT— 4 THE VALIDITY OF THE AUDITORY COGNITION 
WOULD BE DUB TO ITS CONNECTION WITH ANOTHER AUDITORY COG¬ 
NITION THEN OF THE VEDA ALSO, THE VALIDITY MAY BE 
DUE TO THE CORROBORATION OF ANOTHER COGNITION 
BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE VEDA. In BOTH CASES, THE 
(CORROBORATIVE) COGNITION IS NOT PRODUCED BY 
OTHER MEANS ; HENCE THEY DO NOT NEED 
CORROBORATION BY COGNITIONS PRODUCED 
BY OTHER CAUSES.”—(2901-2902) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the same sound is heard by several men,—another auditory 
•cognition does becomo operative (upon the same object); hence it is through 
the corroboration of this other auditory organ that the validity of the first 
cognition is ascertained. 

The answer to this is provided by the words— ‘Of the Veda also, etc. 
etc .'— 

‘ Due to corroboration by another cognition brought about by the Veda ';— 
i.e. due to the connection of another cognition produced by the Veda. 

4 In both cases ’—i.e. in the case of the auditory cognition and that of 
the cognition of what is said in the Veda. 
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What is meant is os follows :—In the phrase ‘ it does not need the corro¬ 
boration of other cognitions what is meant by ‘ other cognitions ’ is 
cognitions produced by other Means of Cognition, —not the cognition produced 
by the same Means os the Cognition in question. Consequently, the Reason 
being a qualified one, the Corroborative Instance in our argument is not 
‘ devoid of the Probandum ’ ? 

‘ Corroboration of cognitions produced by other causes —the compound 
is to be expounded as—the ‘ Samvada ’—corroboration—of such ‘ JMna ' — 
cognition—as is ‘ Krta ’—produced—by— 'hUvantara ’—other causes.— 
(2901-2902) 

If it be argued that—‘ even the operation of such other cognitions as 
are brought about by the same means as the cognition in question makes 
the validity of this latter extraneous ', —the argument is futile (superfluous).— 
This is what is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXT (2903). 

“ Just as, in the case of the validity of Sense-perception, there 

IS THE DEFINITE BASIS IN THE FORM OF CORROBORATION BY 
ANOTHER COGNITION PRODUCED BY THE SAME SENSE- 
ORGAN,—THE SAME SHOULD BE ASSERTED TO 
BE THE BASIS IN THE CASE OF THE 

Veda also.”—(2903) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Definite basis ’—as stated in tho first line of Text 2901.—(2903) 

Question: —How can this be said in regard to the Veda ? 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2904-2905). 

“ When the cognition brought about by any one sentence is 

FOUND TO BE THE SAME AT ALC TIMES AND PLACES, AND IN ALL 
MEN,—THEN NO OTHER BASIS NEED BE SOUGHT FOR ITS VALIDITY. 
Thus then, when a firm conviction produced by a sen¬ 
tence IS NOT FOUND TO BE INCOMPATIBLE WITH 
THE COGNITIONS APPEARING AT OTHER TIMES AND 
PI-ACES AND IN OTHER MEN,—IT IS UNDOUBT¬ 
EDLY valid.”—(2904-2905) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Firm' —free from uncertainty and mistake. 

' Cognitions appearing at other, etc. etc ‘ adi ’ includes ‘ men * also.— 
(2904-2905) 
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The following Text shows that the Reason adduced is not 
‘ Inadmissible ’:— 

TEXT (2906). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, THE VALIDITY OF VERBAL AND OTHER COGNITIONS 

IS NOT TO BE PROVED BY MEANS OF INFERENCE. OTHERWISE 
T HE VALIDITY OF SENSE-PERCEPTION ALSO MIGHT HAVE 
TO BE PROVED BY INFERENCE (WHICH IS 

ABSURD).”—(2906) 

COMMENTARY. 

The cognition produced by the Veda cannot have its validity confirmed 
by Sense-perception, because what is said in the Veda is beyond the reach of 
the senses.— Nor can it be proved or confirmed by Inference ; as that would 
lead to incongruities. 

‘ Shabddn&m ’ :—this includes the cognitions produced by the Veda. 

Or, particular details may bo learnt from tho Context.—(2906) 

The following might be urged—We do hold that the validity of Sense- 
perception is proved by means of Inference. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2907-2908). 

“ If THE VALIDITY OF COGNITIONS WERE PROVED BY ANOTHER COGNITION. 

THEN, OF THIS LATTER ALSO, THE VALIDITY WOULD BE PROVED BY 

ANOTHER, AND SO ON AND ON, THERE WOULD BE INFINITE 
REGRESS.—IF THE VALIDITY OF THE COGNITION THAT PROVES 
THE VALIDITY OF ANOTHER COGNITION BE NOT PROVED 
BY ANY OTHER COGNITION,—THEN THE SAME 
MIGHT BE THE CASE WITH THOSE WHOSE 
VALIDITY IS HELD TO BE PROVED BY 

others.”—(2907-2908) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, like tho Sense-perception, the Inference also had its validity proved 
by another Inference,—then there would be Infinite Regress. 

If the validity of the cognition called ‘ Inference' were not proved by 
another cognition,—then in the case of Sense-perception also,—whose validity 
is held to be proved by Inference,—the validity would bo such as is not 
proved by another cognition; as there would l>e no difference between the 
two cases.—(2907-2908) 

In the following Text, the Bauddlia supports the view that tho Reason 
put forward is ‘ Inadmissible ’:— 


EXAMINATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF ‘SELF-SUFFICIENT VALIDITY’. 1309 


TEXT (2909). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, SENSE-PERCEPTION, ETC. ARE NOT QUITE RE¬ 
COGNISED as * pramdqa * valid '; and until they are so 

RECOGNISED, NO BUSINESS WOULD BE POSSIBLE.— 

(2909) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Cognitions did not need (corroboration by) other Cognitions, then, in 
regard to Sense-perception and the rest, there could be no certainty as to 
their being ‘ valid ’; and thus there would be an end to all business- 
transactions.—(2909) 

To the above, the Mimamsaka provides the following answer :— 


TEXT (2910). 

“ Before the Cognition is apprehended, it remains there in its 

OWN FORM ; AND SO FAR AS ITS OWN OBJECTIVE IS CONCERNED, IT IS 

INDEPENDENT AND SELF-SUFFICIENT ; AND AFTER ITS OWN 
OBJECTIVE HAS BEEN COGNISED, THE COGNITION ITSELF 
COMES TO BE COGNISED BY OTHER COGNITIONS.”—(2910) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows:—Even though in regard to the definite 
cognition of its own form, the Cognition requires another Cognition,—yet 
there can be no end to business-transactions; because in regard to the 
apprehension of its own objective, the Cognition is independent and self- 
sufficient; and when the objoct has become apprehended, then by that 
alone can all transactions be carried on ; what use then would there be for 
considering whether there is certainty or uncertainty? Because the sole 
purpose of all this lies in the definite cognition of the object concerned. Such 
in brief is the purport of the argument. 

The meaning of the words is now explained— 

‘ Before the cognition is apprehended ’—i.e. before the certainty that 
‘ this is valid ’. 

4 In its own form' —i.e. in the form of the approhension of the thing. 

4 Independent ’—i.e. not depending upon another cognition, for the 
purpose of the apprehersion of its objoct. 

When this—its object—has become duly cognised, with certainty,— 
then, later on, the Cognition itself becomes cognised through Inference, etc. 
This has been thus declared—‘ One does not apprehend the Cognition until 
the object has been cognised; when the object has become cognised, then 
the Cognition becomes cognised by means of Inference ’•—(2910) 
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The following might be urged—until the Cognition itself has been 
eognised, the apprehension of its objective cannot be j>ossible, as has been 
thus declared—'There can be no perception of the object for one who has 
had no perception of the Cognition itself 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2911-2912). 

41 Just as objects are apprehended by the Eye and other sense- 
organs, WHICH LATTER ARE THEMSELVES UNCOGNISED,—SO, IN THE 
SAME MANNER ARE THINGS APPREHENDED BY COGNITIONS ALSO, 
WITHOUT THESE LATTER BEING THEMSELVES COGNISED. 

Hence becoming cognised is not of much use in the 
validity of the cog NIHON. For the same reason 
• the apprehension of things also ls 

OBTAINED FROM THE COGNITION THAT 

IS ITSELF UNCOGNISED.”—(2911-2912) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(2911-2912) 

If that is so, then the invalidity also of Cognitions could, in the same 
way, be regarded as inherent in them.—Anticipating this objection, the 
Mimdmsaka provides the following answer:— 


TEXT (2913). 

“Like valid Cognition, Invalid cognition also operates upon 

ITS OBJECT, BY ITSELF (INDEPENDENTLY) ; BUT THE FACT OF ITS 
BEING false CANNOT BE APPREHENDED WITHOUT ANOTHER 

means of Cognition.”—(2913) 

COMMENTARY. 

Invalid Cognition also has the semblance of the Valid Cognition, and 
hence it does apprehond [the ‘ na' is wrongly put in] the object, by its mere 
existence; consequently, ‘ falsity ’—i.e. the fact of its envisaging an unreal 
thing—cannot be apprehended without another means of Cognition; wo are 
going to show later on that this falsity is extraneous.— (2913) 

Says the Opponent—The same is equally true of the valid Cognition 
also; because that also, in some cases, has the semblance of the Invalid 
Cognition. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2914-2915). 

“ The false character of the thing is not apprehended by the 
FORMER (I.E. THE INVALID COGNITION) IN THE WAY IN WHICH THE 

TRUE CHARACTER (IS APPREHENDED BY THE V.ALID COGNITION). 

Thus then, it is only when there appears the cogni¬ 
tion of the truth being 1 otherwise,—or the 

COGNITION THAT THE SOURCE OF THE COGNITION 
HAS BEEN DEFECTIVE,—THAT THE FALSITY (IN¬ 
VALIDITY) of the Cognition becomes 

RECOGNISED ; NOT ON ANY OTHER 
GROUNDS. AT THE TIME. THAT 
IT APPEARS IT IS ALWAYS 
RECOGNISED AS VALID.” 

—(2914-2915) 

COMMENTARY. ' 

* The former' —i.e. the invalid cognition.’ . 

‘ Alia ' —apprehended. 

‘ Tmc character ’;—this is a corroborative instance per dissimilarity. 

What is meant is as follows Falsity is not apprehended by the Invalid 
cognition in the same way in which truth is apprehended by the Valid cogni¬ 
tion ; hence the two do not stand on the same footing. Because as soon as 
it is born, the Valid cognition is recognised as valid; but the Invalid cogni¬ 
tion is not similarly recognised as invalid, as soon as it is bom; because it 
has always the semblance of the Valid cognition. 

‘ Tadatrapi, etc. etc. ' —This sums up the view that the Invalidity of 
Cognitions is extraneous. 

‘ Yadvd duqtakarane dhxh' has to be construed here also. 

‘ It is only then that the falsity of the Cognition becomes apprehended ' ;— 
i.e. when there is the idea that the real state of things is otherwise,—and 
when there is the idea that the source of the Cognition has been defective. 

The following might bo urged—The falsity of the Cognition could be 
admitted only when it would be definitely known that these two ideas are 
actually true ; and for the purpose of recognising the truth of these ideas, 
there would be need for another Cognition ; so that there would be an 
infinite regress. 

The answer to this is given in the words—‘ At the time that it appears, 
etc. etc. ’ ‘ it ’ stands for the said two ideas—(1) of the real state of things 

being otherwise and (2) of the source of the Cognition being defective.— 
Thus there would be no Infinite Regress.—(2914-2915) 

The Buddhists and others have argued that the Words of the Veda must 
be false,—because they are words,—like such human assertions as ‘Fire 
is cool 

The Mimdmsdka proceeds to show that this argument is ‘ Inconclusive 
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TEXT (2916). 

“ For these reasons, even in cases where the falsity is explained 

TO OTHERS,—THESE TWO IDEAS HAVE TO BE POINTED OUT,— 
—AND NOT MERE SIMILARITY.”—(2916) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ In cases '—such as that of the Vedic Injunction. 

‘ These two ideas ’—i.e. the idea that the truth is otherwise than what 
has been said in the Veda, and also that what has been so said has had a 
defective source. 

‘ Mere similarity *—i.e. the more fact of being ' words ’ and thereby 
being similar to human assertions.—(2916) 

Question: —Why should mere similarity not be urged ? 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2917-2919). 

“ The IGNORANT MEN WHO, ON THE BASIS OF MERE SIMILARITY TO INVALID 
COGNITIONS, SEEK TO PROVE THE INVALIDITY OF all COGNITIONS,— 
FOR THEM SUCH AN ARGUMENT IS CONDUCIVE TO THEIR OWN RUIN. 

Because for the other party also, there comes about an 

ARGUMENT WHICH IS THE REFLECTION OF THE BUDDHIST 
ARGUMENT J AND THUS BEING REFUTED BY THIS, THE ARGU¬ 
MENT (of the Buddhist) turns out to be the means 

OF PROVING WHAT IS NOT TRUE ; AND AS SUCH, IT IS NOT 
CAPABLE OF SETTING ASIDE THE VEDIC INJUNCTION 
WHICH IS INHERENTLY VALID.”—(2917-2919) 

COMMENTARY. 

If a Cognition were invalid simply because it is similar (to another 
Cognition which is invalid),—then all Cognitions would have to be regarded 
as invalid; because some sort of similarity—such as being an entity —can be 
asserted in all cases.—Such is tho moaning of the Text in brief. 

Question :—How is it conducive to their own ruin ? 

Answer : —‘ For the other party also, etc. etc. ’—‘ Other parly ’—i.e. the 
Mimdmsaka. —‘ Reflection, etc. ’—just as the reflection appears after the 
reflected object, so, after tho argument of tho Buddhist, thore appears the 
counter-argument of the Mimdmsaka. 

For instance, it is open to the Mimdmsaka to argue as follows:—The 
words of the Veda are not false, —because they are Words, etc. etc. ;—like 
such human assertions as 1 Fire is hot, bright and so forth ’. 

Thus being refuted—nogatived—by such counter-arguments,—the 
argument that had been adduced by the Buddhist and others to prove the 
idea of Vedic Injunction being false is quite incapable of rejecting the 
Vedic Injunction.—Why ?—Because of the inherent validity of the Vedic 
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Injunction ;— that is to say, the validity of the Vedic Injunction is such as 
belongs to it by its very nature.—(2917-2919) 

With the following Text, the Author begins the refutation seriatim 
of all the arguments that have been set forth by tho Mimdmsaka, under 
Texts 2848 onwards 


TEXT (2920). 

The answer to the above is as follows :—As a matter of fact, the 
DISTINCTION THAT HAS BEEN MADE HAS SOME BASIS ONLY IN REGARD 
TO THOSE THINGS THAT ARE HELD TO CONTINUE TO EXIST AFTER 

BEING PRODUCED.-(2920) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Has some basis' —i.e. subsists in a real entity; that is, because what 
does not exist cannot be operative.—(2920) 

Question : —“ What is this 1 distinction * ? .* 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2921). 

It IS ONLY FOR THE SECURING OF THEIR EXISTENCE THAT THINGS LIKE 
THE J \R STAND IN NEED OF A CAUSE ; WHEN ONCE THEY HAVE 
SECURED THEIR EXISTENCE, THEY BECOME OPERATIVE 
BY THEMSELVES TOWARDS THEIR OWN 
EFFECTS.—(2921) 

[This is a parody of the Mimdmsaka's assertion in Text 2848.] 
COMMENTARY. 

Question :—“ Why can this not be possible in the case of Cognition also ? 
[why should it bo restricted to things like tho Jar only ? ) ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2922). 

That Cognition which you also regard as not lasting after being 

BORN, BECOMES NON-EXISTENT AFTER HAVING SECURED ITS 
EXISTENCE ; WHAT SORT OF ACTIVITY OR OPERATION, 

THEN, COULD IT HAVE ?—(2922) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ What activity could the non-existent Cognition have ? ’—none whatso¬ 
ever ; because what is non-existent is devoid of all capacity. 
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Even if it existed, as all entities ore without desire and effort, they could 
not have any activity. Nor is there any offect to be produced by the Cogni¬ 
tion, towards which the Cognition could operate. 

“ But there is to be produced by it the effect in the shape of making its 

object cognised 

Not so; ‘making cognised its own object ’ means exactly the same 
that is meant by the term ‘ Cognition *; so your assertion would mean that 
the Cognition produces itself; indeed a most excellent assertion ! 

“ The effect of the Cognition would be the bringing about of the certainty 
that the Cognition is right and valid.” 

That is not possible; because in the case of some Cognitions, there is 
no cortainty; and in some the contrary is found to be the case. 

What lias been said has also shown that the present Proposition of the 
Mimdmsaka is contrary to Perception and other means of Cognition. For 
instance, if there is non-apprehension of what fulfills the conditions of per- 
ceptibility, and there is apprehension of something else,—it follows that 
what is non-existent cannot have any activity. The same is also proved by 
Inference,—being, as it is, formless, like the ‘skv-lotus ’. 

The phrase ‘ which yon also regard' serves to point out that what 
has been asserted by the Mimamsaka involves self-contradiction on his 

part.—( 2022 ) 

This same self-contradiction is pointed out in the following :— 


TEXTS (2923-2924). 

The operation of Causes has always been found to be something 

DIFFERENT FROM THE birth OF THE EFFECTS ; IN ORDER TO PRECLUDE 
THIS FROM THE CASE OF COGNITION ( Pramdna ), THE TERM ‘ BIRTH ’ 

(‘ janma ’) has been introduced [by Jaimini in his Sutra 1.1.4] 

—THE IDEA BEING THAT THE COGNITION DOES NOT CONTINUE 
TO EXIST FOR EVEN A SINGLE MOMENT, AND YET IT IS NOT 
BORN AS INVALID \ ON ACCOUNT OF WHICH IT COULD OPERATE 
ONLY LATER ON TOWARDS THE APPREHENDING OF THE 
OBJECT,—IN THE MANNER OF THE SENSE-ORGANS.— 

[Shlolcavdrtikc —Sense-perception, 54-55].— 

(2923-2924) 

COMMENTARY. 

In Stitra 1. 1. 4, Jaimini has propounded the definition of Sense-perception 
ns consisting in ‘ the birth of the man’s approhension following from the 
contact of the sense-organs with an existing object ’; and the above four 
lines have been put forward by Kumfirila in justification of the use of the 
term ‘ janma' (Birth) in this definition; the sease being that the term 
‘ birth ’ has been used in order to point out that the Cognition is valid as 
soon as it is bom. 
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Question :—“ What is the reason for this ? ” 

Answer :—‘ The Cognition does not, etc. etc. '—‘ Tat' stands for the 
Cognition. —(2923-2924) 

In the following Text, the Author anticipates and answers the rejoinder 
of the other party :— 

TEXT (2925). 

If the Cognition is held to be not-momentary and even eternal, 

THEN THIS GOES AGAINST WHAT HAS BEEN ACCEPTED ELSE¬ 
WHERE, AND IT IS ALSO NULLIFIED BY REASONING. 

—(2925) 

COMMENTARY. 

In another context, Kumdrila has declared the unity and eternality of 
Cognitions, ns declared by him in the following words—“• For us. Cognitions 
being of the same nature as the Spirit (Soul), are held to be eternal and one " 
[Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of Words, 404]. 

Under this view, the Proposition put forward (that Cognitions are 
eternal) would go against what has been accepted elsewhere,—as also against 
Inference. For instance, it has been held that Cognitions are momentary; 
as said in the Bhdqya (Shabara)—“ It is momentary and does not remain till 
the time of the appearance of another Cognition ” (Su. 1. 1. 5, page 9, line 17); 
and it also goes against the words of Kum&rila himself, to the effect that— 
“ Cognition does not continue to exist for a single moment ” ( Shlokavdrtika — 
Sense-perception 55).—(2925) 

The following Text points out how the assertion of the Eternality of 
Cognitions is nullified by reasoning :— 

TEXT (2926). 

(a) It has been demonstrated in detail that all things are in 
1 Perpetual Flux ’;—(6) as for the eternal thing, it is never 
produced ; what need then could it have of a 
Cause ?—(2926) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Cognition is eternal, then it cannot be right to hold that it needs a 
Cause ; this is pointed out in the words—‘ -4s regards the eternal thing, etc. 
etc.' —It is only what is produced that needs something else as its Cause; 
what is eternal, however, can never be produced ; what noed can that have 
of it ’—(2926) 

In the following Text the author shows, through a formulated argument, 
that the idea of the Mxmdmsaka is annulled by Inference— 
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TEXT (2927). 

For these reasons, it can be asserted that by itself the Cognition 

CANNOT BE VALID, THE VALIDITY COMES ONLY LATER IN RELATION 
TO ITS EFFECTS,— BECAUSE IT IS FEATURELESS,—LIKE 
THE 1 SKY-LOTUS ’.—(2927) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the following Tax, the Author admits (for the «■» of 
that Cognitions are not-momentary. and then proceeds to show that the 
view of to other party is annulled by facta of Sense-pcreept.on and other 

forms of Cognition :— 

TEXT (2928). 

Or, Cognition may be net-momentary, and it may by itself be opera¬ 
tive TOWARDS BRINGING ABOUT THE CONVICTION REGARDING ITS 
VALIDITY. BUT IN THAT CASE, WHY SHOULD THERE BE 

any Doubts, etc. (2928) 

COMMENTARY. 

If tho Cognition itself produces the conviction regarding its own validity, 
then there should be no Doubt, etc. regarding the Cognition. The etc. 
includes wrong cognition, as also contradictions duo to it, ideas to tho contrary, 
settinc forth of self-contradictory definitions, and non-conformity. 

Thus, inasmuch as we do meet, after the Cognition, with Doubts, etc. 
which are contrary to the conviction of validity of the Cognition,—it is 
clearly established by Perception itself that there is no conviction in the 
case • and this absence of Conviction becomes proved by Perception, exactly 
in the same manner as the absence of the Jar is established by the appre¬ 
hension of tho place devoid of the Jar. 

Thus the Proposition that there is conviction regarding validity is 
annulled by a fact of Sense-perception.—(2928) 

The following Text points out how there is incompatibility with 
Perception:— 

TEXT (2929). 

Inasmuch as certainty regarding its validity would be obtained 
from THE Cognition itself, there can be no room for 
Doubt or wrong Cognition, etc.—(2929) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Tasmin ’ stands for certainty regarding validity.—(2929) 


Question “ Why should there be no room for Doubt, etc. ? ” 
Answer :— 
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TEXT (2930). 

Inasmuch as Conviction and Wrong Cognition are mutually 

DESTRIIOTTVe, —IF WRONG COGNITION BECOMES EXCLUDED, 

Conviction remains entirely unaffected.— (2930) 
COMMENTARY. 

Question : —“ Why should the two be mutually destructive ? ” 

Answer :— 1 If Wron/j Cognition becomes excluded, etc. etc. '—Conviction 
has a form which is the reverse of Wrong Cognition ; hence it does not gain 
a footing until it has set aside the Wrong Cognition ; just as warmth does not 
gain a footing until it has set aside coolness. Hence when an object has 
l»een taken up by Conviction, whore could there be any room for the Wrong 
Cognition ?—(2930) 


The following Text points out that the Mimdnisaka's view involves self- 
contradiction also:— 


TEXT (2931). 

Thus then, for establishing the validity of the Cognition arising 

from the Veda,—any such assertion as that it arises 

FROM CAUSES FREE FROM DEFECTS AND SO FORTH, IS OF 

NO USE.—(2931) 

COMMENTARY. 

' HUulthabhava '—character of arising from causes. 

‘ And so forth ’—includes—(a) the assertion of its not being the work 
of an untrustworthy person, (6) the assertion that it is never sublated. As 
lias been declared in the following passage—“ The Cognition produced 
by the Veda is valid,— (a) because it is produced by causes free from defects, 
—like cognitions produced by the Inferential Indicative, the Words of a 
Trustworthy Person, and Sense-perception; also (6) because it is not the 
work of an untrustworthy person, and (c) because it is free from sublation ” 
— (Sldokavdrtika, 80. 1. 1. 2 ; 184-185). Consequently, for the proving of 
the validity of the Cognition produced by the Veda,—when the Mimdmsaka 
states a reason,—it becomes implied that the validity of that Cognition is 
due to extraneous causes;—and this idea is negatived by the same writer 
when he asserts that “the validity of all Cognitions is inherent in 
themselves ”. Thus there is cloar self-contradiction.—(2931) 

The following Texts anticipate and answer the rejoinder of the Mimdmsaka 
to the above :— 

37 
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TEXTS (2932-2034). 

If it is held that —“ THE self-sufficiency of the validity of 
Cognitions having been accepted as a fact, the arguments 
THAT HAVE BEEN SET FORTH ARE ONLY FOR THE PURPOSE OP 
REFUTING THE DENIAL OF THE SAME ”,—EVEN THAT CANNOT BE 
RIGHT ; AS THERE CAN BE NO POSSIBILITY OF SUCH DENIAL ; THERE 
CAN BE A SUSPICION OF SUCH DENIAL, ONLY SO LONG AS THE FIRM 
CONVICTION REGARDING THE VALIDITY HAS NOT APPEARED ;—AS 
SOON AS THAT CONVICTION HAS APPEARED, WHENCE COULD THERE 
BE ANY SUSPICION REGARDING INVALIDITY,—FOR THE REMOVING OF 
WHICH YOUR ATTEMPT COULD BE USEFUL ? WHEN A MAN HAS BEEN 
CONVINCED THAT THE TALL THING STANDING BEFORE HIM IS A POST, 
HE NO LONGER SUSPECTS IT TO BE ANYTHING ELSE.—(2932-2934) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that—" when we put forward our arguments, it is 
not for proving the validity of the Cognition proceeding from the Veda ; 
it is for refuting the invalidity that has been urged by the other party ”. 

This also cannot be right—Why ?—Because there can be no possibility 
of any suspicion of invalidity.—It has been declared that ‘ Conviction and 
Doubt are mutually destructive ’ (2930)so that when Conviction has 
come about, whence could there bo any suspicion of invalidity,—for the 
removing of which suspicion, your attempt at setting forth arguments could 
bo fruitful ? 

An example is cited—‘ When a man, etc. etc. ’—i.e. by the obsorver who 
has become convinced of its being the post. 

' Any thing else '—in the shape of tree or man or some such thing.— 
(2932-2934) 

Question :—“ If that is so, then how can the suspicion of invalidity bo 
removed without setting forth arguments ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2935). 

When a firm conviction has appeared in a certain form in con¬ 
nection WITH A CERTAIN THING, FROM A CERTAIN CAUSE,— ALL 
SUSPICIONS TO THE CONTRARY ARE REMOVED BY THAT 
SAME CONVICTION.—(2935) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Yadrupanischayah '—in a certain form. 

‘ Tadviparyaya, etc. ’—the suspicion regarding that form or character. 

‘ Tata eta ’—from the conviction regarding the same form.—(2935) 


An example is cited in support of this :— 
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TEXT (2936). 

When the existence of Fire has become cognised through in¬ 
dicatives like Smoke, —the idea of the non-existence of 
Fire becomes discarded by that same cognition. 

—(2936) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ Tte idea oj its nor-existence, etc, etc.' 

—(2936) 


i.e. the non-existence of tho Fire. 


The whole matter is summed up in the following:_ 


TEXT (2937). 

Thus then, please accept the fact that the denial of Invalidity 
IS OBTAINED BY ITSELF ; HENCE FOR THE DENIAL OF INVALIDITY, 

NO ARGUMENTS ARE NEEDED.-(2937) 

COMMENTARY. 

A consolidated argument is set forth in support of this same conclusion— 


TEXT (2938). 

If THERE WERE ANY SUSPICION OF THE TWO KINDS OF * INVALIDITY 
THEN THERE WOULD BE NO Certainty REGARDING ‘ VALIDITY ’ ; 
SINCE THE THING IN QUESTION WOULD HAVE FORMED 
THE OBJECT OF WRONG COGNITION.— (2938) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Two kinds °f Invalidity ’—in the form of Doubt and Wrong cognition.— 
(2938) 

In the following Text, the Author proceeds to point out ‘ self-contradic¬ 
tion ’ on the part of the Mimdmsaka, by showing that his view involves the 
incongruity of a character concomitant with the contrary:— 

TEXT (2939). 

When a thing has become the object of Doubt or Misconception, 

THERE CAN BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING THE REAL FORM OF 
THAT THING J—AS IN THE CASE OF THE POST.— (2939) 

COMMENTARY. 

Doubt and Misconception are contrary to Certainty; and when the thing 
has become subject to the former two,—and is concomitant with it—then 
there is no room for Certainty regarding it.—(2939) 
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In the following Text, the Author points out that the view of the 
Opponent is contrary to Inference,—and also asserts the establishment of 
his own view :— 

TEXT (2940). 

For example, (1) the Post, (2) the Fire, and (3) Invalidity are 

COGNISED EXTRANEOUSLY BY MEANS OF THE NOTIONS OF (1) 

the Crow, (2) Smoke and (3) Defects in the 

SOURCE OF THE COGNITION.—(2940) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be formulated as follows :—Things whose character 
has become subject to doubt and misconception can have their reality 
ascertained only by things extraneous to themselves,—e.g. the Post;—the 
validity of cognitions, for some people, has become the object of Doubt and 
Misconception; henco this is a Reason based on the nature of the thing 
concerned. 

‘ Baltbhuk ’ (Crow)—* Dhuma ' (Smoke)—* helutthado?a' (defects in the 
source)—the * pratyaya ’—notions of these;—these are to be construed, 
respectively, with the ‘ Sthdnu ’ (Post)—* Tlja ' (Firo) and * Apramunya ' 
(Invalidity). [The presence of the Crow indicates that the upright object 
is the Post, not the Man.] 

This shows the Invariable C'oncomitanco of the Probans (with the 
Probandum).—(2940) 

The following Text shows the presence of tho Probans in the ‘ subject ’ 
and thereby sets aside the defoct of * Inadmissibility ’ from the Reason :— 

TEXT (2941). 

Because validity has been definitely found to be subject to 

Doubt and Misconception,—therefore please understand 

THAT ANY CERTAINTY REGARDING IT CAN BE OBTAINED 
ONLY EXTRANEOUSLY.—(2941) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Yat' —Because. 

* Galam ’—found. 

Question : —" What has been so found ? ” 

Answer: — Validity. 

For example, it has boon already shown that the cognition produced 
by the Veda is subject to Doubt and Misconception (i.e. it is found to be 
doubtful and wrong). 

‘ Tathd,' —as in the case of tho Post, the certainty is obtained only 
extraneously. 

* Tasya, etc.' —This sets forth the conclusion resulting from the 
Reasoning.—(2941) 
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It lias boon argued by the Mimamsaka, under 2932, that “ the self- 
sufficient validity of cognitions having been accepted as a fact, the arg\i- 
ments that have been sot forth are only for the purpose of refuting the denial 
of the same —This cannot bo right; because, under the circumstances, 
there could bo no doubt regarding the validity ; as has been explained.—The 
position now taken up is—that it may be granted (for the sake of argument) 
that the arguments have been adduced for the purpose of removing the 
suspicion of invalidity; but oven so, that cannot be right, in accordance 
with your view.—This is what is pointed out in the following:— 

TEXTS (2942-2943). 

YOUR VIEW IS THAT—“ IT IS ONLY IN THE SENTENCE IN WHICH THE 
NEGATIVE WORD IS FOUND THAT THERE IS DENIAL OF SOMETHING 

ELSE, AND IN ALL OTHER SENTENCES, IT IS THE POSITIVE DENOTA¬ 
TION ITSELF THAT IS APPREHENDED ” J—NOW IN YOUR 
ASSERTION (UNDER Text 2348) THAT “ THE COGNITION 
PRODUCED BY THE VEDA IS VALID ’’—THE 
NEGATIVE WORD HAS NOT BEEN USED J HENCE 

it cannot mean the denied of invalidity. 

—(2942-2943) 

COMMENTARY. 

The view of persons like you, who hold that the denotation of words is 
always positive, is as follows“ It is only when the negative word is used 
in a sentence, that 4 the denial of other things * is comprehended,—in all 
other cases it is only affirmation that is expressed ”.—In the sentence em¬ 
bodying your argument—" The cognition produced by the Veda is valid, etc. 
etc.”, the negative word has not been used; how then could it express the 
denial of invalidity ?—(2942-2943) 

It has been argued by the Author himself (under Text 2928)—* How 
can there be Doubt and the rest, when the self-validity of the Cognition has 
become cognised ? ’—The following Text proceeds to show what is meant by 
the term 1 and the rest ’ in that sentence :— 

TEXT (2944). 

Further, if the validity of all cognitions is duly recognised as 

BEING INHERENT IN THEM BY THEMSELVES, ^THEN WHY IS . 
THERE A DIFFERENCE OF OPINION AMONG DISPUTANTS ? 

—(2944) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the validity of all cognitions were inherent in themselves, then there 
could not be a difference of opinion among the various parties, regarding 
this validity.—(2944) 
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Question :—“ How do you know that there is this difference of opinion ? ” 
Answer :— 


TEXT (2945). 

(That there is diversity of opinion is shown by the fact that] 
ONE PARTY CONSISTING OF THE ‘ PrICHYAS ’ (EASTERNERS OR ANCI¬ 
ENTS) ASSERT DEFINITELY THAT “ THE VALIDITY OF COGNITIONS IS 
ALWAYS INHERENT, SELF-SUFFICIENT, IN THEMSELVES ” ; 

WHILE OTHERS ASSERT THAT IN SOME CASES, THE VALI¬ 
DITY IS SELF-SUFFICIENT, WHILE IN OTHERS IT IS 
DUE TO EXTRANEOUS CAUSES ;—AND THERE IS 
NO HARD AND FAST RULE ONE WAY OR 
THE OTHER.—-(2945) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ One party ’—-i.o. the Mimdmsakas ;—* others '—the Buddhists. 

These others hold that some cognitions nro self-sufficient in their validity; 
o.g. (a) the direct perception of themselves by the cognitions by the Mystics, 
—(6) the cognition of the fruitful activity of things,—(c) Inferential Cogni¬ 
tion,— (d) Repeated Perception; this latter is definitely recognised ns valid by 
itself as the possibility of misconception has been set aside by the repeated 
experience;—while this is so in the case of some cognitions, in that of 
some others, the validity is derived from extraneous circumstances; e.g. 
the cognition in dispute, arising from the Veda,—and also such Perception 
as has not had all possibility of mistake removed ; as repeated experience or 
the perception of effective action has not been obtained. 

[Says the Opponent]—“ If that is so, then, according to you, then- 
should be no diversity of opinion in regard to Inference; as its validity is 
self-sufficient. And yet there is such diversity of opinion; as some people 
hold that Inference is brought about by the three-featured Probans; some 
others hold that it is brought about by the two-featured Probans; while there 
are others who hold that it is brought by a Probans that is one-featured. — 
Further, under this viow, the setting up of the definition of things would 
be futile.—Similarly, the validity of Inference should not be expounded and 
justified as against the Materialist; because here also, the validity is self- 
sufficient ”. 

Answer: —This does not affect our position ; because when we assert 
the self-validity of Inference, what we mean is as follows :—As a matter of 
fact, Inference proceeds from the definite cognition of the Probans which is 
invariably concomitant (with the Probandum) through sameness or causation, 
—and then even without confirmation by subsequent fruitful action, it has 
been ascertained that it is indirectly produced by the Probans as invariably 
-concomitant with the said Probandum and hence never non-concomitant 
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with it. When the disputants quarrel in this matter, it is before the Inference 
has appeared,—and the reason for this quarrel lies in their ignorance 
of the nature of the Probans which is related (to the Probandum) by the 
causal relation ; the quarrel does not arise after the Inference has duly come 
about; as at that time the exact nature of the said Probans has been duly 
recognised. It is for this reason that what the Teachers do, when putting 
forward the definition of things, is to explain the nature of the Probans 
related by the causal relation. How could any Inference come about from 
the cognition of a Probans other than the one mentioned ? 

As regards the argument of the Opponent that—“ there should be no 
arguments addressed to the Materialist, for proving the validity of 
Inference ” ;—it is not right; because what we are seeking to prove is 
not the validity of Inference, but its use. This we do because, even 
when the validity of Inference has been proved, the Materialist, deluded by 
listening to the false teachings of Economic Science (Philosophy of Property), 
does not make use of it,—as the Suiikhyas do; hence by showing to him 
the subject-matter of Inference, wo seek to demonstrate to him the use of 
it;—by pointing out to him that—when one thing is produced by another, 
the latter is endowed with the capacity to bring about the former ;—as is 
found in the case of Perception and its object;—and the cognition of the 
‘ Subject * as containing the Probandum has been brought about by 
the perception of the Probans as invariably concomitant with the Pro- 
bandum;—and by explaining to the Materialist all these conventions, wo 
induce him to make use of Inference. Because in regard to Perception, he 
has used it as valid only on account of finding that it is not incompatible 
with the real state of things; and what ‘non-incompatibility’ could be 
there except that one should be produced by the other (as in the case of 
the Probans based upon causal relation)? This has been thus declared— 
‘ Tho validity of Sense-perception is proved by the fact that it does not 
appear when its object is not there; and as regards the causal character of 
that which is invariably concomitant, both the conditions ore equally present 
in it ’.—Consequently, as the SaiMchya, while recognising tho fact that the 
elephant cannot stand on the tip of a grass-blade, has his mind confounded 
by listening to the scriptures, and consequently, while not making use of the 
said negative fact (of tho elephant standing on the tip of the grass-blade) 
has recourse to activities;—similarly tho Materialist also. 

Then again, the validity of the cognition produced by the Veda has not 
been established; consequently, its validity could not be proved like that 
of Inference; because no Invariable Concomitance is established in this 
case; as it is this same validity that has got to bo proved. Hence 
the two cases (that of tho validity of cognitions produced by the Veda, 
and that of the validity of Inference as upheld by the Buddhist) do not 
stand on the same footing.—(2945) 

The following might be urged—" There may be difference of opinion; 
but why should not this difference be there, if the validity of cognitions 
is self-sufficient ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2940). 

Dispute always arises from misconception,—and such miscon¬ 
ception IS RENDERED IMPOSSIBLE BY THE CERTAINTY OF CON¬ 
VICTION ; HENCE WHEN THE VARIOUS PARTIES WOULD HAVE 
ASCERTAINED THE TRUTH (REGARDING THE SELF-VALIDITY 

of Cognitions), they would never quarrel 
AMONG THEMSELVES.—(2940) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by this is that Dispute is always the effect of Misconcep¬ 
tion, which is always contrary to firm Conviction,—so that when there is 
Dispute, on any point, it follows that there is no firm Conviction; conse¬ 
quently, the Proposition that “ the validity of Cognitions is self-sufficient ” 
is contrary to Inference.—(2940) 

The following Texts point out the perception of another fact which is 
contrary to firm Conviction :— 


TEXTS (2947-2948). 

If THERE WERE A FIRM CONVICTION REGARDING THE SELF-VALIDITY OF 

all Cognitions, then, by virtue of this same Conviction, 

NO ONE COULD HOLD A DIFFERENT OPINION.—WHEN A MAN 

accepts THE Invalid as Valid, he becomes deceived. 

When, however, there is conviction regarding 
self validity, no one can be opposed to "it — 

(2947-2948) 

COMMENTARY. 

Disagreement or diversity of opinion is always found to be the effect of 
a Misconception, which is always contrary to well-ascertained Conviction ; 
therefore such diversity of opinion should not bo there, in face of the opinion 
that all cognitions are inherently valid; because such a Conviction should 
have removed the misconception that could lend to the said diversity of 
opinion. 

' Opposed to it ’ —i.e. holding a different opinion.—(2047-2948) 


In the following Texts, the Opponent proceeds to put forward his 
arguments:— 
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TEXTS (2940-2950). 

One who acts in pursuance of an invalid cognition meets with 
NON-CONFORMITY WITH REALITY ; AND CERTAINTY REGARDING invalidity 
HAS BEEN HELD TO BE DUE TO EXTRANEOUS CAUSES AND ASCERTAIN¬ 
ABLE BY A SUBSEQUENT SUBLATING COGNITION. ON THE OTHER 

HAND, ONE WHO ACTS IN PURSUANCE OF A VALID COGNITION 
DOES NOT MEET WITH THE SAID NON-CONFORMITY ; AND IT 
IS IN REGARD TO THIS THAT WE HOLD THAT THERE IS 
FIRM CONVICTION REGARDING ITS VALIDITY BEING 
INHERENT AND SELF-SUFFICIENT.”—(2949-2950) 

COMMENTARY. 

Non-conformity with reality comes to one who proceeds to act in pur¬ 
suance of an invalid cognition ; and it has already been admitted that the 
invalidity of cognitions is due to extraneous causes. As for the Valid cogni¬ 
tion, on the other hand, one who acts in pursuance of that does not meet with 
non-conformity ; and it is of this cognition that validity has been held to be 
inherent and self-sufficient. In what way then can there be annulment of 
the assertion of ‘ self-validity ' by Inference ? 

The answer to the above is provided in the following— 


TEXTS (2951-2954). 

What has been said is not right ; as it proceeds from ignorance 

OF WHAT IS MEANT BY US. WHAT IS MEANT BY US IN REGARD TO 
THE SUBJECT OF CONVICTION REGARDING THE SELF-VALIDITY OF ALL 
COGNITIONS IS AS FOLLOWS In A CASE WHERE THE CONVICTION 
REGARDING SELF-VALIDITY IS NOT CERTAIN, WHAT IS COGNISED, BY 
ELIMINATION IS INVALIDITY ; BECAUSE IRRESPECTIVELY OF THE 
FACT OF THE REAL STATE OF THINGS BEING OTHERWISE THAN THAT 
ENVISAGED IN THE COGNITION,—AND THE FACT OF THE SOURCE OF 
THE COGNITION BEING DEFECTIVE,—THE CONVICTION REGARDING 
its invalidity appears immediately after its birth.—Conse¬ 
quently, the Invalid cognition cannot be said to be a case 

OF THE ‘ REVERSAL OF VALIDITY ’ ; HENCE NO ONE WOULD EVER 
ACT IN PURSUANCE OF THE COGNITION THAT IS NOT IN CONFORMITY 
WITH REALITY ; BECAUSE THERE IS ALWAYS A CERTAINTY REGARDING 

ITS NON-CONFORMITY.—(2951-2954) 

COMMENTARY. - 

"What is meant by us is as follows :—If you accept the self-validity of 
all cognitions, then that would imply the acceptance of the fact that ‘ cogni- 
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tion ’ is invariably concomitant with the 4 conviction of Validity ’; and as a 
consequence of this, wherever the 1 conviction of Validity ’—which embraces 
all cognitions—does not appear, there, by implication, remains Invalidity; 
and ‘ Validity ’ and 4 Invalidity ’ are mutually exclusive. Hence it follows 
by implication that Invalidity also is inherent in cognitions; irrespectively 
of any idea of its being not in conformity with reality or of its cause being 
defective; in fact the conviction regarding Invalidity follows from the 
mere non-appearance of the conviction regarding Validity. Tims what has 
been assorted (by the Mimumsaka )—to the effect that " the conviction 
regarding Invalidity follow’s from extraneous causes, in the shape of sublating 
cognitions ” (Text 2949)—is not right. 

Such being the case, ns soon as the Cognition is bom, its validity or in¬ 
validity becomes ascertained by the birth or otherwise of Conviction regarding 
its validity; so that the activity of no sane person can follow from on invalid 
cognition; how then can there lie any possibility of the activity not l>eing 
in conformity with reality ? 

‘ Tod gat Vi ’—i.o. from the conviction regarding non-conformity. 

All these defects that have been pointed out regarding the Proposition 
(of the Mhndmsaka) should bo understood to be the defocts in his Reason, 
which is hereby shown to bo not-concomitant (with the Probandum); they 
should not bo regarded as defects of the Proposition. Otherwise, as the 
Proposition does not form an integral part of the argument, the pointing out 
of defects in it would involve a ‘ Clincher ’ for the other party (the Buddhist). 
—(2951-2954) 


In the following Text the Author points out the ‘Inadmissibility’ of the 
Corroborative Instance cited (under Text 2850) in the shape of the Jar •— 


TEXT (2955). 

IS THE CASE OF THE JaR, THERE IS HO TIME FOR ACTION, APART FROM 
THE TIME OF ITS BIRTH,—BECAUSE IT HAS A MOMENTARY EXIS¬ 
TENCE ; HENCE THE CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE IS 
‘ INADMISSIBLE ’.—(2955) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Opponent—“ The Jar is actually seen after birth, independently 
of the Potter, etc. and found to be performing the useful function of con¬ 
taining Honey, Water and other fluids; how then can it be said that there 
is no time for its action, apart from the time of its birth ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2956). 

Subsequently to their birth, the Jar, etc. do not depend upon the 
Potter and other such causes ; but they do depend upon 
their own constituent causes and other things ; 
so that of the Jar itself, there can be 
no action.—(2956) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Their own constituent causes,' —in the shape of the preceding 
homogeneous ‘ moments \—‘ Other things ' include the man holding it. 

What is meant is as follows :—What are seen subsequently aro entirely ' 
different ‘ Jar-moments ’ appearing through their own constituent cause, 
etc. ; and no single Jar is known to oxist after the moment of its birth ; 
for the simple reason that all things are momentary. —(2956) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsaka, under Text 2854, that—“ Just 
as the first Cognition needs corroboration of the second Cognition, so would 
the latter need another, and so on and on there would be an Infinite Regress." 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2957). 

If validity is dependent (upon something else), there can be no 
Infinite Regress. Hence there can be certainty regard¬ 
ing self-validity only when there is cognition 
of effective action.—(2957) 


The other party argues as follows :— 


TEXT (2958). 

“ What peculiar feature is there in the second cognition, dif¬ 
ferent FROM THOSE OF THE PREVIOUS COGNITION, ON ACCOUNT 
OF WHICH IT IS NOT REGARDED TO BE ENTIRELY LIKE 
THE PREVIOUS COGNITION ? ”—(2958) 


COMMENTARY. 

The answer to this (from the Buddhist) is as follows 
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TEXTS (2959-2962). 

The answer to the above is as follows It is conformity with 

THE REAL STATE OF THINGS THAT IS CALLED ‘ VALIDITY ’ ; AND 
THERE IS NO FEATURE OF IT EXCEPT THE REPEATED COGNITION 
OF EFFECTIVE ACTION.—THE COGNITION ENVISAGING EFFECTIVE 
ACTION IS CLEARLY APPREHENDED ; AND THE APPREHENSION 
BECOMES CONFIRMED BY THE AFTER-THOUGHT ENVISAGING 
THE SAME. THUS ITS OWN REAL VALIDITY HAVING BEEN DULY 
ASCERTAINED, IT DOES NOT STAND IN NEED OF ANY SUBSEQUENT 
COGNITION OF THE SAME EFFECTIVE ACTION. THUS THE VALIDITY 
OF THE COGNITION BECOMES MANIFESTED IN THE VERY FIRST COGNI¬ 
TION ENVISAGING THE SAID EFFECTIVE ACTION ; AND THEREBY ITS 
VALIDITY BECOMES CONFIRMED.—(2959-2962) 

COMMENTARY. 

The purport of the abovo, in brief, iR as follows :—The name ‘ Pramuna 
‘ valid cognition,' is given to that cognition which is in conformity with 
the real state of things;—ns has been asserted in the declaration that— 
4 Pramdna is that cognition which is in conformity with things ’;—this 
4 conformity * appears in the shape of effective action ;—as it is only for 
purposes of effective action that, there is a desire to investigate the 4 validity ’ 
of Cognitions ;—because the sane man investigates the validity or invalidity 
of cognitions only for tho purpose of undertaking activity in accordance 
with it,—and not because he likes to do so ;—this effective action is one that 
figures in the notion of such acts as burning, cooking and tho like; as it is 
only when this cognition lias appeared that tho want of the man seeking to 
undertake the activity becomes supplied ;—this cognition of effective action, 
on account of the perceptibility of its own cognition, appears by itself;—and 
as this apprehension is quite clear, it is followed by an afterthought, in 
accordance with the same apprehension,—which serves to confirm tho 
cognition ;—all this is self-evident.—Nor does the man desire any other 
fruit resulting from the said cognition ; for the sake of which he would seek 
for the appearance of another cognition envisaging another effective action ; 
which would lead to an Infinite Regress. For instance, in ordinary life, the 
fruits of activity that are desired are in the form of prosperity and adversity 
(happiness and unhappiness); and this is accomplished by the appearance 
of joy and sorrow; and men, boing satisfied with this result, desist from 
further activity; and this is what is meant when it is said that the result has 
been accomplished by itself. 

As for the first cognition which has brought about the second, cognition, 
the validity of that is said to consist only in the capacity to bring about tho 
second cognition; and the presence of this capacity cannot be ascertained 
by people who, on account of the absence of repetition, do not know of the 
effective action resulting from it; honce it is ascertained only by the 
appearance of its effect in the shape of tho second cognition. 
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It is for these reasons that the validity of the first cognition is said to be 
due to something extraneous to itself.—(2959-2962) 

In the following Texts, the author sets forth another way of avoiding the 
Infinite Regress :— 

TEXTS (2963-2965). 

If THE INITIAL COGNITION DID NOT ENVISAGE A REAL ENTITY, THEN THE 
SECOND COGNITION, IN THE FORM OF CONFIRMATION BY CONFORMITY 
TO THE REAL STATE OF THE THING, WOULD NOT APPEAR AT ALL; 
AS ITS CAUSE WOULD NOT BE THERE. FOR EXAMPLE, WHEN A MAN 
HAS THE COGNITION OF FlRE IN REFERENCE TO THE CLUSTER OF 
ASHOKA-BLOSSOMS, THERE DOES NOT APPEAR THE COGNITION EN¬ 
VISAGING BURNING AND COOKING (WHICH ARE NOT BROUGHT ABOUT 
BY WHAT HAS BEEN COGNISED AS FlRE). If THIS LATTER DOES 
APPEAR, THEN THE COGNISED OBJECT TURNS OUT TO BE NOT ANY¬ 
THING DIFFERENT FROM FlRE ; BECAUSE FlRE IS ONLY AN ENTITY 
THAT IS CHARACTERISED BY THE CAPACITY FOR PRODUCING ITS 

effect (in the shape of burning, cooking and the rest).— (2963- 
2965) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the initial —first—cognition had appeared in regard to a non-* 
entity, thon the subsequent cognition of its result (in the shape of effective 
activity) could not come about; because its cause would not be there; 
because the cognition of effective action is always concomitant with an 
entity. When the cognition does not envisago real Fire,—when for instance 
one has the idea of Fire in regard to the bunch of Ashoka-blossoms,—there 
do not appear the cognitions of such actions as burning and cooking (which 
are peculiar to Fire). 

If such cognitions did appear, thon tho thing cognised would really 
be Fire itself ;—why ?—becauso Fire is nothing else but what is characterised 
by the capacity to burn and to cook things. 

‘ Vxbh&vaSU' is Fire. —(2903-2965) 

The argument is summed up in tho following :— 

TEXT (2966). 

From all this it follows that so long as the cognition envisaging 

EFFECTIVE ACTION DOES NOT APPEAR,—THERE IS ALWAYS A 
SUSPICION OF THE INITIAL COGNITION BEING WRONG 
(INVALID) J BECAUSE OF THE CAUSES OF MIS¬ 
APPREHENSION. —(2966) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Opponent:—“ Like the initial cognition, the cognition of 
effective action also is produced directly by tho thing, Fire, itself;—then 
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why should there lx> suspicion of invalidity regarding the initial cognition 
only, and not regarding the other cognition ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2967-2968). 

IX REGARD TO THE FIRST COGNITION, THERE ARE VARIOUS GROUNDS FOR 
SUSPECTING IT TO BE WRONG,—SUCH AS (1) THE NON-PERCEPTION OF 
ITS EFFECT (IN THE SHAPE OF EFFECTIVE ACTION), (2) PER¬ 
CEPTION OF SIMILARITY, (3) INEFFICIENCY OF THE COGNI¬ 
TION AND SO FORTH. WHEN, HOWEVER, THERE APPEARS 
THE COGNITION ENVISAGING ITS EFFECT, THERE 
ARE NO SUCH GROUNDS ; BECAUSE THERE IS 
DIRECT PERCEPTION OF ACTION, WHICH IS 
DIRECTLY RELATED TO THE ENTITY 

cognised.—(2967-2968) 

COMMENTARY. 

In connection with the initial cognition (of Fire), there are several 
grounds for suspecting it to be wrong; for instance, ( 1 ) immediately after 
the cognition, there does not como about its effect in the shape of Burning 
and the like, (2) it is similar to wrong cognitions, and (3) the inefficiency of 
the cognition ;—‘ and so forth' includes unconcerned ness, absence of repetition, 
etc .—In regard to the cognition of the effect, on the other hand, there is 
no reason to suspect it to be wrong; hence its confirmation comes from 
itself.—(2967-2908) 

In regard to the initial cognition also, when, by frequent repetition, etc. 
the grounds of suspicion have been dispelled, the validity comes by itself.— 
This is what is pointed out in the following— 

TEXT (2969). 

In the case of the INITIAL COGNITION ALSO, EVEN THOUGH ITS EFFECT 
MAY NOT HAVE BEEN SEEN, IF THE COGNITION HAS BEEN RE¬ 
PEATED, A DISTINCT PECULIARITY IS PERCEIVED IN IT 
WHICH DIFFERENTIATES IT FROM COGNI¬ 
TIONS NOT PERTAINING TO THE 
THING CONCERNED, [AND 
THIS ESTABLISHES 
ITS VALIDITY]. 

—(2969) 

COMMENTARY. 

A particular cognition may appear as initially clear and distinct, with 
all grounds of suspicion regarding its invalidity dispelled by repeated 
experience ; as is found in the case of mystics and in that of experts in gems 
and coins; in the same manner, in other cases also, through repeated ex- 
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perience a clear and distinct cognition may appear, in regard to which all 
grounds of suspicion regarding invalidity have been dispelled; and it produces 
immediately after itself a Cogitative Cognition envisaging an object of 
the same kind,—and thereby it bocomes cognised as dissociated from those 
heterogeneous things which have not figured in the preceding cognition ;— 
in this way its validity is spoken of as being duo to itself. 

Some people hold the following opinion :—“ Even when the cognition is 
repeated, there is certainty regarding its validity, in the shape of the capacity 
to bring about its effect,—and this certainty is brought about by Inference 
based upbn the Probans in the form of ‘ similarity ’; so that in all cases 
validity is cognised through extraneous causes,—and never by the cognition 
by itself 

This view, howevor, we fail to comprehend. Because it is necessary to 
oxplain from what resource arises the conviction regarding the said Probans 
itself in the shape of similarity that is not confused.—If it be said that— 
“ it is obtained through repetition ”,—then, it means that through repetition, 
it is possible to cognise unconfused similarity, which is common to homoge¬ 
neous things, and which serves to differentiate heterogeneous things,—because 
there are no grounds for wrong cognition. If that is so, then whence the 
hostility to validity itself,—whereby its cognition is denied, even when there 
are no grounds for wrong cognition ? 

Further, what is this 4 similarity ’ that is cognised ? If it consists in 
* being of tho form of cognition ’,—this is present in wrong cognition also ; 
hence the Reason becomes 4 inconclusive \—If it consists in 4 appearing in 
the red form ’ (in the case of the bunch of -4«/iofro-blossoms and Fire),— 
this is present in the blossoms also ; hence the Reason becomes 4 false — 
If it consists in 4 producing the effect of Fire ’,—then it has to bo explained, 
how this character is ascertained.—If for the proving of this, another In¬ 
ferential Indicative is sought for, then there is infinite regress.—It 
might be arguod that— 44 the similarity is cognised by itself, even without tho 
help of the Inferential Indicative, by direct Perception, through repetition 
But in that case, if repetition is admitted to possoss such capacity,—then 
why is it not admitted that certainty regarding the capacity (of Cognitions 
and things) also can come without the help of Inferential Indicatives T— 
Then again, if it lias been established that it is tho effect of the cognition, 
then it is absolutely futile to follow up the Invariable Concomitance ; as the 
recognition of ‘being the effect of the Cognition’ would itself, like the In¬ 
ferential Cognition, prove the capacity of getting at its objective (in the 
shape of fruitful activity). That is to say, Inferential Cognition is brought 
about through the perception of the Probans as concomitant with the thing 
concerned, and thereby it becomes cognisod as brought about, indirectly, 
by that thing ; and it is on this ground that it is regarded as valid by itself, — 
and not through similarity ; as otherwise, there would be an Infinite Regress ; 
—in the same manner, in tho case in question, the validity of the cognition 
would be self-sufficiont by itself. Because, in a case where, even when it is 
known with certainty that tho Probans resides in the 4 Subject ’, the cogni¬ 
tion of tho Probandum docs not come about;—and in such a case the 
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investigator would seek for the concomitance of the Probans in a Corrobora¬ 
tive Instance; e.g. in the case of ‘ being an effect ’ and ‘ non-etornality ’ ; 
—in the case in question, however, tho capacity of the cognition to get at its 
objective is proved by tho fact of that being its effect and hence non-separable 
from it; consequently, similarity cannot serve as an Indicative, in this case. 

Says the Opponent—“ If that is so, then how is it that your Teacher 
has made tho following assertion in reference to the Materialist:— 1 When 
the Materialist says that Perception is the only Means of Cognition, and 
Inference is not so,—and finds that while some particular porcoptions are in 
consonance with the reality of things, while others are not so, the necessary 
definition could be so propounded only on the basis of Invariable Concomit¬ 
ance,—for the benefit of a person who would regulate his activity in accordance 
with this definition; and the definition thus propounded on the basis of 
similarity to what has been seen cannot escape from being something 
inferred 

This does not affect us. This assertion has been made by our Teacher 
with roferenco to those cognitions of unapprehended things which appear in 
one’s own ‘ chain ’ as well as in tho ‘ chain ’ of others ; that this is so is clear 
from the subsequent qualifying clause—‘ apart from the cognitions of 
apprehended things If it were not so, if validity in all cases were to be 
ascertained tlirough similarity, then the qualifying exception ‘ apart from 
the cognitions of apprehended things * would be meaningless. 

From all this it follows that tliat cognition, which appears as having all 
grounds of mistake dispelled by repetition, is self-sufficient in ita validity.— 
(2969) 

It has been argued by the Mxmdmsaka, under Text 2854, that—“ Just 
as the first cognition would need corroboration by the second cognition, so 
should we seek for tho corroboration of that corroborative cognition also 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2970-2972). 

If no difference is perceived,—THEN, on account of the sus¬ 
picion OF the thing being otherwise than cognised, there can 

BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING VALIDITY, UNLESS THERE IS A COG¬ 
NITION ENVISAGING THE RESULTANT EFFECT. In SUCH A CASE 
EVEN THOUGH THE VALIDITY MAY BE PRESENT THERE, IT CANNOT 
BE ASCERTAINED ; IT IS RECOGNISED ONLY THROUGH THE SUBSEQUENT 
COGNITION OF ITS RESULTANT ACTIVITY. It IS FOR THIS REASON 
THAT THE first COGNITION NEEDS ITS CORROBORATION ; AND FOR THE 
SAME REASON IT IS NOT NECESSARY TO SEEK FOR THE CORROBORA¬ 
TION OF THE CORROBORATIVE COGNITION ALSO.— (2970-2972) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even in case where the Validity has been apprehended, there can be no 
certainty regarding it, because of the presence of the causes of misconception; 
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and in such cases, the Validity is ascertained only cxtranoously, through tlio 
cognition of the resultant activity ; and what is desired by the man having 
been secured by this, thoro is no need for further corroboration by another 
corroborative cognition ; as there is in the case of the initial cognition.— 
(2070-2972) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsdka, under Text 2855, that — “if tho 
Validity of some cognition be held to be self-sufficient, why should there be 
hostility to the same being the case with the initial cognition ? ” 

The answor to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2973). 

Of the second cognition, the validity is self-sufficient, because 

THERE ARE NO CAUSES FOR MISAPPREHENSION ; IN THE CASE OF 
THE FIRST COGNITION, HOWEVER, THERE IS HOSTILITY 
TOWARDS ITS SELF-VALIDITY, ON ACCOUNT OF 
THE POSSIBILITY OF MISAPPREHENSION. 

—<2973) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says tho Opponent“ That cognition,—which is concomitant with tho 
suspicion of invalidity, and hence in regard to which there is no certainty 
regarding its capacity to get at its objective,—would bo like Inference and 
hence not valid. Because, in the case of Inference, when there is doubt 
regarding the invariable concomitance of tho objective, no validity attaches 
to it; in the same manner Perceptions also would be not valid 

This does not affoct our position. Because when Perception is regarded 
as valid, it is not because it represents itself as invariably concomitant with 
its objective, like Inference but only as tending to tho envisaging (or 
ideating) of tho objective. Because it is called ' valid when it presents the 
desired object to the man seeking for effective action ; and this presentation 
of the object is not done either by carrying tho man to tho placo whore the 
object lies, or by carrying the object to the placo whore the man is; it is 
done by prompting the man to activity. Nor does it prompt tho man to 
activity by talcing hold of liis hand ; it doos it by showing the objective 
of that activity;—and this showing of the objective is nothing but tho cognition 
of the object figuring in the Perception.—In a case where there is doubt, 
there also there cortainly is cognition of the object figuring in the Perception; 
if thero were no cognition of it, it could not figuro in the doubt at all. As 
the functioning of the Perception would be complete by this much,—if thoro 
is a doubt later on, regarding tho invariable concomitanco of tho object (with 
the Perception),—this doubt could not prevent tho functioning of tho Per¬ 
ception ; so that even when there is this doubt, tho validity of the Perception 
remains intact.—That Perception, however, which appears as besot by the 
idea of a form contrary to tho object figuring in the Perception, is not valid ; 
e.g. the Perception of tho Mirage besot by the idea of Water ; and the reason 

38 
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for this lies in the fact that the aforesaid functioning of the Perception does 
not take placo. Similarly when there is cognition of the yellow colour in 
the Conch-shell, or that of the gem in the light radiating from it,—all this 
cognition is clearly invalid; as in both these cases, the cognition is not in 
accordance with the roa! stato of the things concerned. 

The apprehension or non-apprehension of the Perception is due to what 
actually figures in it,—it is not due to mere conformity with the real state 
of tilings. In the coses just cited, the thing that actually figures in the 
cognition is not as it really exists at the particular time and place ; in fact the 
timo and place are not the same at all; os timo and place also make a difference 
in the nature of things ; if it wore not so, thore would be an end to all notions 
of difference. 

As for Inference, on the other hand, as it is by its very nature, conceptual, 
it envisages generalities,—and hence the idea of what forms its object cannot 
bo determined by what actually figures in the cognition ; bocause the objoct 
(in the form of generalities) cannot figure in the cognition ; its object therefore 
can bo determined only by the conviction (certainty) that it produces ; as has 
been thus declared—‘ The form that is not determined by convictions,—how 
can that form the objective of those cognitions ? ’—Thus it is that though 
Inference is devoid of the actual appearance of the object, yet it is brought 
about by the inference of the perception of things that are invariably con¬ 
comitant, and hence becomes indirectly tied down to the object; and it is 
on this that its validity is based. Hence in this caso, certainty regarding the 
invariable concomitance is essential; ns otherwise. Inference could not come 
about at all. 

For these reasons, Perception cannot be regarded as standing on the 
same footing as Inference.—(2973) 

Tn the following Text, the other party urges that—“ if the validity of 
Cognitions depends upon extraneous causes, there is mutual inter¬ 
dependence ” :— 

TEXT (2974). 

“ Ip the validity of the cognition is not DEFINITELY ASCERTAINED, 

—THEN HOW COULD ANY SANE PERSON HAVE RECOURSE TO 
activity ? Because what is wanted is not cog¬ 
nised.”—(2974) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, in every case it is necessary that the sane man 
should liavo the conviction of the validity of his cognition, and then have 
recourse to activity following from that cognition; and when this activity 
is there, then alone can there be any conviction of the validity of the cogni¬ 
tion ; so that there is mutual interdependence.—Thus then, the sane man 
having no conviction regarding the desired thing, how could he have recourso 
to any activity ?—(2974) 

The following Text supplies tho answer to the above :— 
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TEXT (2975). 

Our answer to the above is as follows :—It is through the doubt- 
ful Cognition itself that the clever man has recourse 
to activity ; and this does not detract from his 
cleverness.—(2975) 

COMMENTARY. 

Activity is of two kinds—(a) tending to fruitful activity, and (6) tending 
to the ascertainment of validity.—As regards the former, it has been already 
explained how that activity is possible, even when there is Doubt; and tho 
reason for this lies in the fact that Sense-perception prompts man to activity 
by the more Cognition of tho thing envisaged by it; and such activity does not 
detract from tho cleverness of the man ; because in the case of agriculturists, 
activity is found, even though tho issue in the matter is doubtful. This is 
what is meant by the Text.—It will not bo right to assert that—“ agricul¬ 
turists are regarded as intelligent agents only because they have recourse to 
activity only when they are sure regarding the efficacy of the measures 
adopted by them —Because the Measures are always dependent upon the 
nature of what is meant to be obtained through them ; and hence, if there 
is no certainty regarding the End, thoro can be none regarding the Means 
(or Measures).—(2975) 

The following Text proceods to point out that the second kind of activity 
(that tending to the ascertainment of validity) is all tho more proper,— 
whore there is Doubt regarding validity :— 


TEXT (2976). 

It is because of the Man having acted on the basis of a Doubt, in- 
regard TO the ascertainment of validity,—that its being the 
proper Means can be ascertained ; so that there is this 
even when there is Doubt.—(2976) 


COMMENTARY. 

Because, in regard to the ascertainment of validity, the man acts through 
a doubtful idea, and thereby he ascertains tho fact of the thing being the 
proper Means ,—therefore it is only right that there should be activity in 
regard to that Means, even when there is Doubt.—(2976) 

Question " How is the fact of its being the Means ascertained ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXTS (25)77-2979). 

When I have recourse to activity on the basis of a doubtful 
Cognition,—if I succeed in obtaining the fruit of that 

ACTIVITY, THEN CERTAINTY REGARDING THE VALIDITY OF THAT COG¬ 
NITION WOULD BE AUTOMATICALLY APPREHENDED; IT CANNOT BE 
ASCERTAINED IN ANY OTHER WAY.—NOR CAN IT BE REASONABLE 
TO RAISE THE QUESTION AS TO * HOW THE MAN HAS RECOURSE TO THE 

said Means \ For the simple reason that there is no other 

WAY AVAILABLE. AS A MATTER OF FACT, WITHOUT THE Means, NO 
ONE CAN GET AT THE End. —THUS, EVEN WHEN ACTING ON THE 
B.ASIS OF A DOUBTFUL COGNITION, THE MAN DOES NOT LOSE HIS 

character of being a sane PERSON.—(2977-2979) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ Acting on the basis of a doubtful Cognition' ; i.e. having rocourso to 
activity, through a mere suspicion that his Cognition may bo valid and right. 

The rest is easily understood ; hence it is not explained in dotail.— 
(2977-2979) 


In the following Text, the other party proceeds to show that the idea 
of validity being ascertained by means of tho Cognition of effective action is 
‘ Incouclusivo —and thereby to support bis contention that there is mutual 
interdependence:— 


TEXT (2980). 

“ AS A MATTER OF FACT, COGNITION ENVISAGING EFFECTIVE ACTION IS 

present in Dreams also ; and yet, on that account, it is 

NOT VALID ;—NOR IS ITS SOURCE, THE FORMER COG¬ 
NITION, VALID.”—(2980) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Its source, the former Cognition ’—i.o. tho Cognition of effective action ; 
—tins should be construed with ‘ is not valid ’.—(2980) 


Tho answer to tho abovo is as follow's :— 
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TEXTS (2981-2982). 

It CANNOT RE SO J BECAUSE THE WHOLE OF THAT STATE IS ILLUSORY, 
HAVING NO BASIS IN THE EXTERNAL WORLD J—HEN 03 IN THOSE STATES, 

THERE CAN BE NO CONFORMITY WITH EXTERNAL OBJECTS ;— 

ALL THESE ARE KNOWN IN THEIR OWN FORMS, NOT DIFFERING, 

IN THIS, FROM THE MlND AND THE MENTAL STATES. 

This is the reason why the difference 

BETWEEN THE TWO STATES IS CLEARLY 

PERCEIVED.—(2981-2982) 

COMMENTARY. 

If what has boon urged is against the Buddhist who accopts tho reality 
of the external world, then the Reason adduced is 4 inadmissible ’; this is 
what is meant by tho first two lines. 

What is moant is that tho said upholder of the external world admits 
the validity of Cognitions to be based upon conformity to the real state of 
things,—and not upon conformity to the Cognition of effective action 
in the case of dreams, there can be no conformity to the real state of things ; 
because all parties aro agreed on the point that the entire dream-state is 
illusory ; hence in that state all the Cognitions that appear are without 
objects, hence they are objectless. Thus then, as tho conditions of validity 
can bo applicable to Cognitions of the waking state only, it is not right to 
urge the 4 inconclusiveness ’ (or falsity) of our Reason on tho basis of Drcam- 
Oognition.—This is what is meant by the Text. 

Further, the ‘ Cognition of effective action * that appears during dreams 
is one that has never appeared before,—it is fleeting,—and confused; while 
the reverse of it is the case with similar Cognition dining the waking state; 
how then coji tho validity of this latter be doubtful in view of what happens 
in the former ? 

If, on the other hand, what has been urged is against the Yogachara 
(Idealist), then it has no bearing upon tho case in question. Because it is 
for the practical man (from the practical point of view) that Valid Cognition 
has been defined as 4 Cognition in conformity with tho real state of things 4 ; 
—and in this connection, 4 conformity ’ can consist only in the Cognition 
envisaging effective action ; as it is only when this latter has appeared that 
people regard the Cognition in question as 4 valid ’; and it is for this purpose 
that people liave recourse to activity towards things. This practical Cogni¬ 
tion can bo only one appearing during tho waking state; because it is only 
activities during this stato that aro regarded by people as real ; never those 
occurring during dreams. Thus then, so long as 4 being waking Cognition ’ 
has not been introduced as a necessary qualification, there can be no 4 incon¬ 
clusiveness ’ or 4 falsity 4 in view of what happens during dreams.—(2981- 
2982) 
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TEXT (2983). ‘ 

The following might be urged :—“ It being ascertained that its 

VALIDITY IS DUE TO EXTRANEOUS CAUSES, THE Cognition SHOULD 
BE REGARDED AS ‘ COGNISED * ”.—THERE IS NO IN¬ 
CONGRUITY IN THIS.—(2983) 


COMMENTARY. 

Tho following might bo urged—“The validity of all Cognitions being 
equally duo to extraneous causes, why should there bo this distinction ? 
And under these circumstances, tho Cognition itself becomes tho object cog¬ 
nised, which is extremely incongruous 

This is the objection urged by tho Opponent. The answer to this is 
that—‘ there is no incongruity in this ';—‘ adah \ this.—There is no incon¬ 
gruity in this, as ' cognition ’ and * cognised ’ are rolativo terms like ‘ cause ’ 
and ‘ effoct \ and ‘ Father * and ‘ Son ’.—(2983) 


Tho same idea is furthor oxplainod :— 


TEXTS (2984-2985). 

The VALIDITY OF THE COGNITION IS ALWAYS ASSERTED IN REFERENCE 
TO THE THING APPREHENDED BY IT ; AND THIS VALIDITY BEING 
APPREHENDED BY ANOTHER COGNITION, THE FORMER COGNITION 
DOES BECOME ‘ COGNISED ’ ;—AND THERE IS NO INCON¬ 
GRUITY IN THIS, AS THE NOTIONS OF ‘COGNITION 
AND COGNISED ’ ARE BASED UPON RELATIVITY,— 

AS IN THE CASE OF * CAUSE AND EFFECT ’ AND 

the like.— (2984-2985) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a certain thing is apprehended by a Cognition, this Cognition 
itself does not become tho 4 cognised ’ in relation to itself; but in relation to 
the other Cognition that asserts its validity, it becomes the 4 cognised \— 
and is not a 4 Cognition ’; hence there is no incongruity or 4 admixture ’; 
just as one and the same thing, spoken of as 4 cause ’ and 4 effect in relation 
to different things, does not make an unduo 4 admixture ’.—(2984-2985) 


The following Text sums up tho argument:— 
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TEXT (2986). 

Thus, it is established that the idea of validity, being ascer¬ 
tained THROUGH THE COGNITION OF EFFECTIVE ACTION, DOES NOT 

involve Infinite Regress ; as all further need has 
ceased.—(2986) 

COMMENTARY. ' 

‘As all further need has ceased ’ ;—‘ Parukdhksil ' is to bo treated as 
» Konnadhdraya compound ; ‘ para ’—‘ another 4 further ’—being a quali¬ 
fication for ‘ dkdnksd '—‘ need \—Or it may bo taken as Talpurufa — 
‘ nood for another i.o. anything other than conformity to tho roality 
bocauso all such need has ceased. 

Further, whon it is said that ‘ Cognition in conformity with reality is 
valid —it providos the definition (peculiar characteristic) of that Cognition 
which brings about tho result in the shape of the Cognition of effective action. 
This definition is not applicable to the Cognition of tho result itself; under 
the circumstances, how could thero be any room for tho objection that this 
Cognition also should be rogarded as valid ? For instanco, whon tho Seed 
is dofined as the cause of the Sprout, —do the wise ones raise tho question 
tliat tho Sprout also should bo regarded as the Seed ? What happens in this 
caso is that the fact of the Seed being tho ‘ causo of the Sprout ’ is cognised 
only when one sees tho Sprout (rising from it); in the same mannor, the 
Cognition is cognised as ‘ valid ’ only when its result in tho shapo of effective 
action is perceived ; and this result is not apprehonded by another Cognition; 
only if it did, would there be an Infinite Regress. Because the Cognition of 
the result, which is in the shape of Cognition, is cognised by itsolf (not by 
another Cognition); and thoro can bo no mistake or illusion in the Cognition 
in regard to itself; because if there were any uncertainty regarding it, tho 
Cognition of itsolf could not come about at all. Thus there is nothing in 
what has been urged by the other party.—(2986) 

Now, the Opponent urges, in Text 2987, the objection that—“in the 
event of the validity of Cognitions being ascertained through the perfection 
of its cause (source), thore would be an Infinite Regross " ;—and this objection 
is answered in the subsequent Texts 2988-2990 :— 

TEXTS (2987-2990). 

“ Even when the Cognition has come about, its validity is not 

ASCERTAINED UNTIL THE PERFECTION OF ITS SOURCE HAS BEEN 

APPREHENDED BY ANOTHER COGNITION [SO THAT THERE IS AN 

Infinite Regress].”—(2987)—The answer of the wise ones to 

THIS IS THAT THERE CAN BE NO INFINITE REGRESS ; BECAUSE THE 

SAID PERFECTION OF THE SOURCE IS APPREHENDED BY THE COGNITION 

OF CONFORMITY, WHICH IS NOT DEPENDENT UPON ANYTHING ELSE ; 
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AS THE CONFORMITY OF THE RESULT IS PERCEIVED WHEN THE OBJECT 

IS NEAR BY ; AND FROM THAT FOLLOWS THE COGNITION OF THE PER¬ 
FECTION OF THE SOURCES (OF THE COGNITION) WITHOUT ANY EFFORT. 

TN THE CASE WHERE THE OBJECT IS NOT IN CLOSE PROXIMITY, THE 

Cognition arising from it must be valid, because it has been 

BROUGHT ABOUT BY IT (THE PERFECT CAUSE),—JUST LIKE THE 

Cognition apprehending the object which is in close proxi¬ 
mity (to the observer).—(2987-2990) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are two kinds of Cognition—ono envisaging the object near the 
observer, and the other envisaging the object romote from him. Aa regards 
the former, its validity is ascertained, not by the recognition of the perfec¬ 
tion of its cause, but from the Cognition of its boing in conformity to 
effective activity. Because, in this case, the Cognition of tho perfection 
of its sources is not possible, until its truth is recognised through its 
conformity to effective action ; and wlion its truth has been recognised, if the 
Cognition of tho perfection of its sources comes later on, it can serve no useful 
purpose. 

As regards tho Cognition envisaging remote things, its validity can be 
ascertained through tho Cognition of the perfection of its sources ;—this is 
what is pointed out'in the sentence—‘ In the case where the object is not in 
close proximity, etc. etc' —For instance, the validity of the Cognition of the 
yolden conch-shell, which is far remote from the observer, can bo ascertained 
only from the fact of its boing brought about by it,—i.e. boing brought 
about by perfect (efficient) causes,—just like the Cognition of the white 
conch-shell, which is near the man. This argument may be thus formulated 
—That Cognition which has been brought about by perfect causes must 
be valid,—o.g. tho Cognition of the white conch-shell, lying near the 
observer ;—this particular Cognition envisaging the remote object, in the 
shape of tho yellow conch-shell, is one that has been brought by perfect 
causes;—thus this is a reason based upon the nature of the things con¬ 
cerned.—(2987-2990) 


Says tho Opponent:—“ Tho Reason adduced in this argument is ‘ inad¬ 
missible ’; becauso tho ‘ perfection of tho cause ’ cannot, be recognised without 
‘ conformity with the real state of the thing ’; because the Sense-organs 
(which are the cause of Cognitions) ore thomsolves beyond tho reach of tho 
senses ; and when 1 conformity with the real state of things ’ is needed, that 
in itself constitutes well-ascertained validity ; so that the recognition of ‘ the 
perfection of tho causo ’ would serve no useful purpose ; as it would come after 
tho validity has become ascertained.—It might be argued that—‘At times, 
from the Cognition of tho object closo by, one would find that it is in con¬ 
formity with effective action and from that he would know that t ho source of 
the Cognition has been porfoct, and then ho would conclude that tho Cognition 
is t vlid; while at other times, in tho cose of tho romote object, even though 
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lie may not be cognisant with the fact of its being in conformity with effective 
action, and yet, in course of time, ho would become assured of tho perfection 
of tho source of the Cognition, and then secure certainty regarding its 
validity —But this cannot bo right. Because things being momentary 
and porishablo, thoir activity cannot bo always of one and tho same 
form ; because, as the result of the influence of a succession of causal 
conditions, they would bo acquiring diverse potencies." 

Anticipating all this, tho Author supplies tho following answer :— 


TEXTS (2991-2993). 

In regard to the conch-shell before our eyes, when it is found 

THAT THE EFFECTIVE ACTION RESULTING FROM ITS COGNITION IS ONE 
THAT CAN BE FRODUCED BY THE white object, IT IS UNDERSTOOD THAT 

the Cognition of the white conch-shell is not one produced 

BY EYES AFFECTED BY JAUNDICE. THE PURITY (PERFECTION) OF 
THE CAUSE HAVING BECOME THUS RECOGNISED, IF, AT THE SAME 
TIME, THERE SHOULD ARISE THE COGNITION OF THE yellow COLOUR 
IN CONNECTION WITH THE CONCH-SHELL MADE OF GOLD, AS THAT 
ALSO WOULD HAVE BEEN BROUGHT ABOUT BY FLAWLESS CAUSES, 
THERE WOULD BE CERTAINTY REGARDING THE VALIDITY OF THAT 

Cognition,—just as in that of the Cognition of the white 

COLOUR IN CONNECTION WITH THE WHITE CONCH-SHELL, WHICH HAS 
LED TO EFFECTIVE ACTION.—(2991-2993) 


COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by this is as follows i-Wo do not mean that, in the 
ease of tho Cognition of the remote object, appearing at some other tune,- 
its validity is ascertained through the perfection of its source ;-.f tins were 
OUT opinion, then alone could our Reason be • inadmissible , on account of 
the pessibiUty of fresh potencies appearing under the influence of, 
causal conditions ,-what wo do mean is that, in the ease of the 
the white conch-shell near us, at the same time that we have the ceitamtj 
regarding tho flawtawM* of the cause brought about by the securing of the 
ZTTt. the W UU colour,—there appears the Cognition of the yrifcw 
colour in tl.e golden cench-shell lying far away from us,-it is concluded 
that as the periptive cause has been found to be flawless, the said Cognition 
of the yellow colour must bo valid, true.-Tt is not poss.hlc thnt thc 
source of Cognition should have become changed at the same time ; as ... that 
oLe, there would be no conformity of the Cognition of the proximate object 
with effective action.—(2991-2993) 

The following Text proceeds to show that what has been just said should 
be quite acceptable to the Minrtmsakaa 
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TEXT (2994). 

The Author of the BM$ya also has said the same thing by the 
• mention of the attack of hunger, etc. ; HENCE it is through 
SHEER DELUSION THAT THE INFINITE REGRESS HAS 
BEEN URGED.—(2994) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows that tho MiniatnsaJca's proposition involves self-contradiction 
also. For instance, tho Author of the Bhasya ( Shabara ) has declared as follows 
(SO. 1. 1. 5, p. 8)“ When tho Mind or the Senso-organ becomes beset with 
hunger, otc.,—or when tho oxtornal object is beset with smallness, otc., 
thon the Cognition turns out to be wrong; when they aro not so besot, the 
Cognition is right; because tho contact of the Senso-organ—Mind—and object 
is the cause of Cognition; whon this contact is not present, thoro can be no 
Cognition ; hence any defect in the said contact bocomcs the cause of wrong 
Cognition when the threo factors aro defective, the resultant Cognition is 
wrong; as is clear from tho fact, that on tho removal of the defect, tho 
correct Cognition is secured.—If it is asked—* how can it bo known that the 
cause is defective ? ’, the answer is that, if, on careful scrutiny, no defect is 
discovered, thon there being no ground for assorting that thoro is dofoct, we 
conclude that tho cause is free from defect.” 

In this passage, the Author of the Bhdxya has clearly stated that tho 
validity of the Cognition is ascertained from tho recognition of the flawloss- 
noss of the cause. If this were not meant, thon w'hat would be the sonso of 
the phrase * on careful scrutiny ’ ? 

Thus this goes against the assertion that tho validity of Cognitions is 
solf -sufficient.—(2994) 

It has been asked by tho Mimdmsaka, under Text 2801 cl scq. —“ On 
what grounds have the Corroborative Cognition and tho Cognition of per¬ 
fection been hold to be superior to the initial Cognition ? ” 

The answer to this, so far as tho Corroborative Cognition is concerned, 
has boon explained beforo; now the Author provides tho answor, in rogard 
to the Cognition of perfection :— 

TEXT (2995). 

The VALIDITY OF THE INITIAL COGNITION IS NOT RECOGNISED, BECAUSE 

OF THE SUSPICION THAT IT MIGHT HAVE BEEN BROUGHT ABOUT 
BY DEFECTIVE CAUSES. THIS IS THE POINT IN WHICH 

the * Cognition of perfection * has been 
regarded as superior. —(2995) 

COMMENTARY. 

* ManatS ’—validity. 

‘ Adyasya '—of tho Cognition of the object itself. It is called 4 initial ’ 
because it comos before the Cognition of tho perfection of the cause. 
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‘ Tat' —thorofore.—(2995) 


The following Text shows tho faultlossncss of tho activity :— 

TEXT (2996). 

Thus the perfection of the cause being ascertained through 
the Cognition of effective action,—in a case where 

THERE IS NO EFFECTIVE ACTION AT ALL, THE FUNCTION¬ 
ING CANNOT BE DEPRECATED.-(2996) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ AkrtarUia, ete.'—i that which has not performed any effective action. 

* Avachyt 5 ’—not to bo deprecated. 

Tho idea is that it is so, because it is procodod by the ascertainment of 
validity.—(2996) 

It has been asserted by tho Mimiimsalca, in Text 2802, that—“ Validity 
must bo regarded as inherent in all Cognitions as a general rule, etc. etc. 

Tho answor to this is os follows :— 


TEXTS (2997-2999). 

If self-validity of Cognitions is the general rule, and it is dis¬ 
carded WHEN THERE IS EITHER AN ANNULMENT OF IT OR THE COGNI- 
TION OF ITS SOURCES BEING DEFECTIVE,* THEN VALIDITY BECOMES 
REALLY DUE TO THE ABSENCE OF ANNULMENT AND ABSENCE OF THE 
Cognition of the source being defective ; and for you thus 

THE CERTAINTY REGARDING VALIDITY IS DUE TO EXTRANEOUS 

causes Because the said 1 absence ' is a negative Cognition, 

WHICH IS ESSENTIALLY DIFFERENT FROM THE OTHER FORM OF 

positive Cognition,—this other form being Non-afprehen- 
sion ’ according to you, and ' Inference ’ according to us.— 

,2997-2999) COMMENTARY. 

The tot two lines reproduce the opinion oi tho other party, and the 

that convietion'regarding Validity is due to the absence of tho CogmUon of 
the annulment, etc. ; end this would mean that it is due to causes^traneoue 
to the CogmUon itself. Because ‘ Non-apprehensmn (NegaUon) has been 

accented as a distinct form of Cognition. . . , 

According to our view the form of Cognition called Non-apprehensmn 
ie induded'undor ‘Inference', and is not a distinct form of CogmUon.- 
(2997-2999) 
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Further, the said general rule and its exception being ‘ conceptual — 
inasmuch as they pertain to Words and thoir moaning,—would bo always 
uncertain (flexible); lioncc they have no room in a discussion regarding the 
nature of entities ; because all things are restricted within tho limits of their 
own nature, and ns such do not admit of the nature of other things. Hence 
when you put forward tho general rule and its exception in this connection, 
it shows that you are ignorant of the real objective of Rulos and Exceptions. 
For instance, in accordance with tho reasoning propounded by yourself, a 
general rulo and exception, contrary to those put forward by you, can bo 
conceived.—This is what is pointed out in the following :— 

TEXTS (3000-3001). 

By THIS SAME REASONING (THAT YOU HAVE POT FORWARD) THE Invalidity 
also of Cognitions may be proved to be inherent in them ; 

AS THE SAME MAY BE ASSERTED IN SUPPORT OF IT AS FOLLOWS 
—‘Therefore self-invalidity of Cognitions is the 

GENERAL ROLE, AND IT IS DISCARDED WHEN THERE 
IS EITHER ABSENCE OF ANNULMENT, OR AB¬ 
SENCE of the Cognition of its source 
BEING DEFECTIVE.’ —(3000-3001) 

COMMENTARY. 

Kumdrila has declared as follows :—“ For these reasons tho Validity of 
tho Cognition must bo taken as following from its being of tho nature of 
approhension, and it can be discarded by tho Cognition of tho fact of the 
real object cognised being really unlike what figures in tho Cognition, and by 
the Cognition of defects in its cause ”.—( Shlokavtirlika , 1. 1. 2; 53). 

The following Texts show that the samo may be said regarding ‘In¬ 
validity ’ also:— 

TEXTS (3002-3003). 

Similarly, the Invalidity of Cognition must be taken as following 
FROM ITS BEING OF THE NATURE OF APPREHENSION, AND IS DIS¬ 
CARDED BY THE COGNITION OF ITS BEING IN CONFORMITY WITH 
THE REAL NATURE OF THINGS AND BY THE COGNITION OF 

EFFICIENCY OF ITS SOURCE.—Tf ‘ INVALIDITY ’ WERE DUE TO 
EXTRANEOUS CAUSES, THERE WOULD BE INFINITE REGRESS ; 
BECAUSE IT COULD BE DEPENDENT UPON THE VALID COGNI¬ 
TION, AND THIS IS ITSELF UNSTABLE.—(3002-3003) 

COMMENTARY. 

An 4 a ' should bo rend before 4 pramdnald \ 

4 Y athurihajUuna ’ is Cognition of its being in conformity with tho real 
state of things ;— 4 HUutlhatiuna-jtlQna ' is Cognition of tho efficiency of the 
cause.—These two terms form a Copulative Compound. 
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It lms beon argued (by the Mimdmsaka) under Text 2863, that—** If 
it is due to extraneous causes, then there is no Infinite Regress, because it 
would bo dependent upon Validity and this is there all right Tho answer 
to this is—‘ If Invalidity were due, etc .'—‘ Elat ’ stands for Invalidity,— 
‘ tal ’, for tho Valid Cognition.—(3002-3003) 

Question :—“ Why is it unstable, not firmly established ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (3004-3005). 

For INSTANCE, YOU ASSERT ‘ VALIDITY ’ ON THE GROUND OF THE ABSENCE 
OF SUBLAT1NG COGNITION; AND ‘ ABSENCE OF SUBLATION ’ ALSO 
IS HELD TO BE A DISTINCT FORM OF COGNITION, NAMED 

‘ Non-apprehension ’;—so that the validity of this 

LATTER ALSO IS ASSERTED ON THE GROUND OF THE 
ABSENCE OF SUBLATING COGNITION ; AND THIS 
PROCESS PROCEEDING ON AND ON, THERE CAN 
BE NO RESTING GROUND (STABILITY). 

—(3004-3005) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued (by the Mimdrnsaka), under Text 2866, that—“ Tho 
sublating Cognition consists in tho conviction that the thing cognised is 
otherwise than os cognised; and this conviction, being self-sufficient, sots 
asido the preceding Cognition ", 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3006). 

Because the fact of the validity of the sublating Cognition 

BEING SELF-SUFFICIENT HAS NOT BEEN PROVED, THEREFORE IT 
CANNOT SET ASIDE THE PRECEDING COGNITION.—(3006) 

COMMENTARY. 

As the form of Cognition called ‘ Non -apprehension ’ is always dependent 
upon something olsc, its validity cannot be regarded as proved.—(3006) 

The following Text proceeds to confirm the view that the Opponent’s 
viow involves an Infinite Regress:— 



1346 


TATTVASANGRAHA: CHAPTER XXV. 


TEXT (3007). 

If validity is admitted in some cases, kvf.n when there is no 

ABSENCE OF THE SUBLATING COGNITION,—THEN WHY SHOULD 
THERE BE HOSTILITY AGAINST THE INITIAL 

Cognition ?—(3007) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, in ordor to avoid Infinite Regress, it be hold that in some cases there 
is validity, even though tho sublating Cognition is not absent,—then, in the 
case of tho initial Cognition also, there need bo no dependence upon the 
absence of sublation ; and in this way, all Cognitions would bo oqually valid.— 
(3007) 

It has been argued (by the Mvruimsaka) under Text 2867, that—“ It 
may be that there too, there may bo need for another sublating Cognition in 
certain cases, where suspicion might be aroused in the mind of tho person by 
the previous Cognition ; but that suspicion ceases after very little effort ”. 

The answer to this is os follows :— 


TEXTS (3008-3009). 

TF THE SUBLATING COGNITION SETS ASIDE THE PRECEDING COGNITION, 
BEOAUSE ITS VALIDITY IS SELF-SUFFICIENT,—WHY SHOULD THERE 
ARISE ANY SUSPICION REGARDING IT ? WHAT COULD BE SUS¬ 
PECTED WOULD BE THE POSSIBILITY OF ANOTHER SUBLATING 

Cognition with self-sufficient validity ; but such 

A SUSPICION WOULD BE SELF-CONTRADICTORY, AND 
COULD NEVER ARISE IN REGARD TO WHAT HAS 

BEEN DULY ASCERTAINED.—(3008-3009) 
COMMENTARY. 

If tho sublating Cognition is one of which tho validity is not dependent 
upon anything else,—then, how could there arise any suspicion regarding its 
sublation,—in view of which it is said that ‘ there may be ncod for another 
sublating Cognition * ? Hence there is clear self-contradiction—involved 
in the statements that ‘ the validity of tho sublating Cognition is solf-suffi- 
cient ’ and that ‘ its sublation is suspected ’.—Because what is meant by 
‘ independence ‘ solf-sufficiency is that it has become an object of firm 
conviction; and as a matter of fact, where thore is firm conviotion, any 
suspicion regarding it is absolutely impossible. Because as between 4 cer¬ 
tainty * and 4 uncertainty one always sets aside tho other; and 4 suspicion 
as envisaging both ends, operates in tho manner of 4 uncertainty ’, 4 doubt ’. 
—(3008-3009) 
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It has been argued (by the Mimdmsaka) under Text 2869, that—“ If, 
even after due effort at seeking for it, no other sublating Cognition is found,— 
on account of there being no basis for it,—then no Cognition sublative of the 
first Cognition would bo found, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (3010-3017). 

Under the theory of the self-validity of Cognitions, the validity 

BEING ASCERTAINED BY ITSELF, WHY SHOULD AN EFFORT BE MADE 
TO PROVE THE EXISTENCE OF A SUBLATING COGNITION ?—BECAUSE, 
WHEN THE VALIDITY OF A COGNITION IS NOT DEFINITELY COGNISED 
BY ITSELF, ITS SUBLATING COGNITION IS GOT AT WITHOUT EFFORT. 

Thus, why should there be said to be ‘ three Cognitions ’ for 

THE INVESTIGATOR ? IN FACT THERE IS NOT ROOM FOR A SINGLE 
ONE ; THE CONVICTION REGARDING IT HAVING COME ABOUT BY ITSELF. 
—If IT BE HELD THAT—“ EVEN WHEN NO SUBLATING COGNITION IS 
ACTUALLY FOUND, THERE ARISES SUSPICION DUE TO DOUBT ; BECAUSE 
the non-apprehension of sublating Cognition is not always 

CONCOMITANT WITH ITS ABSENCE ” ;—THEN, UNDER THE CIRCUM¬ 
STANCES, WHY HAVE YOU BECOME SATISFIED WITH ONLY three (COG¬ 
NITIONS) ? Because, as before, even when the sublating 
Cognition is not there, its presence could always be sus¬ 
pected ; AND THIS SUSPICION OF SUBLATION COULD NOT CEASE 
UNTIL ONE MET WITH CONFORMITY TO. EFFECTIVE ACTION ; HENCE 
THE RESTRICTION TO three ONLY IS ENTIRELY FUTILE.—THUS THEN, 
EVEN IN A CASE WHERE NO SUBLATION HAS ACTUALLY APPEARED, ITS 
PRESENCE CAN ALWAYS BE SUSPECTED ; SPECIALLY AS CASUISTRY CAN 
NEVER LEAD TO THE ASCERTAINMENT OF TRUTH.—EVEN THOUGH A 
MAN MAY HAVE HAD THE UNSUBLATED COGNITION OF THE CONCH- 
SHELL AS yellOW, THROUGHOUT HIS LIFE,—SUCH COGNITION CAN 
NEVER BECOME VALID.—(3010-3017) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Validity is ascertained by itself, then Validity being invariably con¬ 
comitant with conviction,—where there is no conviction, there, by implica¬ 
tion, would be Invalidity; so that the presence of its sublating Cognition 
becomes secured without any effort; hence any offort to prove the existence 
of the said sublating Cognition would be futile. So that there is no room 
for even a single Cognition on the part of the investigator; what to soy of 
three ? Hence when it is said that ‘ the Cognition of the investigator does 
not proceed beyond three it is something entirely irrelevant. This is what 
is pointed out in the Text beginning with the word ‘ Atah' ( Text 3012). 

The following might be urged—“ The absence of the sublating Cognition 
cannot bo ascertained by mere non-apprehension of it; because even when a 
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thing is existent, it is not apprehended if it happens to be remote, or very 
small, or hidden ; so that non-existence is not invariably concomitant with 
non-apprehension ; honcc it is that effort is made for proving that there Is 
no sublating Cognition 

If that is so, then please givo up the idea of imv such restriction ns that 
‘ tho investigator should luivo only three Cognitions ’; because, ns in the 
case of the first Cognition, ho in all other Cognitions, the presence of sublation 
would bo suspected ; until tho Cognition of the fruit (result) of tho Cognition 
has appeared,—how can the suspicion of sublation be prevented, in view of 
which, there could be tho restriction of the number of Cognitions to three 
only ? Unless there is proof for it, mere proclamation cannot bring ubout 
the cessation of suspicion in the minds of intelligent men. Becnuso the 
whole investigation regarding Cognitions proceeds on the basis of real things ; 
and what lias been started is not mere Casuistry, whereby only a few 
Cognitions are examined. 

If the validity of Cognitions rested upon the limitat ion of tho investigation 
to three Cognitions only,—then in the case of men who havo suffered from tho 
jaundiced eye throughout their life, as tho conch-shcll is always cognised as 
yellow, —that Cognition would bo quite valid.—(3010-3017) 


The following question might be raised:—If the Cognition is invalid, 
how is it that the sublation of it does not appear after tho investigation of tho 
three Cognitions ?—Tho answer may l>e that, because it does not appear, 
therefore it is concluded that it does not exist.—Tho answer to this is as 
follows:— 


TEXT (3018). 

It is just possible that the sublating Cognition does not appear 

BECAUSE THE CAUSE OF THE REMOVAL OF THE DEFECT IS NOT 
AVAILABLE, OR BECAUSE OF SOME OTHER REASON; 

HENCE THE SUSPICION REGARDING THE POSSI¬ 
BILITY OF ITS BEING THERE DOES NOT 

CEASE.—(3018) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Cause, of the removal of the defect '—such as tho dropping of tho juice 
of the Drona-flovxr into the oyos (which euros tho jaundice);—when no such 
remedy is available, tho Cognition sublating tho Cognition of yellowness in 
tho conch-sholl docs not appear. 

4 Or because of some other reason ';—for instance, whon looking at tho 
mass of mirago and mistaking it for water, if ono does not tnovo up to it, 
tho corrective Cognitiou envisaging tho sandy desert as distinguished from 
water does not appear.—(3018) 
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U lias been argued by the MhnUmmka under Text 2872, that—" If the 
man, through stupidity, should imagine the existence of the sublating Cogni¬ 
tion, even when none has come about, he would be beset with doubts in all 
his dealings, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3010-3021). 

Thus, even where the suspicion (of sublatiOa\) is due to stupidity 

THERE IS ALWAYS SOME GROUND FOR IT ; WHEN THERE IS COGNITION 

OF THE PERFECTNESS OF THE CAUSE AND THAT OF CONFORMITY TO 

REALITY, THERE ARISES NO SUSPICION IN THE MIND OF THE WISE. 

SO THAT HE DOES NOT BECOME BESET WITH DOUBT IN ALL HIS 
DEALINGS : AS HIS MIND HAS BECOME FREE FROM DOUBT, ON 

the Cognition of the said perfectness and conformity. 

—If even after this, a foolish man entertains sus¬ 
picions,—it is in reference to such a person 

THAT THE SUSPICIOUS CHARACTER SEEMS TO HAVE 
BEEN DEPRECATED BY THE UNBORN ONE (lN 
the B hagavadgitd) . —(3019-3021) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been explained that all doubt and suspicion cease when the 
perfect character of the cause, and conformity with reality have become 
perceived. 

It has been asserted by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2873, that—“Sus¬ 
piciousness has boon deprecated by VdsudSva, etc. etc.”.—What the person 
making this assertion has shown by this is only his own devotion to the 
BhakU-CuIl, not the real state of things. A mere assertion, without reasons, 
docs not carry conviction regarding the real state of things, to any intelligent 
person whose mind lias risen above the normal. 

Tho words of Vasudeva (that have been quoted) were pronounced in 
an entirely different context, and are not incompatible with our view of things. 

This is what is shown by the words— 4 If, even after this, etc. etc.' — 'After 
tJiis i.e. after having perceived the perfectness of the cause and also con¬ 
formity to reality, —one,—like yourself,—entertains suspicions,—as asserted 
(under Text 2834) that—‘ the corroboration of the corroboration also has 
to be sought for ’,—such suspicious character is what appoars to have been 
deprecated by the ‘ Unborn One ’— Vi?nu. —(3019-3021) 

It has been argued by the Mim&msaka, under Text 2874, that—'* When, 
in regard to a Cognition, a certain sublation is possible,—and, on being 
sought for, is not found,—then in regard to that Cognition, : it has to be 
concluded that there is no sublation at all ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

39 
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TEXTS (3022-3023). 

If the ascertainment of validity is dependent upon the exigencies 

OF PLACE, TIME, THE MAN AND THE CIRCUMSTANCES,—IT IS CLEAR 
THAT THE DEFINITE COGNITION OF VALIDITY IS DEPENDENT 
UPON EXTRANEOUS CAUSES. FOR INSTANCE, THE PLACE 
AND TIME HAVING BEEN ASCERTAINED THROUGH THE 
ABSENCE OF SUBLATION, THE ASCERTAINMENT OF 
THE VALIDITY OF THE INITIAL COGNITION 
CLEARLY FOLLOWS FROM OTHER 

Means of Cognition.—(3022- 
3023) 

COMMENTARY. 

In this the Author points out the self-contradiction involved in the 
position of the othor party.—For instance, if the Cognition of validity is 
held to be dependent upon the exigencies of place, time, the man and the 
attendant circumstances,—then it is clearly meant that the validity is due 
to extraneous causes; because as regards place, time, etc., when it is ascertained 
by means of othor Means of Cognition, that there is no sublation,—it follows 
that the initial—first—Cognition is valid;—when this view lias been accepted, 
how can one avoid the conclusion that the validity of Cognitions is duo to 
extraneous causes ? Surely the absence oj sublation cun be ascertained only 
by other Means of Cognition. Under the view that the validity of Cogni¬ 
tion is inherent in it, all Cognitions would have to be regarded as valid ; 
in order to avoid this contingency, you will have to assert that 4 self-sufficient 
validity belongs only to that Cognition of which thoro Is no sublation ’;— 
and this absence of sublation cannot bo cognised by mere non-apprehension ; 
ns such a conclusion would be wrong; hence the said absonco can bo 
ascertained only by the non-approhonsion of that which would have been 
apprehended (if it existed); as it is only this that is invariably concomitant 
with ‘ absence of sublation ’; and this ‘ non-apprehension of what would 
have boon apprehended ’ cannot be any other than that which follows from 
the Cognition of its conformity with realityso that it would mean the 
acceptance of the view that certainty relating to validity can be obtained 
through other Means of Cognition; fund this would bo contrary to your 
doctrine of the self-validity of Cognitions].—(3022-3023) 


It has been argued by tho othor party, under Text 2882, that—“In 
such dealings as debts, as between two parties, while tho plaintiff makes 
only one statement, the defendant makes two, (hence there need be the 
following up of only three Cognitions] 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (3024-3026). 

AS REGARDS DEALINGS REGARDING DEBT, ETC. WHICH ADMIT OF ONLY 
three statements,—this condition (of three statements) is appli¬ 
cable to those cases only, and should not be cited in con¬ 
nection with Validity. —In those oases, the two disputants 

MAKE STATEMENTS ON RECALLING THINGS TO THEIR MEMORY, 

AND DO NOT FIND TIME TO MAKE A CAREFUL SCRUTINY OF 
THINGS. AS REGARDS THE VALIDITY OF COGNITIONS HOW¬ 
EVER, THINGS HAVE GOT TO BE DETERMINED IN REGARD 
TO THE REAL STATE OF THINGS,—AND NOT BY MERE 
Casuistry. Hence the dealings that have 
BEEN CITED ARE NOT ANALOGOUS TO THE SUBJECT 
UNDER CONSIDERATION.—(3024-3026) 

COMMENTARY. 

The exact position regarding the validity of Cognitions, which is related 
to the real nature of things, forms the subject under consideration ; while 
the transactions relating to Debt, etc. consist in Casuistry and are related to 
Conventions made by the mere whims of men; the citing of these transactions 
therefore only shows your ignorance of the subject under consideration.— 
(3024-3026) 

It has been assorted under Text 2884, that—“ it is for this same reason 
that Deities are called Tri-satya (Three-truth) 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3027). 

The fact of the Deities being called ‘ Trisatya * cannot lead to 

ANY CERTAINTY (REGARDING VALIDITY) J IN FACT, IF THIS 
CERTAINTY DOES NOT FOLLOW FROM THE VERY FIRST 
(STATEMENT), IT CANNOT FOLLOW FROM 
OTHERS.—(3027) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 From the first ’—i.e. from the first statement;—if the certainty does 
not. follow,—then that certainty cannot follow from others —i.e. from the two 
statements coming later on.—(3027) 


The same idea is further elucidated :— 


1352 


TATTVASANGRAHA: CHAPTER XXV. 


TEXT (3028). 

Inasmuch as the later two statements are of the same two men,— 
IF there is no confidence in the first one, what 

PECULIARITY IS THERE IN THE OTHER TWO (WHICH 
MAKES THEM MORE TRUSTWORTHY) ? 

—(3028) 


COMMENTARY. 

4 Later' —i.e. appearing at a later time. 

4 No confidence '—no certainty of conviction. 

4 In the other two '—The two other than the first, i.e. the two coming at 
a later time. 

The man who makos one, and also two, false statements,—why should 
he not make a third false .statement ? Who is there to prevent him doing 
it —by virtue of which convict ion should result from the third ?—(3028) 


It has been asserted, in Text 2885, that—"under the view of self¬ 
validity, there is no Infinite Regress, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3029). 

Thus, in accordance with the reasoning set forth previously, 
there is Infinite Regress involved under your view 
also. And Validity and Invalidity remain as 
they are in reality.— (3029) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 The reasoning set forth previously' —i.e. the one set forth under Text 3004 
cl seq. —(3029) 


It has been argued under Text 2886 that— 44 the Word that is eternal or 
proceeds from a trustworthy person does not become vitiated by the defects 
of the hoarer or the speaker 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (3030-3031). 

The Eternal Word has been discarded by us previously in detail. 
Under your view, there is no trustworthy person entirely 
free from all defects ; AND how can a person be ‘ TRUST¬ 
WORTHY WHEN THE MASS OF HIS IGNORANCE HAS NOT 
BEEN DISPELLED ? BECAUSE ON THE PRESENCE OF 
THE DEFECTS, IT IS ALWAYS OPEN TO SUSPICION 

THAT IUS WORD MAY BE FALSE.—(3030-3031) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ Previously ’—i.o. under the Chapter on ‘ The Revealed Word \ the 
idea of the ‘ Eternal Word ’ has been refuted in detail; and when its very 
existence is not admitted, how could there be any investigation regarding its 
self-sufficient validity ? 

As regards the ‘ trustworthy person no such person is admitted by 
the Mimdmsaka himself ; any work written by him also becomes inadmissible. 
Because, if a man has had all the defects,—Love, Hate, etc.—which are the 
sourco of untruth,—completely destroyed, then alone he can be regarded as 
‘ trustworthy otherwise, how could trustworthiness be accepted in the ease of 
a man whose mind is besot with the sources of untruth, in the shape of 
Love, Hate and other defects ? And you, Mimdmsakas, do not admit of 
any such person as has completely shaken off the entanglements of the 
‘ Afflictions * (Defects); hence there can be no ‘ word of the trustworthy 
person ’ for you.—(3030-3031) 

Then again, granting that there is a ‘ trustworthy person ’; even so 
any ‘ word ’ (assertion) of such a person cannot be said to be known. 
This is what is pointed out in tho following :— 

TEXTS (3032-3034). 

Even though such a ‘ trustworthy person ’ may be born,—who 

COULD COME TO KNOW OF THE HOST OF HIS GOOD QUALITIES, AND 
THEREBY HAVE CONFIDENCE IN THE WORDS OF SUCH A TRUSTWORTHY 
PERSON ?—IF THERE WERE SOME ONE WITH SUPERNORMAL 
VISION WHO COULD PERCEIVE HIS EXCELLENT QUALITIES,— 

—WHAT USE COULD SUCH A PERSON HAVE FOR ANY ‘ WORDS 
OF THE TRUSTWORTHY PERSON ’ ? BECAUSE HE WOULD 
HIMSELF KNOW ALL THINGS, INDEPENDENTLY OF ALL 
ASSERTIONS. AS FOR ANY OTHER PERSON, AS HE 
COULD NOT RECOGNISE THE ‘ TRUSTWORTHY PERSON ’, 

HE COULD NEVER LEARN OF THINGS FROM 

his words.—(3032-3034) 

COMMENTARY. 

Unless it has been found who the ‘ trustworthy person ’ is, it cannot be 
ascertained what is ‘ the word of the trustworthy person *; and it is not 




1354 


TATTVASANORAHA: CHAPTER XXV. 


possible to find out who is tho ‘ trustworthy person ’; localise the man who 
has got rid of all his ‘ Afflictions and defects ’ and who is capable of perceiving 
supersensuous tilings mov be able to recognise the 4 trustworthy person ’; 
but the word of such a trustworthy person can servo no useful purpose for 
such a man, as he would himself bo ablo to perceive all things and as such 
would not depend, for his activity, upon the ‘ trustworthy person ’; hence 
tho recognition of such a person would bo of no um to him. As for other 
ordinary men, whoso vision is limited, they cannot recognise the 4 trustworthy 
person ’; and hence they cannot learn anything from the words of such a 
person ; as there could be no certainty about it.—(3032-3034) 

It has boon asserted by tho other party, under Text 2887, that— 
“ Teachers and Follow-students help to prevent mutilations in the Eternal 
Word, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to tin's is as follows :— 


TEXT (3035). 

Under the theory of ‘ self-validity the certainty comes about 

FROM THE BIRTH OF THE COGNITION ITSELF ; HENCE THERE CAN 

be no ‘ Mutilation ’; what then is there to be 
PREVENTED ?—(3035) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Nishchayajatifah ’—on account of certainty having come about.— 
Otherwise, if tho certainty did not como about from the Cognition itself,— 
then t he doctrine of 4 self-validity * would be done away with.—(3035) 

It has been asserted, under Text 2888 that—” the assertion does not 
become vitiated by the defects which arc warded off by the excellence of the 
Teacher, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3036). 

It IS true that the assertion is not vitiated by the DEFECTS, 

WHICH ARE WARDED OFF BY THE EXCELLENCES ; BUT AS THERE CAN 
BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING THE EXCELLENCES, THERE CAN 
BR NO CERTAINTY REGARDING THE SAID FACT (OF NOT 
BRING VITIATED).—(3036) 

COMMENTARY. 

It may be true that the assertion of highly qualified men is rot vitiated 
by defects, these latter being warded off by the excellences; but even so, 
inasmuch as the excellences present in the 4 chain ’ of other persons is 



EXAMINATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF ‘SELF-SUFFICIENT VALIDITY’. 1355 


boyond the reach of the senses, there can bo no certainty regarding it; and 
in the absence of such certainty, there con be no certainty regarding the 
assertion of the qualified person ; and what has not been duly ascertained 
cannot, be solf-sufficient in its validity.—(303fi) 

It has l>eon argued by the other party in Text 2888, that—“ as there is 
no maker (composer), there could bo no defects, for which there would be no 
receptacle 

The answor to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3037). 

The idea that the * Eternal Word ’ is without a ‘ maker ’ has 

BEEN ALREADY REFUTED ; CONSEQUENTLY IT CANNOT BE RIGHT 
THAT “ THERE BEING NO MAKER, THERE COULD BE NO DEFECTS, 

FOR WHICH THERE WOULD BE NO RECEPTACLE.”—(3037) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Already ’—under the chapter on the ‘ Revealed Word ’.—(3037) 

It has been argued under Text 2889, that^-“ in the case of the assertion 
of trustworthy persons, two facts have been perceived—the absence of 
defect* and the presence of excellences ; and it has already been shown how 
validity cannot be duo to the excellences ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (3038-3039). 

How VALIDITY CAN BE DUE TO EXCELLENCES HAS BEEN ALREADY 
EXPLAINED ; AND SO LONG AS THE EXCELLENCES ARE NOT RECOGNISED, 
THE ABSENCE OF DEFECTS CANNOT BE PERCEIVED.—THUS THEN, 

IT CANNOT BE RIGHT THAT THE ASSERTION, VALTD BY ITSELF, 

IS INDICATED BY THE ABSENCE OF DEFECTS ; BECAUSE, 

NOT BEING COGNISED, the absence, of defects CAN¬ 
NOT SERVE AS AN INDICATOR.-(3038-3039) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Has been explained ’—under Text 2988. 

It ha, been asserted above (2890) that-" the assert,on, vahdbydaeU. 

—- i 

« a* on • ; that is it cannot serve the p^e of 

indicating the validity; because it is itself uncogn,Bed.-(3038-303») 
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The following Text shows that what, is itself unknown cannot servo as an 
indicator:— 

TEXTS (3040-3041). 

Unless people know the stick, they cannot have any idea of the 
slick-holder. Thus the idea of the ‘ self-validity * being 
indicated BY the absence of defects becomes discarded by 
self-contradiction.—The absence of defects can qualify 
the ‘ Word ’ only when ascertained by that 
Means of Cognition which consists of Non¬ 
apprehension ; AND IN THIS WAY VALIDITY OF 
A COGNITION WOULD BE DUE TO SOME¬ 
THING EXTRANEOUS TO ITSELF.— 

(3040-3041) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, absence of defects may be a qualification; hut even so, the 
objection remains,—as there is possibility of self-contradiction. For instance, 
if Validity is indicated and qualified by the absence of defects, then it would 
clearly mean that Validity is exlraneovs ; and this would go against and 
discard the assertion that Validity is inherent. 

This same idea is further clarified in the words—‘ the absence of defects 
can qualify, etc. etc.'. —If the absence of defects is ascertained through the 
Means of Cognition known as ‘ Non-apprehension *, then alone it could 
serve as a qualification (and an indicator); because what is not ascertained 
cannot sorve as a qualification ; and there is no other Means of Cognition 
that could bring about the certain Cognition of the absence (of defects) 
consequently it becomes clearly asserted that the Validity of the Cognition 
follows from Non-apprehension, which is something different from the 
Cognition itself.—(3040-3041) 

It has been argued by the other party, under the Text 2893, that— 
while the excellences are there, there does not appear any Cognition of the 
defects of the man ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3042). 

Even when the excellences are there, the Cognition of the 
defects of the man do appear. If there is non-cognition 

OF EXCELLENCES, HOW CAN THERE BE ANY COGNITION 
OF THE ABSENCE OF DEFECTS ?—(3042) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, while the excellences are there, there can be no Cognition of the 
defects (of the Man), then,—as the excellences, lying within the ‘ chain 1 


EXAMINATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF ‘SELF-SUFFICIENT VALIDITY’. 1357 

of another person, and hence beyond the senses, would not be cognised,— 
there could bo no certainty regarding the absence of defects ; as the 4 absence 
of defects ’ consists in the ‘ presence of excellences ’; and unless there is 
Cognition of tlio place devoid of the .Tnr, there can be no Cognition of the 
absence of the Jar. —(3042) 

The same idea is further clarified— 


TEXT (3043). 

Defects,—in the shape of Hate, Delusion and the like—are set 

ASIDE BY EXCELLENCES,—IN THE SHAPE OF KINDNESS, WISDOM AND 
SO FORTH ; CONSEQUENTLY, IF THERE IS NO CERTAINTY REGARD¬ 
ING THESE LATTER — kindness, ETC.—HOW CAN THERE BE 

any Cognition of the absence of those 
(DEFECTS) ?—(3043) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Te.fdm' 4 of those ’—i.e. of the Defects.—(3043) 

Kumdrila has argued as follows :—“ At the time (of the Cognition of the 
absence of defects) the excellences do not function on being themselves 
cognised ; in fact, it is by mere presence that they help in the cognising 
of the absence of defects ”.—[Shlolcavdrtilea 1.1.2; 67.] 

This is the objection set forth in the following :— 


TEXT (3044). 

“ At the time (of the Cognition of the absence of Defects), the 

EXCELLENCES DO NOT FUNCTION ON BEING THEMSELVES COG¬ 
NISED ; IN FACT, IT IS BY MERE PRESENCE THAT THEY 

help in the coonisino of the Absence, 
of Defects."—[Shlokavdrtilca 1. 1. 2 ; 

07].—(3044) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 They help ’—they help towards bringing about the certainty regard¬ 
ing the absence of defects. —(3044) 


The answer to the above is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (3045-3045). 

If it were so, then, there would be no (a) Doubt, nor (6)Wrono 
Cognition (Misconception),—in the case of the Person 

RECOGNISED AS ‘ TRUSTWORTHY ’— IN THE SHAPE OF («) ‘ ARE 
THF.RF. DEFECTS IN THIS PERSON OR NOT ? \ AND (b) * THERE 

are defects in him And yet there are such 
Doubt and Wrong Cognition in some men : 

UNTIL IT IS RECOGNISED THAT HE IS THE 
RECEPTACLE OF EXCELLENCES.— 

(3045-3046) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, in bringing about certainty regarding the absence of defects, excellences 
functioned by their mere presence,—then in the case of the person recognised 
as ‘ trustworthy ’, no one could have any Doubt or Misconception in regard 
to the absence of defects ; as both these will have been barred by the certainty. 
—And yet such is not the case; so long as the certainty relating to the 
presence of the excolleneos does not come about,—there certainly do appear 
Doubt and Misconception regarding the absence of defects. Henco it follows 
that the excellences are not operative by their mere presence.—(3045-3040) 


TEXT (3047). 

If there were oertainty regarding the self-validity (of cogni¬ 
tions) EVEN WHEN THERE IS NO COGNITION OF THE ABSENCE 
OF DEFECTS,—THEN, IN REGARD TO THE SPEAKER, 

THERE COULD NOT BE THE ‘ CONTRARY COG¬ 
NITION ’ SPOKEN OF ABOVE (UNDER 

3045).—(3047) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might bo argued that—“The excellences may not be operative 
towards the bringing about of the certainty regarding the absence of defects; 
even so, from the uncertain absence of defects there would follow the 
certainty regarding validity ”,—This also cannot be right; as in that caso, 
os before, thoro could be no diversity of opinion in regard to the speaker 
recognised as ‘ trustworthy Because when there is certainty regarding 
the self-validity of the assertion,—there can be no such notions in regard to 
the person making that assertion, as—‘is he telling the truth or not,—or 
is h© not telling the truth at all ? ’—The torm ‘ vimali ’ (contrary Cognition) 
here stands for Doubt and Misconception ; ‘ vimati ’ being ‘ mali \ notion, 
that is ‘ contrary ’; and as Doubt envisages both the extremes, it can 
be regarded as ‘ contrary ’.—(3047) 
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Kumdrila has again argued as follows—“ Thus then, from excellences 
follows the absence of defects,—from this absence, follows the absence of the 
two forms of Invalid Cognition; consequently the general law remains 
undenied ”, and so forth .—[Shlokavdrtika 1. 1. 2 ; 65]. 

This also cannot lx> right, when there is no certainty regarding the 
absence of defects. —This is what is pointed out in the following :— 

TEXTvS (3048-3049). 

When there is no coonition of the absence of defects, how could 
there be any cognition of the absence of the two kinds of Invalid 

Cognition, —from which the certainty regarding Validity 

COULD BE DEDUCED ?—AND IF, EVEN WHEN THERE IS NO 
COGNITION OF THE ABSENCE OF THE TWO KINDS OF 

Invalid Cognition, the Self-Validity (of the 
Cognition) were cognised,—then, as 

BEFORE, THERE WOULD BE NO DOUBT 

or Misconception at all.— 

(3048-3049) 

COMMENTARY. 

If there came about a Cognition free from the Doubt and Misconception, 
which aro ‘ contrary ’ to that Cognition,—then that Cognition should be 
valid ; otherwise, if the matter were lx>set with the contrary notions, how 
could tho gen oral law come in at all ? Because the two contrary notions, 
Doubt and Misconception, are effects of defects; hence there can be no 
certainty regarding the alwence of these contrary notions, unless there is 
certainty regarding the absence of defects. 

‘ The absence of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition i.e. the absence of 
Doubt and Misconception.—(3048-3049) 

Tho following Text points out tho ‘ contrary Cognition ’ 

TEXT (3050). 

(The contrary Cognition being in the form] —(«) ‘ Is his assertion 

TRUE OR UNTRUE ? ' (DOUBT),—OR ( b) * It IS ABSOLUTELY UNTRUE ’ 

(Misconception) ; [these would bf. ‘ contrary ’] because 
there is the certainty that all Cognitions are 
VALID BY THEMSELVES.—(3050) 

COMMENTARY. 

So far it has been explained that the absence of defects and other condi¬ 
tions do not, by their mere presence, help in the bringing about of the 
certainty regarding Validity ; now the Author proceeds to explain in detail 
that if the certainty regarding the said Absence of Defects were essential, 


1360 


TATTVASANGRAHA: CHAPTER XXV. 


then (a) the validity would be extraneous, and (6) there would be an 
Infinite Regress :— 

TEXT (3051). 

For the above reasons, it is absolutely necessary that there 

SHOULD BE DEFINITE COGNITION OF ALL THE THREE FACTORS— 

(1) ABSENCE OF DEFECTS, (2) ABSENCE OF INVALID 
Cognitions and (3) presence of 
EXCELLENCES.—(3051) 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) Absence of defects, (2) absence of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition 
(Doubt and Misconception), and (3) the presence of excellences,—the Cogni¬ 
tion—certainty—of all these must be admitted. Otherwise, there could be 
no certainty regarding Validity , as has been explained already.—(3051) 

Question: —“ If the definite Cognition of these three is not admitted, 
what then ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (3052). 

Jn REGARD TO ALL THESE, THERE WOULD BE THE TWO POSSIBILITIES—IS 

TnE Cognition of these valid or invalid ? How then 

WHAT IS ITSELF INVALID BE A FACTOR IN THE 
ASCERTAINMENT OF VALIDITY ?—(3052) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Cognition of the said three factors, which is regardod os a factor in 
Validity,—is it valid or invalid ?—These are the two alternatives possible.— 
If it is invalid, then it cannot form part of tlie certainty regarding validity ,— 
—as it is itself invalid; if the witness (evidence) has been regarded as 
untrustworthy, he cannot help in the decision regarding the matter 
under dispute.—(3052) 

TEXTS (3053-3054). 

[If the said Cognition is valid, then] its certainty regarding its 

VALIDITY COULD BE POSSIBLE ONLY IF VALIDITY WERE EXTRANEOUS.— 
HOW AGAIN IS IT ASCERTAINED THAT THE SAID COGNITION (OF THE 
THREE FACTORS) IS VALID ?—IF IT BE SAID THAT—“ IT IS 
DEDUCED FROM THE ABSENCE OF COGNITIONS TO THE 
CONTRARY ”,—THEN THE QUESTION ARISES—Is THIS DEDUC¬ 
TION ITSELF VALID OR NOT?—THUS ALL THE OBJECTIONS 
URGED ABOVE COME BACK IN FULL FORCE.—(3053-3054) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the second alternative (put forth under 3052) is what is accepted,— 
then the validity of the Main Cognition turns out to be extraneous; and 
there is Infinite Regress also. 
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In order to indicate this Infinite Regress, the Author puts the question— 
‘ How again, etc. etc.'. 

‘ So'pi ' —i.e. the absonce of the Cognition to the contrary.—(3053-3054) 

Question :—“ How does the same objection become applicable here also ? ” 
Answer :— 

TEXTS (3055-3056). 

The Validity of the Cognition in question could be possible only 
if Validity were extraneous ;—how too can the Invalid 
Cognition bring about a right Cognition in keeping with 
the reality of things ? It is to be considered how 

THE VALIDITY OF THIS ALSO BECOMES APPREHENDED;— 

IT MAY BE DEDUCED FROM THE ABSENCE OF COGNI¬ 
TIONS TO THE CONTRARY AND SO FORTH ;— ALL 
THIS COMES ABOUT WHICH CANNOT BE 
DESIRABLE (FOR THE OTHER PARTY). 

—(3055-3056) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily comprehensible. 

‘ How the validity of this, etc. etc.' —i.e. of the absonce of the Cognition 
to the contrary.—(3056-3056) 

Then again, if the Validity in all cases is determined in accordance with 
the principle propounded in the following assertion—■“ From Excellences 
follows the Absence of Defects ; from this absence follows the absonce of the 
two forms of Invalid Cognition; consequently the general law remains un¬ 
denied ”— (Shlokavdrlika 1. 1. 2 ; 65),—then it would moan that the very first 
Cognition is valid, and there would bo Infinite Regress also. 

This is what is pointed out in the following:— 

TEXTS (3057-3058). 

Thus then,—“from Excellences follows the absence of defects ; 

FROM THIS ABSENCE, THERE FOLLOWS THE ABSENCE OF THE TWO 

forms of Invalid Cognition ; hence the General Law 

REMAINS UNDENIED ” IF THE VALIDITY IN ALL CASES IS 
DETERMINED ON THIS PRINCIPLE, THEN IN THE CASE IN 
QUESTION ALSO,—ALL THE AFORESAID OBJECTIONS 
BECOME APPLICABLE ; AND IT ALSO INVOLVES 

an Infinite Regress.—(3057-3058) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Aforesaid objections '.—That is, Excellences and the rost lying in the 
* chain ’ of othor persons, they are beyond the senses of people of limited 
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vision,—hone© there can be no certainty relating to them ; this would moan 
that there is no certainty relating to the absence of dejects also;—and uncertain 
also is the absence of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition ; so tliat Validity could 
not be established on the basis of Excellence, etc. If these (Excellence, etc.) 
help in the matter by their more prosence, then there could bo no Cognition to 
the contrary;—all this host of objections would be applicable to all cases.— 
(3057-3058) 

Further, Kwn&rila's assertion quoted above—“ therefore from 
Excellences follows the Absence of Defects, etc. etc.”—has declared validity, 
and also the absence of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition and the Absence of 
Defects —oh part and pared of the certainty.—Now the ‘absence’ horo 
spoken of can be either (a) of the nature of 4 absolute negation of what is 
possiblo ’, or of tho nature of ‘ relative negation ’; these arc the only two 
alternatives possible. 

The following Text points out the objections against the first alternative 
(that it is of tho nature of absolute negation) :— 

TEXTS (3050-3060). 

The assertion that “ there is validity when there is Absence of 
• Defects ” contains a negation ; if this negation is meant to be 

absolute; then it can never be proved.—It cannot be 
proved by apprehension, because it is of the nature 

OF NEGATION NOR CAN IT BE PROVED BY Non-Uqjpre - 

hension , as that would involve an Infinite 
Regress.—(3059-3060) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it is Absolute Negation that is meant, then it cannot be pro vod. Because 
would such Negation bo proved by itself ? or by something else ? If it 
is proved by itself, (1) would it be due to its boing of the nature of 4 self- 
illumination ’ ? or (2) to the fact of its bringing about certainty ?—If it 
is proved by something elso, is it proved, (3) by Apprehension ? or (4) by 
Nonapprehension ?—These are tho alternative views possible. 

(1) Now, it cannot bo right, to assert tliat it is pro vod by itself, through 
its boing 4 self-luminous ’; because it is a non-entity, while 4 luminousness ’ 
is the property of entities ; it is Cognition alone that is proved by its own 
apprehension, on account of its being 4 self-luminous ’ by nature ;—not so 
Negation, which is of tho nature of tho denial of the nature of things. 

(2) Nor can the Negation bo regarded as proved by itself, through bring¬ 
ing about certainty. Because as a matter of fact, Negation is devoid of all 
capacity ; hence it cannot bring about anything, fl it did bring about any¬ 
thing, it would have to be regarded as an Entity ; and secondly, as it would 
not be possible for it to have any now peculiarity produced in it, its effect 
would be such as comes about from it itself, independently of all contributory 
causes, and henco tho appearance of such an effect would be incessant. 
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(3) If the Absence bo regarded us provod by something else,—through 
Apprehension, —that also is not possible ;—why ?—because it is of the 
nature of Negation, and there can he Apprehension only of what is a positive 
entity. 

(4) Nor lastly can it bo right to hold the view that the Absence is provod 
through Non-apprehension. Because that would involve an Infinite Regress. 
For instance, this Non-apprehension also being negative in character,— 
how is it proved ? By itself ? Or tlirough something else ? All these 
questions arise here. It cannot bo by itself, because of the objections urged 
above; nor can it be through something else, as that would involve an 
Infinite Regress.—(3059-3060) 

The said ‘ Infinite Regress ’ is pointed out in the following :— 

TEXT (3061). 

If the Absence of Defects and that of the two kinds of Invalid 

Cognition are proved by Non-apprehension ,—and this 
absence of apprehension is proved by another Non¬ 
apprehension ,—THEN THERE IS INFINITE 

Regress.—(3061) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Do$a, etc. etc.' —The compound is to be oxpoundod as ‘ the absence of 
Defects, and of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition —(3001) 

The following Texts point out the objections against the view that the 
• absence of Dofocts, etc.’ is of the nature of Relative Negation (the second 
altornutivo suggosted in the Introduction to Text 3059):— 


TEXTS (3062-3065). 

If the Absence is of the nature of Relative Negation,—then its 
Cognition would only be the negation of something other 
than itself ; so that the Cognition of the absence of defects 
would be of the nature of the Cognition of excellences ; and 
it would thus come to be of the nature of the Cognition 
of the intended Valid Cognition. The Cognition of the 
absence of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition also would 

TURN OUT TO BE OF THE CONTRARY NATURE. OR, IN CASE THE 
ABSENCE OF THE TWO KINDS OF INVALID COGNITION WERE COG¬ 
NISED INDEPENDENTLY BY ITSELF,—HOW COULD YOU SECURE THE 
CONVICTION THAT THE REST OF IT IS VALID ?—IF IT BE URGED 
THAT “ THE CONVICTION IS DUE TO THE FACT THAT WELL-KNOWN 
FACTS COULD NOT BE EXPLICABLE OTHERWISE ^THEN THIS 
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CONVICTION WOULD BE GOT AT EITHER THROUGH PRESUMPTION, 

OR THROUGH INFERENCE, OR THROUGH SOME OTHER MEANS OF 

Cognition; so that it would be derived from sources 

OTHER THAN THE COGNITION ITSELF.—(3062-3065) 

COMMENTARY. 

Through Relative Negation. ‘ Absence of Defects * would be the same as 
‘ Excellences ’; hence the Cognition of the said absence also would be the 
same as the Cognition of Excellences ;-and this cannot be desirable (for 
you); because of your assertion that-"The Excellences do not operate, 
as cognised ’’. 

The ‘ absence of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition also becomes tlic 
same as 4 Valid Cognition \ under the view that it is Relative Negation that 
is meant by 4 absence ’; hence the Cognition of 4 the absence of the two kinds 
of Invalid Cognition’ also would be of the nature of the intended ‘Valid 
Cognition’; and in that case the assertion-that "there Is absence of the 
two kinds of Invalid Cognition, hence the general law remains undented ,— 
cannot be right; as it involves a confusion of thought; for instance, the 
same Cognition being known to be valid,-if from that same fact it is 
deduced that the Cognition is valid,—such a confused assertion of Cau.se and 
Effect, becomes difficult to understand; as there is no difference (between 
the two Cognitions).—Further, if the two were regarded as different, because 
the cause must bo different from the effect, thon it comes to this that 1 the 
Cognition of the absence of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition ’ is different 
from 4 the Cognition of the valid Cognition ’; while it is not right to regard 
what is of the nature of 4 Relative Negation ’, as different from the valid 

Cognition. . . . . .. 

« Or, in case the absence oj the two kinds, etc. etc. —This argument admits 

(for the sake of argument) the Cognition of 4 the absence of the two kinds of 
Invalid Cognition ’.—and thon, in accordance with the views of the other 
party, shows that the Validity of Cognitions becomes extraneous. 

• ^ to die fact that well-known facts, etc. etc.' —That is, 44 there is no 
other alternative possible except the self-validity of all Cognitions except 
the Doubtful and Wrong Cognitions ’’.—(3062-3065) 

The following Text proceeds to show the ‘ Inconclusive ’ character of 
the reasoning set forth in the assertion that—" From Excellences follows the 
absence of defects, etc.”.— (Shlokavdrtika 1. 1. 2 ; 65) 

TEXTS (3066-3070). 

From that same reasoning of yours it might follow that the 
Invalidity is inherent in Cognitions ; as the same arguments 
apply clearly to, and can be asserted in regard to, that 
view also;—hence it is the absence of Excellence that 

FOLLOWS FROM THE DEFECTS ; AND FROM THAT ABSENCE FOLLOWS 
THE ABSENCE OF VALIDITY ; HENCE THE GENERAL LAW STANDS 
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undenied.—Inasmuch as this general law is the creation of 

MERE WHIM, IT CAN BE ASSERTED QUITE CLEARLY IN REGARD TO 

Invalidity, just as well as in regard to Validity.—Because 
it is in the nature of apprehension that Cognition is regarded 
as Invalid, —and it is discarded only by the knowledge that 

IT IS RIGHT, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REALITY OF THINGS, AND 
BY THE COGNITION OF THE EXCELLENCE OF ITS SOURCES ;—AND THE 

Invalidity is not set aside by the excellences, as these have 
NOT BEEN COGNISED ; HENCE BEING NOT-DENIED, THE INVALIDITY 
REMAINS ESTABLISHED AS BEING INHERENT IN THE COGNITION.— 

(3066-3070) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Adah ’—This. 

Question :—“ What is it that can be asserted ? ” 

Answer :—It is this :—‘ Hence it is the absence, etc. etc' 

‘ Mdnavat ’—the ‘ vati ’-affix is added after the Locative, the meaning 
boiug—‘ as in regard to validity ’. 

* Tadapi ’—Invalidity. 

The rest is easily understood.—(3066-3070) 

It has been argued under Text 2895, that—“ In the case of words emanat¬ 
ing from personalities, there is always room for doubt, whether there ore 
defects or not; in the case of the Voda, however, there being no author, 
there can bo absolutely no suspicion, for us, regarding the proscnco of 
defects ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3071). 

In THE CASE OF WORDS EMANATING FROM PERSONALITIES, THERE IS 
ALWAYS ROOM FOR DOUBT WHETHER THERE ARE DEFECTS OR NOT J 
AND AS IT HAS BEEN PROVED THAT THERE MUST BE AN AUTHOR 

OF THE Veda, it IS NOT true that we can have no suspi¬ 
cion REGARDING THE PRESENCE OF DEFECTS 

IN IT.—(3071) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the Chapter dealing with the ‘Revealed Word’, it has been 
proved that there must have been an author of the Veda; hence the state¬ 
ment ' because there is no author ’ cannot bo admitted. Henco it is not 
truo that, for us, intelligent people, there is no suspicion regarding the 
presence of defects in the Voda; in fact, tho suspicion is actually 
there.—(3071) 

40 
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It hits beon asserted under Text 2890, that—“ Thus, because the validity 
of the Veda is accepted on the ground of its being soIf-sufRcient, etc. etc.”. 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3072). 

Thus, what has been asserted regarding the validity of the Veda 

BEING SELF-SUFFICIENT, CANNOT BE ADMITTED,—BECAUSE AS A 
MATTER OF FACT, THAT ALSO IS DEPENDENT UPON 

the Author.—(3072) 

COMMENTARY. 

* That also i.e. the Veda.—(3072) 

It has been argued under Text 2897 that—“ The fact that other Moans 
of Cognition never have any boaring upon what is said in the Veda establishes 
its validity; otherwise, it would bo merely reiterative 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3073). 

In case there is no corroborative Cognition, nor perfection 

TN ITS SOURCE,—THE APPEARANCE OF DOUBT, AND CON¬ 
SEQUENT invalidity , is inevitable, in the Veda. 

—(3073) 

COMMENTARY. 

Confirmatory Cognition of offcctivo action, and the Cognition of perfection 
of the cause,—supply the source of the certainty regarding Validity; and 
both these are not admitted (by tho other party) in the case of the Veda; 
consequently there are no means of ascertaining the validity of Cognitions 
provided by tho Veda ; hence there can be no certainty regarding such 
validity ; as tho effect cannot appear without its cause.—(3073) 

It has boon argued under Text 2898 that—“ such corroboration does not 
form tho basis of the validity of other Cognitions also, etc. otc.”. 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3074). 

In the cask of the validity of other Cognitions also, such 

CORROBORATION IS ALWAYS REGARDED AS THE GROUND 
(FOR VALIDITY); HENCE CERTAINTY' MUST BE BASED 

UPON THAT CORROBORATION.—(3074) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Such corroboration \—in the shape of conformity with reality, and 
Cognition of porfection. 
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Tho objection that this involves Infinito Regress has already been 
refuted. Hence there is no truth (conclusivoness) in the premiss that 
“ what is valid doos not need the corroboration of another Cognition ”. 
Because for the purposes of cortainty, such corroboration is always needed.— 
(3074) 


The same idea is furthor explained :— 


TEXT (3075). 

It is only when THE validity is there that certainty regarding 
IT IS BROUGHT ABOUT BY THIS (CONFIRMATION), AND THIS 
DOES NOT PRODUCE A FRESH VALIDITY IN IT.—(3075) 


COMMENTARY. 

This also serves to set aside the argument sot forth undor Text 2899— 
to the effect that—“ Even in a case whero the tiling is definitely apprehended 
by tho lator Cognitions, the thing lias not boon clearly apprehended by tho 
first Cognition ”.—Because tho fact of the certainty of validity being brought 
about by later Cognitions cannot deprive the first Cognition of that validity 
which consists in its capacity to lead to its object.—(3075) 


It has been argued under Text 2900, that—“ no validity could belong 
to the Cognition of a thing that is destroyed immediately on being born, 
etc. etc.”. 


TEXT (3076). 

In THE CASE OF THE THING THAT IS DESTROYED IMMEDIATELY ON BEING 
BORN, VALIDITY DOES BELONG TO THB COGNITION ; IN FACT, IT IS 
THERE, EVEN IN A CASE WHERE THERE IS NO CERTAINTY 
REGARDING IT,—THE CERTAINTY APPEARING IN THE MANNER 

DESCRIBED.—(3076) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ Sd ’—validity.—(3076) 


The manner in which certainty appears is described in tho following :— 
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TEXTS (3077-3079). 

When there is Cognition of the excellence of the Cause and other 

CONDITIONS, THEN THERE FOLLOWS CERTAINTY AND ALSO WHEN 
EFFECTIVE ACTION IS FOUND DIRECTLY, IN THE SHAPE OF burning, 
ETC. ;—OR REPEATED FUNCTIONING BRINGS ABOUT THE RESULT 

INDEPENDENTLY.—WHEN THERE IS ABSENCE OF ALL THESE 
MEANS (OF CERTAINTY), THEN THERE IS NO CERTAINTY AT 

ALL. Thus even if validity were there, it would 

BE UNCERTAIN,—AS GOOD AS NON-EXISTENT J THAT IS 
WHY IT IS SAID THAT IT IS NOT PRESENT.— 

(3077-3079) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ If effective action is found'— 1 then there is certainty ’—this has to bo 
construed with this. 

Says the Opponent“ As the Cognition of effective action envisages 
an entirely different thing, the certainty regarding the validity of the pro¬ 
coding Cognition cannot bo duo to that. For instance, the visual Cognition 
of water can apprehend colour only, as there is no composite substance ; 
os for the Cognition of effective action in the shape of Bathing and the like, 
it can bo secured only by means of Touch ; how can the Cognition of one thing 
confirm the validity of the Cognition of another thing ? If it did, then 
there would bo incongruities ”. 

Answer : —This does not affect our position. As a matter of fact, wlion 
two objects occur in the same 1 chain ’, which are invariably concomitant,— 
tho Cognition of one object will certainly establish the validity of tho Cogni¬ 
tion of tho other. In tho instance cited, the Colour and tho Touch do not 
oxist entirely apart from ono another; in fact both are placed under exactly 
the samo circumstances. So that, oven if tho first Cognition is objectless, 
it proceeds on tho basis of a definite objectivo ; and tho subsequent Cognition 
apprehending the Touch which is invariably concomitant with tho object 
of tho previous Cognition is not needed for tho bringing about of certainty 
of conviction. 

Says tho Opponent" Even so, as ull things arc momentary, tho func¬ 
tioning of tho later Cognition cannot envisage tho Touch which is invariably 
concomitant with tho Coloiu- envisaged by tho previous Cognition ; how then 
could tho certainty follow from that ? ” 

Answer :—Tliis does not affoct our position; because tho subsequent 
colour-moments law© tho samo effective action os tho colour-moments envisaged 
by tho previous Cognition; honeo all of these colour-moments stand on the 
samo footing and share tho samo fate ; and lionco are treated as ono and tho 
sumo. In fact, people with limited vision do not deal with ‘ moments ’ at 
oil. 

Or, tho object onvisagod by tho lator Cognition is invariably concomitant 
with the colour, etc. envisaged by the previous Cognition ; honeo ovou though 
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the previous Cognition l>oing the cause of the later ono, tho two are regarded 
as distinct,—yet there is no incongruity in the idea of the certainty being 
brought about by it.—(3077-3079) 

It has been orguod under Text 2000, that—“ no validity could belong 
to Auditory Cognition because it could not lx« corroborated by the Eye and 
other means of Cognit ion 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (3080-30S2). 

IT IS NOT TRUE THAT THERE CAN BE NO CORROBORATION OF AUDITORY 

Cognition by the Eye and other Means of Cognition. Because 
Colour, Sound and the rest are dependent upon the same 
circumstances. In fact all these are mutually con¬ 
comitant AND, AS OCCURRINO IN THE SAME * CHAIN THEY 
ARE THE CAUSE OF EACH OTHER. THUS IT IS CLEAR THAT 
THERE IS RELATIONSHIP AMONG THEM. THROUGH THESE 
THEN THERE IS CONNECTION AMONG THEIR COGNITIONS 
ALSO ; JUST AS BETWEEN ‘ SMOKE ’ AND ‘ THE EFFECT OF 

wet fuel '. Thus Auditory Cognition would be 

QUITE VALID,—ON ACCOUNT OF BEING CORRO¬ 
BORATED by other Cognitions.— 

(3080-3082) 

. COMMENTARY. 

It cannot be admitted that the Auditory Cognition cannot bo corro¬ 
borated by other Cognitions. Because the sound emanating from the Luto, 
and the colour of the Lute nro both dependent on tho same circumstances ; 
and are consequently inseparable and invariably concomitant with one 
another; so that tho two are quite related; just like ‘Smoko’ and tho 
* Effect of wet Fuol'. And as both appoar in tho same ‘ chain ’ and are 
mutually dependent, each preceding factor becomes the causo of each suc¬ 
ceeding factor; so that there is botw-een them this direct causal relation 
ft ] so —Thus among tho Cognitions also of the said Colour, Touch, etc. thoro is 
similar causal relation, based indirectly upon the above-mentioned relation. 

In this way, Auditory Cognition can bo quite valid, because of its being 
related to the other Cognitions, through tho Eye and other Means of Cognition. 
—For instance, when ono hears from a distance the sound proceeding from 
the Lute, if he wants to have tho Lute, thoro arises a doubt in his mind as to 
whothor or not it is the sound of the Lute that ho lias heard,—this doubt 
boing due to tho fact of tho sound of the Luto being similar to the sound of 
tho Flute ; ho then proceeds towards the Lute ; and when ho actually sees tho 
Lute, tho Doubt that had arisen ns to tho sound being of tho Lute or of the 
Flute or of singing becomes sot aside. At a place whore tho man hears 
what ho thinks to bo tho reverberations of the sounding of the Drum, and 
proceeds towards it, if he does not perceive the drum,—then there being 
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absence of the necessary corroboration, ho concludes that the Cognition is 
invalid. —(3080-3082) 

It has been argued under Text 2902, that--" In both cases, tho Corrobora¬ 
tive Cognition is not produced by other means, lionco thoy do not need 
corroboration by Cognitions produced by other causes 
The answer to this is as follow's :— 

TEXT (3083). 

This Cognition produced by other Means is quite certain ; that 

IS WHY THE CORROBORATION BY COGNITIONS PRODUCED BY 
OTHER MEANS IS DESIRED.—(3083) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ This Cognition approhonding the shape of the Lute, etc.—(3083) 

It has been argued under Text 2903, that—"just as in tho case of the 
validity of Soose-porception, thore is the definite basis in tho form of corro¬ 
boration by another Cognition produced by the same sense-organ,—tho 
same should bo assorted to bo tho basis in the cose of the Veda also 
Tho answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3084). 

Thus, in toe case of the validity of Sense-perception, there is 

THE DEFINITE BASIS IN THE FORM OF CORROBORATION BY OTHER 

Cognitions produced by several Sense-organs ; 

BUT SUCH IS NOT FOUND TO BE THE CASE 

WITH THE Veda.—(3084) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Such is, etc. etc.'— i.o. Corroboration by other Cognitions produced by 
several Sense-organs.—(3084) 

Question :—“ How is this found to bo the basis in the caso of Sense- 
porcoption ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (3085). 

The first Cognition of Water that appears is produced by the Eye ; 

THEN THERE FOLLOWS THE LATER COGNITIONS RELATING TO 

drinking and bathing , as dependent upon the gestatory 
ORGAN AND THE BODY (RESPECTIVELY).—(3085) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Produced by the eyes ’—i.e. the visual Cognition of Colour. 

‘ Later Cognition —i.e. one appearing at a later time.—(3085) 
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It lias boon argued under Text 2904, that—“ when the Cognition brought 
about by any one sentenco is the samo at all times and places, and in all 
men,—thon no other basis need bo sought for its validity 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3086-3087). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE COGNITION BROUGHT ABOUT BY ANY ONE 
SENTENCE IS NEVER FOUND TO BE THE SAME AT ALL TIMES AND 
PLACES, AND IN ALL MEN ; AS IN ALL CASES THERE ARISES DOUBT. 

IT IS TRUE THAT THE SAME WORDS—‘ HEAVEN IS ATTAINED 
BY THE PERFORMANCE OF Agnihotra AND OTHER RITES ” 

—ARE HEARD BY ALL MEN ; BUT IT IS DEVOID OF ALL 
ELEMENTS OF CERTAINTY,—RESEMBLING THE 
MERE CROAKING OF FROGS.—(3086-3087) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows that the corroboration by facts cannot be admitted. Because 
when the Sentence—* From the performance of Agnihotra, follows Heaven ’— 
is heard, the intelligent man derives no certain Cognition from it; hence it 
cannot be admitted that it is the same at all times and places.—(3086-3087) 

The following Text proceeds to show that the Cognition is not the same 
in all men :— 


TEXT (3088). 

Even among BrXhmanas there is difference of opinion in regard 
to ‘ Heaven ’ and such things ; hence the Cognition 

DERIVED FROM THE VEDA IS NOT FOUND TO BE THE 
SAME IN ALL MEN.—(3088) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, the author of the Nirukta and other authorities describe 
‘Heaven’ as—* the abodo of Personalities superior to human beings,— 
located in such places as the summit of Mount Minx ,—the place affording 
superhuman pleasures,—full of numerous amenitieswhile the Mitnam- 
nakas describe it as ‘ a particular form of happiness found among men 

In regard to ‘Sacrifices’ also, there is difference of opinion. For 
example, it is heard that in ancient times it was only animals made of flour 
that were sacrificed; while other wicked and cruel people have declarod 
that it was the living animal that was sacrificed.—(3088) 

It has been argued under Text 2905, that—“ when a firm conviction 
produced by a sentence is not found to bo incompatible with the Cogmtions 
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appearing at othor times and places and in other men, it is undoubtedly 
valid ", 

Tho answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXT (3089). 

AS REGARDS THE FIRMNESS OF THE CONVICTION PRODUCED BY THE VeDIC 

Injunction,—that has been already rejected ; because as 

a MATTER OP FACT, THE SAID FIRMNESS IS ALWAYS 

DOUBTFUL; as the matter apprehended 

BY THE SAID COGNITION IS SIMILAR 

TO OTHERS.—(3089) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Already ’—i.o. under the chapter on tho 4 Revealed Word 
4 Is similar to others' ;—i.o. it stands on tho same footing as the notion 
derived from such human assertions as 4 the performance of Agnihotra does 
not load to Heaven ’.—(3089) 

Further, it is a mere assertion of yours that—“ the Cognition produced 
by the Vedic Injunction does not vary at different times and places, etc.”. 
This is what is pointed out in the following:— 

TEXT (3090). 

HOW HAVE THE B.RSHMANAS, WHO ARE CERTAINLY NOT OMNISCIENT, 
BEEN ABLE TO ASCERTAIN THAT “ THE COGNITION PRODUCED 

by the Vedic Injunction is the same at all places 
AND TIMES ” ?—(3090) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued under Text 2900, that— 44 the validity of verbal and 
other Cognitions is not to be proved by means of Inference, etc. otc.". 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3091). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, IT HAS BEEN ALREADY EXPLAINED THAT THE 

validity of Perception also is ascertained by means of 
Inference. For instance, a certain Perception is valid, 

: BECAUSE IT TS PRODUCED BY FLAWLESS CAUSES, LIKE 

other Perceptions. —(3091) 

COMMENTARY. 

That argumont is called 4 Reduetio ad Absurdum ' which indicates an 
undesirable possibility ; and it is not undesirable that the validity of Percep- 
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tion should be proved by Inference ; hence what has boon urged cannot bo a 
Reduclio ad Absurdum, — How the validity of Perception can be proved by 
Inference has been shown before ; this is what is recalled in the words—‘ For 
instance, etc. etc .'—‘ Like other perceptions ’—i.e. like Perceptions bearing 
upon things boforo one’s eyes.—(3091) 

It has boon argued under Text 2907, that—“ If the validity of Cognition 
wore provod by another Cognition, then, of this latter also, the validity 
would be provod by another and so on and on, there would be Infinite 
Regress 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3092). 

The VALIDITY OF ALL COGNITIONS IS NOT PROVED BY OTHER MEANS OF 
Cognition ; as it has been proved that there is no 

MISCONCEPTION INVOLVED IN THE CASE WHERE 

there is Cognition of effective 
action.—(3092) 

COMMENTARY. 

That there is no misconception in the case where there is Cognition 
of effective action has boon proved above under Text 2959. 

Thus validity being dependent upon corroboration by the Cognition of 
effective action, there can be no Infinite Regress.—(3092) 

The following Text shows that there can be no Infinite Regress oven 
when validity is proved by means of Inference :— 

TEXT (3093). 

When the Inference is brought about by the Indicative (Probans) 
in the shape of its nature and its effect,—the Indicative 

WHEREOF THE ‘ INFALLIBILITY ’ HAS BEEN ASCERTAINED,— 

THERE CAN BE NO MISTAKE IN IT.—(3093) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Atnia ’ nature,—and ‘ effect ’;—such being the name of the Indicative 
(Probans) ;—of which Indicative, the ‘ infallibility ’ has been duly ascertained. 

What is meant is as follows :—When the * nature ’ and 1 effect ’ of the 
Probans has been duly ascertained on the basis of ‘ sameness ’ and ‘ causal 
relation,’—and on the strength of these Probans, there follows the Inference,— 
this Inference is valid by itself ; as there can be no room for mistake in such 
Inference.—Thus there would be no Infinite Regress.—(3093) 
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It has been argued under Text 2908, that “ If the validity of the 
Cognition that proves the validity of another Cognition bo not proved by 
any other Cognition,—then the samo might bo the caso with those whoso 
validity is held to be proved by others 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3094). 

In some cases, the mistake or illusion that arises from the various 

CAUSES OF ILLUSION IS SET ASIDE BV ANOTHER COGNITION ; 
BECAUSE THERE IS NO CERTAINTY IN SUCH A CASE. 

—(3094) 

COMMENTARY. 

In some cases, it so happens tliat there being no means, in the shape of 
repeated Cognition, of securing certainty, somo sort of illusion or mistake 
comes in ; henco the validity cannot rest in the Cognition itself.—(3094) 

It has been asserted, under Text 2910, that—“Before the Cognition is 
apprehended, it remains there in its own form, and so far as its own objective 
is concerned, it is independent and self-sufficient, etc. etc.". 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3095). 

There can be no ‘ manifested thing ’ until its manifestation has 

BECOME MANIFESTED ; HENCE IT MUST BE ADMITTED THAT THE 

Cognition itself is actually cognised,—just like the 
SENSE-PERCEPTION IN OTHER PERSONS.—(3095) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Avyakta, etc.' —The compound means * that thing of which tho manifes¬ 
tation has not become manifested ’. 

Tho Cognition must itself be cognised. If it were not cognised, then 
there would be the contingency of tho absence of Cognition of all things. 
Because what is spoken of as ‘ Cognition ’ of a thing is only its manifestation 
—nothing else;—if this manifestation then were imperceptible, tho thing 
itself would be imperceptible ; just as the object envisaged by another man’s 
Cognition is not perceived by one, bccauso its manifestation is not mani¬ 
fested to the latter. 

Tho argument may be formulated as follows:—When to a cortain person 
the manifestation of a thing has not become manifested, that thing cannot 
bo perceptible to him ; —e.g. the object envisaged by tho perception appearing 
in another man ;—the Cognition in question is one of which the manifestation 
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lias not become manifested to any person;—hence there is apprehension of 
something contrary to a more extensivo character. 

The reason hore adduced cannot be regarded as 1 inconclusive ’; because 
if tlio thing were perceptible without its manifestation having como about, 
all things would bocomo perceptiblo.—Such, however, is not the caso. Hence 
the caso is quite the reverse.—(3095) 

It has been argued, under Text 2911, that—“ Just as objects are appre¬ 
hended by the Eye and the othor Sense-organs, which are themselves not 
cognised, so, in the same manner, aro things approhended by Cognitions, 
without these latter being thomselves cognised, otc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3096). 

Being themselves ‘ insentient ’ the Eye and other Sense-organs 

DO NOT APPREHEND THINGS J THEY ONLY SERVE AS THE CAUSE 
OF COGNITION OF THOSE THINGS.—(3096) 

COMMENTARY. 

Like the things thomselves, the Sense-organs aro insentient ; hence 
they do not directly approhond things; they only serve as the cause of tho 
Cognition of those things,—by virtue of which fact it is assumed that 
things are apprehended by them; hence it may be that though themselves 
uncognisod, things are ‘apprehended’ by them, in the sense that they 
bring about tho Cognition of the things. The Cognition itself, however, 
does not do any such thing for the things ; by virtue of which it could be 
said that “ though itself uncognised, it apprehends things, like the Eye and 
other Sense-organs ”. 

“ But the Cognition does bring about the manifestation of things.” 

That cannot be right; because “ manifestation ” is synonymous with 
‘ Cognition Asa matter of fact, all such words as ‘ abhivyakti ’, 4 upalabdhi 

‘ parichchhitti ’, 'samvedana', etc. etc. are synonymous and do not 
denote different things. And the Cognition cannot bo its own instrument; 
as the operation of anything upon itself involvos an incongruity ; also because 
things produced are existent, while those net produced are non-existent. 
That is, when the Cognition would bring about itself, would it do so when it 
is itself produced ? Or would it do so when it is itself not-produced ? 
The first alternative cannot be accepted, because it would be produced as 
being on the same footing as itself; because wlion one thing does not stand 
on the same footing as itself, it cannot bo of tho same nature as this latter; 
if it did, there would be incongruities ;—nor can it be right to bring about a 
nature that has boen already produced ; because there is no additional 
peculiarity introduced; and also because there would be no end to such 
bringing about of things.—Nor can the second alternative be accepted ; simply 
because it does not exist; and there can be no functioning of what does not 
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exist; because fcho non-existent is characterised by the absence of all 
capacity ; so that, if it did function, it would cease to l>o non-existent. In 
fact capacity for efficient activity is what constitutes the existence of things. 

Thus thero is no analogy between the example cited by the other party 
and the case it is meant to illustrate.—(301)0) 

It has been argued under Text 2012, that “ The fact- of being eognisetl is 
of no use in the matter of the validity of Cognitions, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3097). 

Thus then, the fact of being cognised is of great use in the matter 
of the validity of Cognitions ; because there can be no 

APPREHENSION OF THINGS WHICH IS NOT ITSELF 

COGNISED.—(3097) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Opponont—“ If tho Cognition is cognised by its own Cognition, 
then its validity is self-sufficient, inherent in itself ". 

This is what is anticipated and answered in tho following:— 


TEXTS (3098-3099). 

Even in the Cognition of itself by itself, there is this fact that 

THERE CAN BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING ITS VALIDITY, ON ACCOUNT 
OF THE POSSIBILITY OF CAUSES OF MISCONCEPTION BEING PRE¬ 
SENT. Consequently it is not ascertained that what 

IS COGNISED IS A REAL ENTITY ; BECAUSE MERE APPRE¬ 
HENSION CAN ALSO BE DUE TO SIMILARITY, AND 
THERE IS ALWAYS THE POSSIBILITY OF THE 
IMPOSITION (MISCONCEPTION) OF 
SOMETHING ELSE.—(3098-3099) 

COMMENTARY. 

Merely because the thing has boon cognised is not enough to bring about 
perfect certainty relating to it; bocauso certainty is dopondent upon other 
causes; as has been explained in several placos. Hence even when the 
Cognition is cognised by itself, its capacity to get at its objoct remains un¬ 
certain, because causes of misconception may be present, in tho shape of simil- 
larity, absence of repeated experience and so forth, which bar the way to cer¬ 
tainty. Specially because certainty of conviction is something different from 
mere apprehension. Thus it is for the excluding of misconception that extra¬ 
neous conditions are needed, in view of which the validity of Cognition is held 
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to be extraneous, not inherent ; which view is not open to objection.—This is 
what has been thus declared—‘ The Cognition itself is cognised by itself, but 
its validity is ascertained by usage 

4 Toihdtvl ’—regarding its validity.—(3098-3099) 

It has boon argued under Text 2913, that—“ Like valid Cognition, 
Invalid Cognition also operates U|>on its objoct by itself; but the fact of its 
boing false cannot bo apprehended without another means of Cognition ”. 

The answor to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3100). 

Just as repeated Cognition is regarded as valid by itself,— so 

ALSO IN SOME CASES WRONG COGNITION IS INVALID BY ITSELF. 

, —(3100) 

COMMENTARY. . 

4 Repeated Cognition ’—such Cognition as has been apprehended 
repeatedly. 

Just as in some casos validity is recognised as self-sufficient—as assorted 
above;—in the same manner, in some cases, wrongness or Invalidity also 
is recognised by itself. For instance, it is found that people suffering from 
deranged vision recognise, through repeated experience, the wrongness of 
the illusion regarding the 4 Hair-tuft ’ immediately after its appearance. 
—(3100) 

It has boon argued under Text 2914, that— 44 It is only whon thero appears 
the Cognition of the truth boing otherwise that tho falsity of a Cognition 
becomes recognised 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3101). 

IT HAS BEEN ALREADY EXPLAINED THAT THE IDEA OF FALSITY OF THE 
COONITION BEING ‘ DUE TO THE PRESENCE OF SUBLATING COGNI¬ 
TIONS AND TO THE COGNITION OF ITS SOURCE BEING DEFECTIVE * 

involves Infinite Regress. Hence the falsity (in¬ 
validity) CANNOT BE RECOGNISED MERELY ON THE 
BASIS OF THE SAID COGNITIONS.—(3101) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Already explained ’—under Text 3004. 

‘ Tat ’—Hence.—(3101) 
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It has been argued under Text 2915, that—“ Invalidity does not bocomo 
recognised on any other grounds; at the time that it appears, it is always 
recognised as valid, etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3102-3103). 

It cannot be recognised that it is valid at the time that it .appears ; 

—BECAUSE IT IS NON-CONCEPTUAL AND BECAUSE SELF-COGNITION 

IS NOT ADMITTED.—NOR CAN IT BE RECOGNISED BY ANOTHER 

Cognition; because it is not there at the time; 

ALSO BECAUSE ITS PRESEN0E IS NOT MANIFESTED ; OR 
BECAUSE OF AN UNDESIRABLE CONTINGENCY. 

-(3102-3103) 

COMMENTARY. 

At the time that tho Cognition appears (comes about)—(o) is it recognised 
by itself that it is valid ? Or (6) is it so recognised by another Cognition, 
appearing at the same timo ? Or (c) by another Cognition, appearing at 
another time ?—These are the threo alternatives possible. 

(а) The Cognition cannot bo recognised by itself, ns valid; because, 
as regards themselves, all Cognitions are non-conceptual (indeterminate), 
and hence any such notion as that ‘ this ie valid ’ is impossible. 

(б) Nor is tho apprehension of a Cognition by another Cognition admitted 
(by the other party) ; because it lias been hold that Cognition is always 
uncognisablo. 

Nor can the Cognition be cognised by another Cognition, appearing at 
tho samo timo ; bocauso two Cognitions can never appear at the same time. 

Nor can it bo cognised by another Cognition, appearing at anothor 
timo; because if there bo no Cognition of this other Cognition,—wliat is 
cognised by that third Cognition cannot be known; so that the Cognition 
cognised by that third Cognition would be one whose manifestation has 
not been manifested ; and if it be held tliat this also is cognised by yet another 
Cognition, there would bo an Infinite Rogress.—(3102-3103) 


It has been argued under Text 2916, that—“ Even in cases where the 
falsity is explained to others,—these two ideas have to be pointed out,—and 
not mere similarity ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (3103-3106). 

In CONNECTION WITH THE VEDA, IT HAS BEEN ALREADY POINTED OUT 
THAT THERE IS A SCBLATINO COGNITION IN THE FORM OF Inference ; 
HENCE BY THE REJECTION OF THE * SOUL ’ AND OTHER THINGS MEN¬ 
TIONED in the Veda, it becomes established that the Cognition 
DERIVED FROM THE VEDA CANNOT BE VALID.—As IT HAS BEEN 
PROVED THAT THE VEDA IS THE WORK OF A PERSONAL AUTHOR, THE 
FACT OF ITS HAVING A DEFECTIVE SOURCE IS ALWAYS OPEN TO SUS¬ 
PICION.—IF THE CAPACITY IN QUESTION (*.e. VALIDITY) WERE IN¬ 
HERENT in Cognitions, just as the capacity to burn is inherent 
in Fire,—then such validity should belong to wrong Cog¬ 
nitions also.—Thus it is open to suspicion that the Cognition 
provided by the Veda proceeds from a defective source, and 
what is suspected to be defective does not differ from what is 
ACTUALLY PERCEIVED TO BE DEFECTIVE.—(3103-3106) 

COMMENTARY. 


More similarity is not urged by the Buddhists as what annuls the 
Cognition provided by the Veda ; what is urged by them is that such things 
as the Soul, the Universal and the like, which are mentioned in tho Veda, 
are rejectod by all Means of Valid Cognition. This has been explained in 
the Chapters doaling with tho ‘ Soul ’, etc. 

Further, under the chapter on the ‘ Revealed Word \ it has been proved 
that the Vedas must bo the work of an author;—or even if thoy woro without 
an author,—it is possiblo that there may bo sources of falsity, as there is in 
the case of the Forest-fire (which is regarded by some people as self-produced, 
which is not true) ; consequently it is possiblo that what is said in tho Veda 
may bo false;—this is what has been urged by the Buddhists, not mere 
similarity. 

The following might be urged—" Even though this may be possible, 
yet, how can mere possibility establish the invalidity (falsity) of what is 
said in the Veda ? ” 

Tho answer to this is—' What is suspected to be defective, etc. etc.'— The 
compound ‘ Sha*Jcyado?am' is to bo expounded as—‘ that in which defects 
are suspected 

‘ Does not differ, etc.' —Because the validity of both is equally liable to 
boing regarded as non-existent. —(3103-3106) 


The following Text sums up the argument— 
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TEXT (3107). 

For these reasons ‘ self-sufficient validity ’ is not possible in 
the Veda also ; consequently please accept the view that 
the Veda has been composed and expounded by 
persons who are definitely recognised 
as free from defects.—(3107) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Krta/cliydla composed and oxpoundod.—‘ Expounded ’—Explained.— 
‘ By persons free from defects — the Veda has been composed anti expounded ’.— 
The compound thus is tho 1 Instrumental Taipuru$a — 4 Nishchita '— 

4 definitely known ’—qualifies the said ' character of being composed and 
expounded by persons free from defects —This view, ploaso accept,—if you 
wish to establish the validity (reliability) of the Veda. 

What is meant is that,—if this view is accepted, then the validity 
would be extraneous; if this view is not accepted, then there can be no 
validity at all.—(3107) 

The following Texts set forth Kumarila’s answer to tho argument that 
‘ tho view should be accepted that the Veda is the work of a Person recognised 
as freo from defects ’:— 

TEXTS (3108-3113). 

“ As there go on appearing on the scene expounders of the Veda 

WHO ARE BESET WITH LOVE, HATRED, ETC.,—PEOPLE BECOME MORE 
AND MORE CAREFUL IN THE PRESERVING OF THE VEDIC TEXT. To 
THIS END, THEY GO ON INVESTIGATING ALL SUCH MINUTE DETAILS 
AS—(O) WHICH SCHOLAR HAS A WEAK MEMORY ?—(6) WHO WAS THE 
EARLIER SCHOLAR ?—(c) WHO WOULD COMMIT MISTAKES REGARDING 
ACCENTS ?— (d) WHO WOULD BE BREAKING UP WORDS IN THE WRONG 

places ?—When there are so many enthusiastic scrutinisers 

BUSY WITH THE GUARDING OF THE VARIOUS POINTS OF DANGER, WHY 
CANNOT THE SERIOUS READER STUDY THE VEDA FREE FROM FLAWS ? 
—If VEDIC SCHOLARS, THOUGH THEMSELVES PURE AND HONEST, 
WERE INDIFFERENT TOWARDS THE PURITY OF THE VEDA, THEY 
MIGHT BE UNABLE TO NOTICE THE VEDIC TEXT MUTILATED ;—AND 
IN THIS WAY IN COURSE OF TIME, THE VBDA, DISREGARDED AND 
MUTILATED, WOULD BECOME SOMETHING QUITE DIFFERENT, A 
MERE SEMBLANCE OF THE VEDA.—UNDER TOE CIRCUMSTANCES, IF 
THE Veda IS CONSTANTLY AND CAREFULLY GUARDED BY PERSONS 
WHO KEEP A CHECK UPON PERSONS BESET WITH LOVE AND HaTE 
BENT UPON MUTILATING THE VEDA,—THEN THE VEDA WILL NEVER 

LOSE ITS REAL FORM ”.— (3108-3113) 

COMMENTARY. 

(o) The memory, etc. of which scholars are weak ?—(6) who has learnt 
the Veda from whom ?—(c) who is likely to commit mistakes in tho Accent, 
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etc. ?—(</) who would road the text, breaking up the words in the wrong 
place ?—when in regard to each reader of tho Veda, all these points aro being 
critically examined by Vedic scholars who are enthusiastically dovoted to 
their task,—how can any reader of tho Veda, under tho circumstances, not 
read the Veda with care ? 

What is meant by this is that, tinder tho circumstances, as there can be 
no suspicion regarding tho validity of tho Veda,—why should tho view l>e 
admitted that ‘ tho Veda is tho work of a person definitely recognised as 
free from defects * ? 

For instance, if students of tho Veda, pure and honest thomselves, 
were indifferent and did not notice tho mutilations of tho Veda being carried 
on,—then it would bo possible that in course of time, that Veda would bccomo 
a mere somblancc of tho original. As a matter of fact, however, tho said 
puro-mindod Vedic scholars aro over alert in putting a chock upon people 
beset with Love and Hate bent upon mutilating tho Veda,—tho Veda is 
always carefully perceived. How then can it evor loso its original form ?— 
( 3108 - 3113 ) 

Tho following might be urged (by tho Opponent of tho Mbnaynsaka )— 
Though the Veda is constantly guarded by tho said scholars, yet may it not 
bo that having bocomo destroyed at tho Universal Dissolution, when it 
reappeared, it did so in tho wrong form ? 

The Mitndmsaka's answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3114). 

“ What we hold is that the World has never been unlike what 

IT IS NOW ; AND NO UNIVERSAL DISSOLUTION CAN EVER BF. 

PERCEIVED IN REALITY.”—(3114) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho Author supplies tho answer to tho above argument of Kumurila’s— 
in tho following :— 

TEXT (3115). 

It cannot be as asserted. Because it may be possible that the 
ACTUAL VERBAL TEXT HAS REMAINED THE SAME ; BUT THAT THE SAME 
HAS BEEN THE CASE WITH THE COMPREHENSION OF ITS 
MEANING CANNOT BE ADMITTED UNLESS IT IS 
ACTUALLY SEEN.—(3115) 

COMMENTARY. 

All that may bo regarded as explained by tho abovo is tho fact that the 
verbal text of the Voda has remained tho same;—but the same has not 
boon tho case with the moans of comprehending tho moaning of tho Vedic 

41 
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. hen(; „ „ far oa this is concerned, it has to bo admitted that it has 
been ’comp.,sod and expounded by a person or persons recognised as fro, 
from defects.—(3115) 

Even os regards the verbal text, there can bo no certainty regarding: iw 
being the same at all times and places, merely by seeing no change m , 
except to an omniscient pemom-This is pointed out in the following. 


TEXTS (3116-3117). 

That the verbal text has remained the same can be ascertained 
ONLY BY A PERSON TO WHOM ALL MEN, AND ALL TIMES AND PLAOES 
ARE VISIBLE LIKE THE PRDIT IN THE HAND ; IP PC WERE NOT 
SO, THEN, WHY SHOULD THERE HAVE BEEN A DIPPERENOE 
OP OPINION DUE TO THE DIVERGENCE OP TIME, PLACE, 

PERSONS AND CIRCUMSTANCES ?—(3116-3117) 


COMMENTARY. 


The argument in support of the preceding assertion is stated m the words 
If U were not so, etc. eta'-If the verbal text had remained the same, 
then there could be no difference of opimon-doubt-among; persona, regard- 
ing it, by reason of the divergence of place, time, etc.—(3110-3117) 


It has been asserted (by Kwmrila) under Text* 2278 and 3114 tliat- 
•• the world has never been known to be unlike what it is now and that no 
Universal Dissolution can be admitted 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3118). 

You HAVE NO PROOF FOR THE NOTION THAT THE WORLD HAS ALWAYS 
BEEN AS IT IS NOW. THE EXISTENCE OF THE ‘ SamvarUl ' 
(Dissolution) also cannot be denied simply 
BECAUSE IT IS NOT SEEN. (3118) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no evidence in support of the idea that the World has always 

been as it is now. .. 

The Buddhists spook of the ‘ Samvarla * as tho dissolution of all things ; 
-the Sinj-ti-writere also have declared that— 1 This world was a mass of dark- 
ness, unknown and undiscernible, unthinkablo, unknowable, as if ufiloep all 
round» (Manu, Chapter I)whore wo have the mention of two kinds of 
‘ Samvarla ‘ Dissolution *; and there is no proof to the effect that there is 
no such Dissolution,—on the strength of which the world could always remain 
os it is now.—Merely bocauso a certain thing is not seen, it does not follow 


EXAMINATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF ‘SELF-SUFFICIENT VALIDITY’. 1383 


that it docs not exist; because it often happens that a thing, oven though 
existent, is not seen ; specially as it is not known that there is invariable 
concomitance between 4 non-oxistenco ’ anti 4 non-perception —(3118) 


Then again, the validity of the Veda being self-sufficient, it always brings 
about certainty regarding its subject-matter ; so that there can bo no delusion 
regarding it;—and as it is eternal, thero is no likelihood of its essential nature 
being altered ;—thus in neither of the two ways can there be any mutilation 
of the Veda,—in accordance with your view. Undor the circumstances, all 
the attempt that has boon made by Vedic Scholars to preservo the text 
of the Voda has been superfluous. 

This is what is pointed out in the following— 


TEXTS (3119-3122). 

Under the view that the validity of cognitions is inherent in 

THEM, CERTAINTY OF CONVICTION MUST BE REGARDED AS BROUGHT 
ABOUT BY THE VEDA by itself, IN REGARD TO ITS OWN FORM (TEXT) ; 
HENCE THERE CAN BE NO POSSIBILITY OF DELUSION IN RESPECT TO 
that.—Thus, there being no room for ignorance, or doubt, 
OR MISCONCEPTION,—EVEN THE INFANT OF THE BbAHMANA SHOULD 
NOT REQUIRE ANY TEACHING.—JUST AS THERE IS NO POSSIBILITY 
OF THE DESTRUCTION OF THE THING WHOSE ROOT (CAUSE) IS UN¬ 
KNOWN,—HOW COULD THERE BE ANY DESTRUCTION (MUTILATION) 
OF WHAT IS ETERNAL AND SUPERIOR EVEN TO THE DIAMOND (IN ITS 
INDESTRUCTIBILITY) ?—IF IT BE SAID THAT “ THERE MAY BE DES¬ 
TRUCTION IN THE SHATE OF PERVERSION OF THE MANIFESTATION ”,— 
THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT THE POSSIBILITY OF SUCH manifestation 
OF WHAT IS ETERNAL HAS BEEN ALREADY REJECTED.—HENCE IF 
WISE PEOPLE SEEK TO PRESERVE THE VEDIC TEXT, THE ATTEMPT IS 
ENTIRELY SUPERFLUOUS.—(3119-3122) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Infant of a Brahmana '—a Br&hmaua-child. 

Thus far it has been shown that the destruction (or mutilation) of the 
Veda is not possible, if it is self-sufficient in its validity. The author now 
proceeds to show that it is not possible, on account of its etcmalily also ; to 
this end, ho puts the question— 4 How could there be, etc. etc. ? ’ 

• If it is urged, etc. etc.' —this is to be construed with 4 destruction ’ 
of the preceding sontenco. 

4 Sd ’—manifestation. 1 
4 Asya ’—of the Veda.—(3119-3122) 


The following Text sums up the whole section :— 
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TEXT (3123). 

For these reasons please accept the view that there has been 
an Author of the Veda,—one who is capable of seeing things 

BEYOND THE SENSES, WHO HAS SHAKEN OFF THE ENTIRE MASS 
OF DARKNESS AND IGNORANCE, AND WHO IS CONVERSANT 
WITH THE MEANING OF THE VEDA AND ITS DIVISIONS. 

—(3123) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Darkness'- i.e. Ignorance, 1 afflicted ’ as well as ‘ unafflictod ’ \vide 
Yogasulra- 'VrUayah-klittdUvM ']; the * mass ’ of this Ignorance has been 
shaken off by him ‘ conversant with Us divisions ’—i.o. the right expounder. 

‘ Author ’—i.e. of the Veda w . „ . . 

Thus it has been established that the Proposition (of the Mxmanisaka) 
is found to be entirely annulled by Means of Valid Cognition,—his Reason, 
in the shape of ‘ being present when the other is present ’, is Inconclusive,— 
the proof for the Reason (adduced by the Buddhist) being present where the 
Probandum is present has been already indicated above, under Text 2939. 

As rogards the four alternatives set forth (by the Mxmatnsaka) under the 
commentary on Text 2811, 1(1) Both validity and invalidity are inherent in 
cognitions,—(2) Both are extraneous at times,—(3) Validity is inherent and 
Invalidity is extraneous,- and (4) Validity is extraneous and Invalidity is 
inherent], —and the objections urged against tlireo of them,—they do 
not affect the Buddhists at all. Because they do not accept any of those 
alternatives, their view being that there can be no hard and fast rule m tho 
matter; as it has been already explained that both these, Validity and In¬ 
validity, may be sometimes inherent and sometimes extraneous. Hence it 
was not right to put forward the said four alternatives only; as a fifth 
alternative was also possible that there can be no hard and fast rule applying 

to all cases. . . 

Other people have offered an entirely different explanation of tho 
Proposition (regarding the self-validity of Cognitions)“ Validity consists 
in being of the nature Consciousness; hence it must be natural (inherent) 
in all cognitions,—it cannot be due to the presenco of any excellences; as 
oven in tho absonce of excellences, when there is wrong cognition, it is quite 
possible that there should bo the ' essence of cognition \ It is for this 
reason and in this senso that Cognition is spoken of as 1 self-valid All that 
the excellences do is to remove the dofccts; hence for tho removal of defects, 
t ho validity of tho cognition needs the excellences ; and these are not needed 
for tho bringing about of the validity itself 

The above view cannot be right. Bocauso it is not correct to say that 
validity consists in being of the nature of Consciousness ; as in that case there 
would be validity in wrong cognitions also.—If it bo held that— 14 Validity is a 
particular form of Cognition itself ”,—then it should not be said that— 
“ Validity is natural and inherent in cognitions, and not brought about by 
excellences; because even in the absence of excellences, when there is wrong 
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cognition, it is quite possible that there should bo validity ” (as asserted 
above). Because if Validity were hold to bo a particular form of Cognition, 
—then alone could thoro l>o any justification for the pointing out of the 
falsity of the premiss that the same validity is duo to the presence of excel¬ 
lences,—not of anything olse. As a matter of fact, however, when it has 
been assorted that “ it is present also in wrong cognition the falsity 
pointed out is not in tho premiss that ‘ the particular farm of Cognition is 
duo to tho prosonce of excollencos ’,—but in regard to Cognition in general; 
and tho other party does not hold that cognition in general is brought about 
by excellences ; it is only a jxirtimlar cognition that is held to be so brought 
about; and it is not possible to point out falsity in the premiss that 4 a 
particular cognition is brought about by excellences ’. 

Then again, wo also do not hold the extraneous validity to bo due to 
excellences ; by denying which you are seeking to prove inherent validity. 
What wo hold is that a particular cognition, evon though apprehended, 
might be duo to a mistake, and as such it cannot bring about the certainty 
of conviction in accordance with the said apprehension ; hence it is concluded 
that validity, being duo to tho appearance of the said conviction, must be 
extraneous. 

Further, the same may be said in regard to Invalidity also ; as follows— 
Invalidity is of the essonco of cognition ;—and this is natural and inherent 
in cognitions,—and not duo to dejects ; because it is possible even when 
there is no defect, as in the case of Right Cognition ; that is why Invalidity 
is said to be inherent ; and all that tho defects do is to set aside tho Excel¬ 
lences ; hence it is for the setting aside of tho excellences, that the Invalidity 
noeds tho defocts,—not for the bringing about of the Invalidity itself. 

Thus there is nothing in the explanation put forward above by some 
l>eoplo. 

Ubeyaka, on the other hand, has declared as follows:—“ The validity 
of cognitions consists, not in their being of tho nature of Consciousness, but 
in being in conformity with the real stato of things ; because, in a cose where 
thoro is Consciousness, if there is no conformity with the real state of things,— 
the cognition is invalid ; e.g. tho cognition of silver in regard to the piece of 
shell; and convorsoly, oven when there is no Consciousness, if there is 
conformity with real state of things, the cognition is valid ; e.g. the cognition 
of smoke in Fire. Hence from this positive and negative concomitance, 
it follows that Validity consists in being in conformity with tho real state of 
things ”. 

“ Tho cognition of this conformity proceeds from that same cause 
which brings about tho original cognition itself,—not from any other cir¬ 
cumstantial conditions ; it is in this sense that the validity of cognitions is 
spoken of as inherent in themselves ;—the term 4 mi ’ (in tho word 4 svatah ') 
stands for 4 svaldya ’, 4 what belongs to oneself»; so that the word 4 svatah * 
means 4 due to its own cause ’. The second half of tho passage— 4 the 
capacity which is not present in the thing itself cannot be produced in it 
by something olse only serves to point out the reason for denying the 
idea of its being brought about by other circumstances; the meaning being 


TATTVASANGRAHA.: CHAPTER XXV. 


1386 

that ‘ the capacity which is not present in the thing itself cannot be brought 
about by anything else,— i.o. by anything else besides the causes bringing 
about the Cognition itself 

The following might be urged against the above view :—As a matter of 
fact, the causes of cognitions are common to valid as well as invalid cognitions ; 
how then could validity bo invariably concomitant with the mere character 
of * being the cause of cognitions ’ ?—From this it is clear that validity is 
duo to other circumstantial causes, not merely to the cause of the cognition 
itself. This 4 othor circumstantial causo * must be one that is accompanied 
by excellences; so that the causo of validity would consist also in the ex¬ 
cellences of the Sense-organs and other Instruments of Cognition. In the 
case of Verbal Cognition tho cxcollonce of this other cause, as ascertained from 
actual experience, consists in 4 being composed (spoken) by a trustworthy 
person So that there being no such composer (or Speaker) in the case of 
the Veda, it would have to be regarded as invalid. 

Tho answer to this (provided by Ubiyalca) is as follows :— 44 What has 
been just asserted does not affect our position; l>ccau8o it cannot Ik* 
proved that validity is duo to other circumstantial causes. It is not possible 
for us to recognise any positive functioning of the Excellences towards tho 
bringing about of tho effect in the shape of validity ; what produces the 
idea of the cognition being in conformity with tho real state of things is the 
cause in the shape of the Sense-organs and other Means of Cognit ion them - 
selves, independently of anything olse. As regards tho function of the 
ointment (applied to the Eyes to remove defective vision),—that tends only 
towards the removal of defects, and not to tho producing of excellences ”. 

It might be argued that—The Sense-organs and tho othor Means of 
Cognition are thoro in the case of the invalid cognition also ; so that under 
the above view, validity should bo produced in all cases : os the cause of it 
would be thero in its efficient condition. 

“This is not so,”—says Ubiyaka —“because after the defects have 
beon cured, other causes would become operative towards the bringing 
about of particular effects ”. 

The following might be urged:—Why is not the contrary of this accepted 
—that tho Sense-organs and othor Moans of Cognition bring about wrong 
cognitions, independently of other things,—and that on tho cure of the 
excellences, other circumstantial causes become operative towards bringing 
about the right cognition in conformity with the real state of things ? 

Ubeyaka's answer to this is os follow’s :— 44 True; this is so ; but through 
positive and negative concomitance, it has been found in tho case of 
Inference, that what brings about the validity is that same 'presonco of 
three factors ’ which brings about the cognition itself; and hence it is 
assumed that in the caso of Perception also, the validity would be produced 
by tho same causo that produces the cognition. As regards tho wrong 
cognition, on the other hand, it is an offoct that is not found to be produced 
by the Sense-organs and other Means of Cognition, and hence it leads to tho 
assumption that it must be duo to othor circumstantial causes.—Thus thero 
can be no objection to our explanation of validity ”. 
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[The Author’s Answer to the above view of Ublyaka )—All this is cor- 
tainly not free from objections. For instance, it has been asserted that “ the 
validity of cognitions consists in its being in conformity with the real state 
of things; and that it proceeds from the cause of the cognition itself — 
This is superfluous, futile ; because we also admit that ‘ that cognition alone 
is valid which is in conformity with the real nature of things ’,—which clearly 
means that Validity consists in being in conformity with the real state of 
things.—But the ‘ cognition ’ is specially mentioned as qualifying ‘ validity ’; 
validity is not regarded as belonging directly to the Smoke and such other 
means of cognition, which are themselves not of the nature of 4 cognition ’; 
hence it cannot be admitted that validity consists only in 4 being in conformity 
with the real state of things Specially because it is Cognition alone which 
is primarily operative towards things to be abandoned or acquired. For 
instance, oven though the Smoke, which is invariably concomitant with Fire, 
is thorc,—the Agent does not have rocourso to activity towards the securing 
of the Fire, until the cognition of the Smoke comes about; which shows that 
it is the cognition that is the direct and immediate prompting agent towards 
the man’s activity. This has been thus declared— 4 The Cognition must bo 
valid, because that is the primary cause of activity towards things to bo 
abandoned or obtained ’. 

As regards the character of 4 lxting in conformity with the real state of 
things ’, %vhich belongs to the Cognitions, and which is there in the form of the 
capacity to lead up to the thing cognised,—this consists in this same getting 
at the thing; os it is only in rogard to this that Invariable Concomitance is 
possible ; and the capacity of things forms their very nature or essence ; 
hence who could ever think of securing it from othor things,—in view of which 
it would have to be specially donied ? Because when the thing itself has 
been produced, it cannot be that its property and nature have not been pro¬ 
duced. If this were so, then there would be incongruities. 

This validity then, though being the very essence of the cognitions, 
cannot be recognisod until the effects of the cognition have been brought 
about,—because of the presence of causes likely to lead to wrong cognitions. 
Hence the effect is ascertained from extraneous causes such as the cognition 
of effective action. Hence whon the validity is said to bo extraneous, it is 
in reference to the said certainty regarding it, not in reference to its being 
produced. Consequently, there can be no useful purpose served by the denial 
of the production of the validity by other causes; as on that point there is no 
dispute at all. As regards the certainty, howevor, regarding the capacity of 
things, you also hold that it is brought about by extraneous causes. This 
lias been declared thus (by Kumdrila himself)— 44 The capacities of things 
are proved through Presumption based upon the fact that certain offects 
cannot be explained otherwise ” [Shlo-Vd., p. 341]. 

As regards the argument that 44 the capacity that does not belong to a 
thing by itself cannot be produced by anything else ”,—which has been put 
forward in support of the denial of the idea of the validity being duo to other 
circumstantial causes,—that is equally applicable to Invalidity also; so 



1388 


TATTVASANGRAHA: CHAPTER XXV. 


that that also should have to bo regarded as inherent in the cognition. 
Henco the Reason adduced is no Reason at all; ns it is false and inconclusive. 

It has been argued that—“ Excellences are never recognised as operating 
positively towards the bringing about of Invalidity 

It cannot be understood what the clear meaning of this affirmat ion is. 
What is the meaning of this ‘ positive operation * ?—If it means intentional 
activity towards the producing of a certain effect, following upon the deter¬ 
mination tluit ‘ I shall do this then such activity cannot be possible for 
the Sense-organs. Nor is it possible for things to act intelligently and 
intentionally ; because all things being momentary, effort and activity are 
impossible; consequently, for tho Sense-organs also, no positive activity is 
possible ; and henco they can never serve as Causes.— If it be argued that— 
“ even without any operation in the form of activity, the Sonse-organs operate, 
by their mero presence, towards tho production of effects; and as such arc 
hold to bo Causes then tho answer is tliat this can bo said, with equal 
reason, in rogard to Excellences also. In the producing of the effects, all 
Causes are not always found to have an activity apart from their mero pre¬ 
sence.—The following might bo urged—“ When tho Excellences aro present, 
the Defects disappear, and thence comos about validity ; so that, as they act 
through tho disappearance of tho defects, it is said that there can bo no 
positive operation possible for the Excellences —The same, however, may be 
said regarding the Defects also; for instance, when the Defects are present, 
the Excellences disappear and thence there comes about invalidity; hence 
towards the bringing about of Invalidity also, tho Defects would have no 
positive operation. Thus Invalidity also would-be inherent,—there being 
no differonco between tho two cases. As a matter of fact, Defects are novor 
found to set aside Excellences and operate directly towards the bringing 
about of Invalidity. Hence thero can be no causal relation apart from the 
condition that the presence and absence of one thing is concomitant with the 
presence and absence of tho other. Such causal relation is equally possiblo 
for Defects as woll as Excellences. 

It has been argued that—“The form of the Sonso-organ and other 
Means of Cognition, independently of anything else, servos to bring about 
cognitions in conformity with the real state of things ”. 

This also is not right; because, all cognitions would, in this case, 
bo valid,—as their efficient cause would be always present; specially ns they 
would be of the nature of Consciousness. The character of being oj the 
nature of Consciousness, as present in cognitions, is inseparably related to 
the preceding cognition ; so that even when there are defects, their efficient 
cause and the said character would bo thero in tho caso of all cognitions ;— 
the character of being in conformity with the real state of things would also, 
in the same way, be there in all cognitions. 

Tho following might bo urged—“ In the caso of Dofccts bringing about 
Invalidity, the efficient cause would not bo there in all coses ; because Validity 
and its opposite, being mutually exclusive, could never be present in tho 
same cognition. The character of being of the essence of Consciousness, 
however, can be present in all cases, without any opposition 
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If that is so, then tho Sonso-organ by itself, independently of every¬ 
thing olso, cannot turn out to be the can.se; because, oven when tho Sense- 
organ is there in its efficient condition, its effoct, in tho sliapo of Validity, 
does not come about. What is independent of everything else can never 
fail to l»e productive of its effect; and when between two things, ono does not 
come about oven when tho other in .there, the former cannot be regarded as 
having tho latter as its only cause ; if it did so, there would bo incongruities. 

Thon again, you havo got to explain this—If Validity has its efficient 
cause present, in its porfoct condition, why is it that, it docs not come about, 
even when t he Defects are there ?—If the answer is that—“ it does not come 
about on account of the presence of the Defect, which is a cause operating 
against the Validity ”,—then, the same may be said regarding Invalidity 
also; it does not come about at the time on account of tho presence of tho 
Sensc-organ, etc. which are tho cause operating against tho Invalidity. 

Furthor, even if the Validity wore unwilling to como about because it 
is afraid of tho Defect which operates against it.—how could its own cause 
which is present there in its efficient condition, ignore the effect ? In fact, 
tho untrammelled potency of tho cause would be manifested only if it forced 
tho effect to come about., even though unwilling.—If the idea is that the 
Sense-organ would not bring about Validity, when its potency would be 
obstructed by the presence of Defects,—then, being impotent, it. could not 
bring about the Cognition either. Otherwise it would not bo true that 
“ Validity is brought about by the cause of the Cognition itself ” ; as it would 
not come about oven when the Cognition has come aboxit. If between two 
things, ono is not. produced even when the other has been produced,—then 
both cannot be regarded as necessarily having the same cause ; as for instance, 
when tho padr/y-sprout is not produced on the production of the Kodrava- 
sprout;—and it has boon found that oven when tho Cognition has been 
produced, its Validity is not always produced; hence there is non-appre¬ 
hension of the wader character.—Then again, when a Potency forms the very 
ossenco of a thing, nothing can obstruct, it, without destroying tho nature of 
that thing. Thus then it may bo possible to assert as follows—' Please 
accept the viow that there is validity of all Apprehensions, becauso tho 
Potency w’hich is inherent in a thing cannot bo destroyed by anything else ’ 
fa parody of Kum&rila's assertion]. 

Tho following might be iwged—“ What is held to be the cause of validity 
is not the mere Sense-organ and other Means of Cognition, but only such 
Sense-organ, etc. as are free from defects ; so that tho above objections are not 
applicable ”. 

If that is so, then it comes to this that what brings about tho Validity 
is the Sense-organ as along with Excellences —which is something different 
from the cause of the Cognition itself; because it is only when a thing is 
equipped with Excellence that it can be free from defects. Thus you cannot 
say that “ the validity is not known to bo brought about by other circum¬ 
stantial causes ”. 

“ What the Excellences oj>erato towards is the remorxil of defects, not. tho 
producing of validity 
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That cannot bo right. * Removal ’ is a more nogation; honco there 
can be no operation towards it; for instanco, it is not possible for anything 
to have any operation towards a non-entity, like the ‘ Haro's Horn which 
is not something to be produced. 

It lias been argued that—“ In the case of Inference, it has been found 
that the presence of the Three-factors, which produces the Cognition, brings 
about the Validity also ”. 

This also is iruubnissible. What brings about the Inferential Cognition 
is, not merely the presence of tho three factor*, but also such excellences in 
tho cogniser as absence of delusion, and full remembrances ami impressions. 
For instance, even when tho three factors are present, if the man has no recol¬ 
lection of the relationship and other impressions regarding those factors, 
tho Inferential Cognition does not appear at all; consequently, from this 
positive and negative concomitance, it is clear that it is not true that what 
produces the validity is tho same cause that produces the cognition itself. 
Honco the conclusion to the contrary remains irresistible. 

It has also been argued that—“ The effect in the shape of wrong cognition 
does not proceed from tho mere Sense-organs 

This is an extremely audacious statement. It implies the possibility 
of Wrong Cognitions appearing independently of the Sense-organs. When 
ono thing, by its very nature, does not proceed from another, it can never 
bo dependent upon the latter; os otherwise, it would lead to absurdity. 
As a matter of fact, even the cognitions of ‘ two moons ’ and the like which 
appear in men suffering from defective vision, never appear independently 
of the Senso-organs. 

Further, if Validity is described as ‘ conformity with the real state of 
things ’,—then how is it ascertained that tho Cognition produced by the 
Veda is in conformity with the real state of things,—in view of which you, 
who are a man of limited vision, come to regard it ns valid 1 In fact, tho 
presence of a potency in a thing cannot be ascertained by men who have 
not perceived tho effects of such Potency. If it wore so ascertained, it 
would lead to incongruities. 

Thus it is found that the Validity is not proved in tho caso of the Veda. 
—in tho hope of establishing of whoso reliability all this verbal net-work 
lias boon spread out (by the Mimdmsaka); so that all this effort has boon 
like the effort of the man who thumps mere husks, in tho hopo of finding rice. 
This point need not bo laboured any further.—(3123) 


End of Chapter XXV 


CHAPTER XXVI 

Examination of the * Person of Super-normal Vision * 


COMMENTARY. 

It has boon declared in the Introductory Verses (Texts 5-0) that— 
• The groat Teacher, the host of Expounders, has expounded the doctrine of 
the Intervolved Wheel of Causation, —having abounding Mercy acquired 
during vast icons of time; after bowing to this same Teacher, this Corn- 
pendium of True Doctrines is being composed —Herein it has boon asserted 
that the Doctrine of the ‘ Intervolved Wheel of Causation ’ is qualified as 
having boon taught by an Omniscient Person. 

In support of this notion, the Author proceeds with the mere introduction 
of this subject:— 


TEXT (3124). 

Thus, it having been proved that the validity of all cognitions 

IS NOT INHERENT IN THEMSELVES, NO ATTEMPT IS MADE TO 
PROVE THE EXISTENCE OF THE PERSON COGNISANT OF 
THINGS BEYOND THE REACH OF THE SENSES. 

—(3124) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thus, —i.e. by the reasonings just set forth,—it is established that the 
Validity of all Cognitions is not inherent in themselves ;—honco the existence 
of a Person knowing all things, even those beyond the reach of the Senses, 
becomes established without any effort; consequently, for the purpose of 
proving this no further effort is being made.—(3124) 

Question :—“ How does it become established without effort- ? " 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (3125-3127). 

Inasmuch as the validity and reliability of the Veda also is 
due to a Person,—it follows from that itself that the said 
validity is possible only if that Person is cognisant of super- 
sensuous things. If it were not so, then the Person would 
be liable to Ignorance, Doubt and Wrong Cognition ; and 

WHEN SUCH a PERSON WOULD BE THE AUTHOR OF THE VEDA, THIS 
LATTER COULD NOT HAVE ANY VALIDITY,—LIKE OTHER ASSERTIONS. 

Inasmuch as the connection between Heaven and Sacrificial 
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PERFORMANCE HAS BEEN ASSERTED BY HIM AFTER FULL KNOWLEDGE, 
IT IS CLEAR THAT HE IS COGNISANT OF SUPERSENSUOUS THINGS. 
Tms MUST BE ADMITTED BY OTHERS ALSO.—(3125-3127) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tasya ’—of the Person. 

* Tatah '—the Person, its composer. 

‘ Tastnin' —in the Vedathe Locative ending is in relation to tin- 
word 4 Pramunatu \ 4 Validity 

* Validity ’—capacity to make known suporsensuous things in accordance 
with their true nature.—This has boon said in reference to the view of Hu- 
other party. 

What is meant is as follows If you must insist upon the validity and 
reliability of the Veda.—then that validity must be due to the Person who 
composed it, and not to the Veda itself. This has been explained already. 
If this Author of the Veda is capable of perceiving suporsensuous things, 
—then alone can reliability belong to him; otherwise if the author were 
liable to wrong and doubtful cognitions, the Veda would lie just hko the 
utterances of mad and demented people, and hone* entirely unreliable 
Hence it follow* that the Author of the Veda, whose existence has been proved 
in the chapter on 4 The Revealed Word must be regarded, at least by 
implication, to be one who is capablo of perceiving super-sensuous things. 
Hence there should be no denial of such an Author. 

As a rule, men have their powers of perception beset with defects like 
Love and Hate, and hence they are unable to perceive supersensuous things : 
having realised this truth, people lose all hope of establishing the validity of 
scriptures composed by such men ; so when one seeks to obtain the knowledge 
of what is Dharma and what is Adharma, ho will roly upon the reliability of 
the Veda,—just like the bird which is unable to perceive the shore. 

With this idea, the Mimamsakas , boing devoid of all excellent qualities 
(?), deny the existence of'the Person cognisant of supersensuous things; their 
argument being as follows “ All men boing beset with Love and Hatred, 
etc. ns also by Ignorance, and not knowing how to get rid of these, they 
become confused ; hence there can be no Person who is capable of perceiving 
suporsensuous things ; consequently, Dharma can be known only through the 
Veda, not through the senses ; 4 as it is the Veda only which can make known 
things past, presont and future, subtle and remote and near,—not so the 
Senso-organ or any other Means of Cognition’ (Shabara - Bluifya) . In 
support of this view, they put forward the following reasoning: A thing 
that falls within the scopo of the Menas of Cognition known as 4 Non-nppre- 
hension \ which consists in tho nl>sence of the five means of Cognition (Sense- 
perception and the rest), can bo regarded by the wise only as non-existent ; 
o.g. the 4 sky-lotus tho omniscient Person falls within tho scopo of tho 
said 4 Non-apprehension ’;—hence this is a Reason based upon the nature 
of things ; the Probandum consisting of capability of being used and regarded. 
As for the negation of this, it can bo cognised by 4 Non-apprehension ’ only 
-(3125-3127) 
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Says tho MimdnuaJea's Opponent:—All that is cognisable is included 
under the five tilings, Colour (Taste, Odour, Touch and Speech); and men 
who know all those are well known ; hence tho Mbndmsaka's Proposition— 
that ‘ there is no one who knows all things ’—is contrary to ordinary ex¬ 
perience 

Tho Mimdmsaka's answer to this is jus follows :— 

TEXT (3128). 

“ All that is pertinent to the present context is the denial of 

THE KNOWLEDGE OF Dhamw, (BY Man) ; WHO IS DENYING THE 
POSSIBILITY OF A PERSON KNOWING OTHER THINGS ? ” 

—(3128) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ In tho present context, which deals with the question of the Reliability 
of'tho Veda, all that is moant by us is tho donial of tho existence of any 
person who knows all things relating to Dharma, —not tho denial of the 
person knowing all things that jire included under the denotation of tho 
term ‘ all \ Thus if people apply the term ‘ omniscient ’ (aW-knowing) to 
a certain person, in the sense that he knows all things except Dharma and 
Adharma, —we do not deny this ; hence our Proposition does not run counter 
to ordinary experience —(3128) 

“ Furthor, if you Buddhists also urge, agjiinst us, tho possibility of 
regarding, as ‘ all-knowing ’, tho man who knows all things except Dharma 
and Adharma, —tlion that is entirely superfluous.—This is what is pointed 
out in the following— 

TEXT (3129). 

“ In EVERY CASE, THE TERM ‘ ALL * IS USED IN REFERENCE TO THE CON¬ 
TEXT ; HENCE IF THERE IS A PERSON KNOWING dll things RELATING 
TO A CERTAIN CONTEXT,—WHAT HARM DOES THAT DO 

TO OUR POSITION ? ”—(3129) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—What is that 4 all ’ that relates to tho presont context ? 
Answer :— 

TEXT (3130). 

“ There are certain effects (spoken of) which, if found impossible 

IN RELATION TO THE OBJECT DENOTED BY THE WORD, ARE 

applied to the Word itself ; hence the man who 

KNOWS THE word 4 ALL ’, MAY BE CALLED 
4 ttZZ-KNOWING * IN NAME.”—(3130) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ For example, in Grammar, we find such assertions as 4 agtHrdrk' and 
so forth which lay own such effects as the addition of certain affixes ; 
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now this effect cannot be brought about in the thing denoted by the words 
concerned ; consequently, by implication, thoy are applied to the words 
themselves, by Grammarians.—In the same manner, if you also, finding 
that it is impossible for any one to know all things, explain the term * all’ 
appearing in tho statement of your doctrine, as standing for the word 
‘ all ’,—so that tho man knowing tho word ‘ all ’ would be 4 aM-knowing — 
then this may be so in name, —i.o. in name only; for no one can prevent a 
man applying to words any meaning he likes; as the naming of things 
depends upon the mere whim of man ”,—(3130) 

TEXT (3131). 

“ If the thing related to the context is some such thing as Oil, 

Water or Clarified Butter,—and if a person knowing all 

ABOUT SUCH A THING IS CALLED ‘ ALL-KNOWING 
THEN HE MAY BE SO J WE DO NOT DENY 

THAT.”—(3131) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ If wlmt is meant by tho torm ‘ all ’ are things other than Dharma 
and Adharma ,—such as Oil, Water, Clarified Butter, otc.—and tho Verson 
is regarded as 4 all-knowing ’ on account of his knowledge of theso things,— 
—thon your argument is superfluous —(3131) 

“ Further, is the 4 all-knowing * person regarded as such—because he 
knows a little of tho universe as a whole ? Or because he knows tho whole 
of it in full detail ?—If the former, then it is futile ; it being admitted by us. 
—This is pointed out in the following— 

TEXTS (3132-3133). 

“ 'The whole universe is included under TnE two terms ‘ positive ’ 

AND ‘ NEGATIVE ’ ; IF ONE WHO KNOWS THIS EPITOME OF THE WORLD 

IS CALLED ‘ ALL-KNOWING ’,—THEN WHO IS THERE THAT DOES 
NOT ACCEPT SUCn AN ‘ OMNISCIENT * PERSON ?—IN THE 
SAME WAY, THE TERM ‘ ALL ’ MAY BE APPLIED ON THE 
BASIS OF SUCH UNIVERSAL TERMS AS ‘ KNOWABLE 
‘ COGNISABLE ’ AND THE LIKE (WHICH IN¬ 
CLUDE all THINGS) ; IF ONE WHO KNOWS 
THIS IS CALLED ‘ OMNISCIENT ’,—WHO 
CAN OBJECT TO THIS ? ”-(3132- 

3133) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ Tho whole world, consisting of tilings that are mutually exclusive, is 
‘ negativo ’; and when tho things are spoken of positively, it is 1 positive ’;— 
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thus those two cliaracturx, * positive ’ and 4 negative ’, havo been described by 
us ns standing for the entire universe; if, it is on the basis of the knowledge of 
the whole world in this form (as consisting of Positive and Negative entities), 
that the 4 Omniscient Person ’ is sought to be proved,—oven this is acceptable 
to us. But this alone cannot prove the 4 omniscient character ’ of any 
person 

‘ Thi * tVilotne of. the world '—Being of the Positive and Negative form 
constitutes the 4 epitome ’ of the World, in the sense that it epitomises it. 

Similarly if the whole world is viewed as 4 knowable ’, ‘cognisable’, 
etc.—and one knowing it thus is 4 all-knowing ’,—then this also is what is 
readily admitted by us.—(3132-3133) 

TEXT (3134). 

“ When certain people have come to the conclusion that such 

AND SO MANY ARE dll THE THINGS THAT EXIST,—ALL THOSE WHO 
KNOW THIS AND THOSE WHO HAVE LEARNT THE WORKS 
WRITTEN BY THEM SHOULD BE ‘ ofi-KNOWING 

• —(3134) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be that there are some people who have come to the conclusion 
in their own systems that so many are all the things that exist, and have 
postulated them to be as such e.g. the Bauddhas have postulated the 
‘ Fiv0 Thought-phases *the Vaishisikas have postulated the 4 Six 
Categories ’;—the Naiydyikas have postulated the 4 Sixteen Categories — 

4 Means of Cognition 4 Objects of Cognition * and so forth the Sankhyas 
liave postulated the twenty-five Principles— 4 Primordial Matter ’, the 4 Great 
Principle ’ and so forth.— -And one who knows these is held to be 4 all¬ 
knowing ’.—In this way, it leads to absurdities; such as people who road 
the works written by these people also become 4 all-knowing ’.—( 3134 ) 

TEXT (3135). 

“ F0B INSTANCE, ONE WHO HAS KNOWLEDGE OF THE SIX ‘ OBJECTS OF 

Cognition through the six 4 Means of Cognition would 

BE 4 KNOWING ALL ’ IN AN EPITOMISED FORM ; WHO 
IS THERE WHO WOULD NOT ADMIT SUCH AN 
OMNISCIENT PERSON ? ”—(3135) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be urged that— 4 If a man, through the six Moans of Cognition 
—Perception, Inference, Analogy, Word, Presumption and Non-apprehension 
—cognises the six kinds of objects, he would be regarded as omniscient *;— 
but this also would be futile, proving what is already admitted. Because 
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—(a) Perception being restricted in its scope to the live objects, in the shape 
of Colour, etc. cannot apply to Dharma and Adharma ; (6) Inference also, 
envisaging the subject as related to the Probans which has been cognised by 
Perception, cannot appertain to Dharma and Adharma ; because Dharma , 
„t c ._aro boyond the reach of the senses ; honce no relationship of tlieso with 
anything can bo apprehended by Perception;—(c) as regards tho Word, 
oven though it appertains wholly to imperceptible things, yet through 
vorbal cognition ono cannot bo regarded as ‘ porcoiving supersonsuous things ’; 
because verbal cognition, envisaging imperceptible things, cannot I jo of 
the nature of Perception-, and the man who is wholly addicted to non- 
porceptional cognition can never be ono ‘ porcoiving suporsensuous things';— 
(d) as regards Analogy, envisaging Similarity and its adjuncts, can never 
apply to Dharma and Adharma ; as has been thus declared— 1 Honco what is 
romombered would bo qualified by similarity, —and this would bo tho object 
of Analogical Cognition; or the similarity as resting in that thing ’ 
(Shiokavariilca —Analogy, 37)(e) as regards Presumption, it envisages only 
a thing different from the one in question, which, as heard of or seen, would 
bo inexplicable without that other thing; honco, it cannot appertain to 
Dharma and Adharma ; as thoro is nothing cither seen or heard of, which 
cannot bo explained without tho presumption of Dharma and Adharma. 
Even if Presumption does envisage Dharma and Adharma, —it cannot bo 
of the nature of Perception ; honco ono who rests upon it cannot bo said to 
bo ‘ directly perceiving Dharma and Adharma ’ ;—(/) as regards Non-appre¬ 
hension, as it envisages only tho absence oj cognisable tilings, it can never 
envisage Dharma and Adharma. —(3135) 


Thus it has boon explained that the attempt to prove the Omniscient 
Person on tho basis of the knowledge of tho epitomised form of things, is 
superfluous. The Mimdmsaka now proceeds to point out objections against 
the idea of tho ‘ Omniscient Person on tho basis of his knowing tho whole 
world in detail:— 


TEXT (3136). 

“ If one assumes the existence of a Person capable of directly 

PERCEIVING ALL THINGS IN DETAIL,—SUCH ASSUMPTION IS 
ABSOLUTELY FUTILE AND FALSE.”—(3136) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Mudhd ' —Futile, useless; because it is not conducive to the fulfilment 
of any purpose of man. ^ 

* False ’—not truo, as envisaging an impossibility.—(3136) 


Tlio following Text shows in what way it is an impossibility— 
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TEXT (3137). 

“ Even in a single body, there are so many atoms, and so many 
HAIRS, ETC. ;—WHO CAN KNOW ALL THESE ? ”-(3137) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, it is impossible for raon to know in detail all the 
atoms contained even in a single body; what to say of the knowledge of all 
tho little details that go to make up the entire Universe ?—(3137) 

The following Text points out the futility of assuming .the Omniscient 
Person:— 


TEXT (3138). 

“ If AN ATTEMPT WERE MADE TO PROVE THAT ONE HAS THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF THE DETAILS OF ALL INDIVIDUALS AND COMPONENTS OF THE WHOLE 
WORLD,—IT WOULD BE AS FUTILE AS THE INVESTIGATION 

OF THE Crow’s Teeth.”—(3138) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Components *—Hands and Feet, etc.—‘ Individuals ’—in the shape of 
the particular trees, Dhava, Khadira, Paldsha and so forth.—‘ Samasta, 
etc . ’—all components and individuals;—the ‘ details' of these are in the 
shape of atoms, hairs, leaves and so forth ;—one who has the knowlodgo of 
all this is ‘ Samasta ... jndna ’,—the term ‘ jndna ’ standing for one who 
knows —the ‘ Lyut-aft\x ' in 'jndna ' denoting the active agent;—any attempt 
to prove,—establish tho presence of—such a knower —would be absolutely 
futile; that is, because, being impossible and not liaving any bearing upon 
Dhanna and Adhanna, it can be of no use in fulfilling any purpose of man.— 
(3138) 

This samo idea is further supported by meuns of an illustration :— 


TEXT (3139). 

“ Just as the assertion that ‘ one knows all things with his eyes ’ 
is futile, so also would be the Proposition that ' there 
is a Person capable of directly perceiving 
all things ’.”—(3139) 

COMMENTARY. 

This means that the Proposition is superfluous and also contrary to 
common experience.—(3139) 
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The following Text proceeds to point out where there is difference of 
opinion, and the proving of which would be useful for man :— 


TEXTS (3140-3141). 

“ By proving the existence of the Person knowing only Dharma 
and Adharma, whom the Buddhist postulates, — one secures the 

RELIABILITY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF THE SCRIPTURE COMPOSED BY 

Him; and by denying the said Person, one secures the 

UNRELIABILITY AND REJECTABIUTY OF THE SAID SCRIPTURE.—THUS 
WHEN PEOPLE PROCEED TO PROVE THE EXISTENCE OF THE PERSON 
KNOWING ALL THE LITTLE DETAILS OF THE ENTIRE WORLD, THEY 
PUT THEMSELVES TO THE UNNECESSARY TROUBLE OF WRITING 
TREATISES ON THE SUBJECT AND CARRYING ON DISCUSSIONS ON 
THE SAME.”—(3140-3141) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Sva-dharma, etc. etc.' —the Person cognisant of Dharma and Adharma ,— 
as posited by the Buddhist himself; when thore is proving or denying of 
such a Person. The compound is to be taken as with the Locative ending. 
When there is (a) proving and (6) denying of such a person,—it becomes 
established whether tho scripture composed by such a person is to be 
(a) accepted or (6) rejected, respectively. 

What is meant is as follows :—If the Party postulating tho said Person 
succeeds in proving that such a Person exists as his Instructor fully con¬ 
versant with Dharma and Adharma ,—then it becomes established that the 
scripture composed by him should be accepted; on the other hand, if the 
Party denying the said Person postulated by the other party as conversant 
with Dharma and Adharma only, succeeds in refuting tho existence of such a 
Person,—it becomos provod that the Scripture composed by the said Person 
should be rejected;—when, however, one gives up all consideration of only 
Dharma and Adharma, and proceeds to compose treatises and carry on dis¬ 
cussions regarding the ‘ Omniscient Person ’ who is affirmed by one party as 
knowing all the minute details of the whole world, and is denied by the 
other party,—such attempt involves useless trouble. 

Tho Locativo ending at the end of the compound— ' idarva, etc .'— 
connotes ‘for the purpose of’;—while that at the end of the compound 
‘ granlhavddayoh ’, it connotes the receptacle of tho attempt .—(3140-3141) 


The following might be urged—If there is no Person cognisant of Dharma 
and Adharma, then how can people have any idea of what is moral, good 
and what is immoral, evil ? 

The Mimdmsaka's answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXTS (3142-3144). 

** Pkbobption and other Means of Cognition regarding the 
Omniscient Person having been discarded, it would follow 
that Morality and Immorality are cognisable through scrip¬ 
ture (Reliable Word) only.—This alone being sufficient to 

ESTABLISH THE DOCTRINE OF THE Mim & msaka , IF AN EFFORT IS MADE 
TO REFUTE THE EXISTENCE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON, IT IS 
LIKE AN ATTEMPT TO KILL WHAT IS ALREADY DEAD. THE ‘ PERSON 
COGNISANT OF Dharma ' HAVING BEEN REJECTED, ON THE GROUND 
OF HIS VERY ROOT BEING CUT OFF,—IF PEOPLE GO ON ASSERTING 
THE EXISTENCE OF OMNISCIENT PERSONS, IT IS LIKE THE THUMPING 

OF HUSKS.”—(3142-3144) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Kevalagama, etc. etc.' —i.e. being cognisable through the reliable Word 
only.—Though the terra ‘ agama * connotes the reliable word in general, 
yet, here, by implication, it should be taken as standing for that Word (or 
Scripture) which does not emanate from Man. 

‘ This alone, etc. etc.' —That is, only by the rejection of the Person 
cognisant of Dharma, the Mtmamsaka's doctrine, that ‘ Dharma is that 
beneficial thing which is indicated by the Veda \ becomes established ; 
oven so, if we make further repeated efforts—as shown later on—for rejecting 
the Omniscient Person, it is useless; the desired result having been already 
achieved, such further Effort is like the killing of what is already dead. 

The Omniscient Person having been rejected, if the Buddhists still 
make attempts to prove his existence, that also,—as not bringing about 
the desired result,—is like the thumping of husks, by the person seeking for 
Bice ; involving needless labour. Just as in the case cited, after the rice 
has boon removed, if the man seeking for rice proceeds to thump the husks, 
it is entirely useless,—so also, when the main factor of the Person cognisant of 
Dharma, etc. has been set aside, if the Buddhist proceeds to prove the existence 
of the Person knowing all the little details that go to make up the world, 
which is of no use in regard to the main factor,—such attempt is entirely 
useless. Herein lies the similarity to the thumping of husks. 

1 On account of their very root having been cut off ’, —i.e. of whom the 
main point, regarding the knowledge of Dharma and Adharma, has been 
rofuted.—(3142-3144) 

The following Text shows that the said attempt of the Buddhist to prove 
the Omniscient Person is not only futile,—it also involves something undesir¬ 
able for him:— 
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TEXT (3146). 

“ If the Person has the direct perception of all things, then he 

SHOULD HAVE DIRECT KNOWLEDGE OF SUCH TASTES, ETC. ALSO 
AS ARE UNCLEAN J—WHO COULD ASSUME THE EXIS¬ 
TENCE of such a Person ? ”—(3145) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might bo urged—The omniscience of tho Teacher has 
been inferred by the Buddhists from the fact of His having propounded the 
teaching of the truth regarding all things; hence this Inference annuls the 
Mim&msaka'a ‘ Proposition ’ [that * there can bo no Omniscient Person ’]; and 
his Reason also is inadmissible. 

Anticipating this objection, the Mimamsaka supplies the following 
answer:— 

TEXT (3146). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, THE WORDS OF THE BUDDHA AND OTHERS ARE 
NOT FOUND TO PROVIDE ANY KNOWLEDGE OF WHAT IS CONTAINED 

IN THE Vedas, the Upavedas and the Subsidiary Sciences 

AND THEIR AUXILIARIES ; HOW THEN CAN SUCH A PERSON 
BE REGARDED AS ‘ OMNISCIENT ’, WITHOUT REASON ? ” 

—(3146) 

COMMENTARY. 

Vedas —named ‘ \ ‘ Yajuf' and ‘ SdmanUpattda* '—Ayurvila, 
Dhanurvida and tho like.—‘ Subsidiary Sciences '—the six subsidiaries of tho 
Veda, in the shape of Shilcfd, Kaljxi, Vydkarana, Nirukla, Chhandaa and 
Jyolifa .—‘ Auxiliaries ’—the parts of theso, in the shape of Verbal Roots, 
etc. including the Commentaries, etc. of theso. 

The ‘ artha' of those is what is contained in them. 

Of this ‘ artha 1 contents of the said works,—no knowledge is providod 
by tho words of Buddha and other Teachers. That is, no words of the 
Buddha are found to expound what is contained in the Veda, ote. As a 
matter of fact, no such Person is found who has composed a Scripture that 
provides the knowledge of all things ; the reason for this being that the various 
scriptures are found to deal with different subjects.—(3146) 

It might be argued that—when it is found that the Teachings of Buddha 
deal with a few things, it is inferred that He knows thoso things also which 
havo not been taught by him, from the perceived fact that He is possessed 
of the requisite capacity ; hence the said objection (annulment by Inference) 
against the Mimamsaka'8 proposition still remains. 

This is anticipated and answered in the following:— 
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TEXT (3147). 

“ If it be held that things not spoken of in their treatises were 
known to the Teachers,—then all poets, by the com¬ 
posing OF their poems, might be regarded as 
omniscient:'— (3147) 


COMMENTARY. 

If it be hold, on the strength of Inference, that—“ even when a certain 
thing is not mentioned in tlie works composed by the Teachers, it must 
have been known to them ”,—then those poets also who have composed 
works relating to stories created by their own imagination, could be assumed 
to be omniscient, on the groiuid of their powers of perception; there being 
no difference between the two cases. 

Thus the Reason (of the Buddhist) becomes ‘Inconclusive’.—(3147) 

The following might be urged—In the case of Buddha, the Teachings are 
found to bo related to supersensuous things; not so the works of poets; hence 
tho knowledge of all such things is inferred only in the case of Buddha, not 
in that of others. If it were not so, the person who does not possess the 
knowledge of all supersensuous things could not have the knowledge of even 
some of these things ; as there would be no difference between the two cases. 
Consequently the addition of the qualification—‘being a person knowing 
supersensuous things ’ would prevent the Reason applying to the case of 
Poets and hence from * Falsity ’ (Inconclusiveness). 

The Mimdmsaka's answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3148). 

“ When there are many omniscient persons, preaching mutually 

CONTRADICTORY DOCTRINES,—THE GROUNDS OF RELIABILITY 
BEING THE SAME IN ALL,—WHICH ONE OF THESE SHOULD 
BE ACCEPTED AS RELIABLE ? ”—(3148) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are many Teachers,— Buddha, Kapila, Kandda, Gautama and so 
forth,—who are regarded by their respective devotees as omniscient; and 
each one of these is sought to be proved to be omniscient;—which one of 
them is to be definitely recognised as reliable ? The ground of omniscience, 
in the shape of having taught doctrines relating to supersensuous things, is 
equally present in all of them.—It cannot bo right to regard them all os 
omniscient; because what is taught by them is mutually contradictory. 
When several persons propound teachings contrary to each other, they 
cannot all be regarded as knowing the truth; as the truth regarding any 
particular thing can be one only; hence it cannot admit of mutually con¬ 
tradictory properties.—(3148) 
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If it be said that —ButUlha is the only one to l>e accepted as such—then 
the Afimdmsnka’H answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3149). 

“ If Buddha is omniscient, then what is the proof for Kapila 

NOT BEING SO.—IF BOTH ARE OMNISCIENT, THEN HOW IS IT 
THAT THERF. IS DIFFERENCE OF OPINION BETWEEN 

THEM ? ”—(3149) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be said that, both are omniscient;—in view of this, it is added— 
‘If both, etc. etc.' —(3149) 


The following might bo urged—When the Word of any one has been found 
to bo true to facts,—it is that same person in regard to whom it is inferred 
that his words relating to all things would be in hooping with reality. 

The Mimdmsaka's answer to tins is as follows :— 


TEXT (3150). 

“ IN THE MATTER OF ONE MATTER, OF ARITHMETIC FOR INSTANCE.— 
ALL BEINGS — Jina, Buddha AND OTHERS,—ARE FOUND TO BE 
TRUTHFUL; AND NO DISTINCTION IS FOUND AMONG 
THEM.”—(3150) 

COMMENTARY. 

The words of all men,— Jina, Buddha and others,—are found, in the 
one matter of Arithmetic,—to be true, quite in keeping with the real 
state of things ; in fact, when people speak of a lot of things, it is not possible 
that not ono should bo true ; as has been declared in the following words— 
‘ When a man talks a lot, it cannot be that not a single word is true \— 
Thus then, the reason being equally present in all casas, no difference can 
he recognised among men, and all should be regarded as omniscient.—This 
however cannot be true, because they have propounded mutually con¬ 
tradictory teachings,—as already pointed out above.—(3150) 


It might be argued that—When, in regard to a person it is found that, 
on being scrutinised by all Means of Cognition, what he has said cannot be 
gainsaid,—then that person alone can be regarded as omniscient. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (3151-3153). 


“ That same reason, by which the omniscience of one Person is 

PROVED, MERELY ON ACCOUNT OF YOUR LOVE FOR YOUR OWN VIEW 
OF THINGS,—IS FOUND TO BE PRESENT IN OTHER PERSONS ALSO ; 

—THE OBJECTIONS ALSO THAT THE BUDDHISTS, WITH GREAT 
ZEAL, URGE AGAINST THE ARGUMENTS IN PROOF OF THE OMNI¬ 
SCIENCE OF Jina, ARE ALSO URGED BY THE Jainas (AGAINST 
THE OTHER PARTY).—UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES, HOW 
CAN ANY DEFINITE CONCLUSION BE ARRIVED AT THROUGH 
SUCH REASONINGS AND COUNTER-REASONINGS, WHICH 
ARE UNCERTAIN AND SWALLOWED BY THEIR OWN 

REFLECTIONS ? ”-(3151-3153) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is a certain reasoning adduced by the Buddhists in support of the 
omniscience of Buddha ;—in this form— 4 Buddha must bo regarded as a 
person who directly knew the true nature of all things,—because he has 
taught things unheard of, uninferred and in conformity with the real state of 
things,—just like the ordinary man who has seen water and talks about it ’. 
This same reasoning is put forward by the Digambara Jainas for proving 
the omniscience of Jina. —So that the matter remains as doubtful as before.— 
Again, when the Jaina has put forward his reasoning in support of the 
omniscience of Jina, —the Buddhists put forward objections against it,— 
in the form— 4 The teachings of Jina, in regard to Syadvada and other doc¬ 
trines being impossible, he cannot be regarded as omniscient'; theso same 
are urged by the Jainas when the Buddhist adduces his reasoning in support 
of the omniscience of Buddha, —the Jaina’s counter-reasoning being— 
4 Buddha cannot be regarded as omniscient because his teachings regarding 
the Perpetual Flux, etc. are impossible ’. 

In this way this becomes a case like that of Reflection and Counter¬ 
reflection : When the reflected object is there, its reflection appears ; in the 
same way when the Reasonings and Counter-reasonings have been put forth, 
reasonings and counter-reasonings to the contrary come forward. These 
reasonings and counter-reasonings thus being always uncertain,—they 
are swallowed by their own reflections ; how then can there be any definite 
conclusion regarding the omniscience of any Person ?—(3151-3153) 


The following might be urged that—That person alone may be regarded 
as omniscient in whose case no objection can be urged to the contrary. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (3154). 

“ In THIS WAY PSEUDO-OMNISCIENT PERSONS HAVING BERN BEATEN OFF 
BY EACH OTHER, THE FEW THAT REMAIN SHALL BE BEATEN OFF 
BY THE UPHOLDER OF THE VEDA.”—(3154) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlx' MimSmsaka assorts his own superiority in the following:— 


TEXTS (3155-3166). 

“ ANY HERB THAT HAS BEEN TOUCHED BY THE TEETH OF THE MONGOOSE 
REMOVES THE POISON OF ALL SERPENTS, EVEN WHEN APPLIED IN 
PLAY (CARELESSLY) ; IN THE SAME WAY ANY STRAY SECULAR 
AND SPIRITUAL ARGUMENT PROCEEDING FROM THE MOUTH 
OF THE VEDIC SCHOLAR WILL DESTROY THE POISON 
OF ALL SERPENT-LIKE BUDDHISTS AND 

others.”—(3155-3156) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question : —What is this ‘ stray argument * ? 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (3157-3158) 

“ WHO.CAN (REASONABLY) ASSUME (ACCEPT) THE EXISTENCE OF A PERSON 
(OMNISCIENT) WHO CAN BE REJECTED BY SUCH REASONS AS—' BEING 
KNOWABLE ‘ BEING COGNISABLE ’, * BEING AN ENTITY *, ‘ BEING 
EXISTENT ' AND SO FORTH ? THE MAN WHO ASSUMES THE 
EXISTENCE OF AN OMNISCIENT PERSON KNOWING ALL 
THINGS THROUGH A SINGLE MEANS OF COGNITION 
MAY CERTAINLY APPREHEND ALL SUCH THINGS 

as Taste, Odour, etc. through the 

.EYES alone.”—(3157-3158) 

COMMENTARY. 

When several such Reasons as ‘ being knowable ’ and the rest,—winch 
are free from such defects as ‘ being equally co-existent with the Probandum 
and the absence of the Probandum ’—are available for refuting the idea of 
the Omniscient Person,—such a person must bo an utter impossibility; 
and cannot be accepted by any sane person. 

For instance, the following reasoning may be set forth—' Buddha 
cannot be omniscient, because he is knowable, cognisable, an entity, existent, 
a speaker, a person and so forth,—like any common man on the road’. 
These Reasons could not be regarded as ‘ Inconclusive ’. Because a man is 
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called ‘ omniscient ’ because ho knows all tilings; this knowledge of all 
things could bo either through Sense-perception or through Mental Perception. 
—It cannot be through Sense-perception; because the scope of such 
Perception is limited and it cannot envisage all things ; this reasoning may bo 
thus formulated —Perceptions through the eye and other Sense-organs are 
restricted in their scope, because they are produced by the Sense-organs 
which are always restricted in their scope ; that is why in ordinary life, 
they are never found to go beyond the bounds of those limitations; con¬ 
sequently the apprehension of all things through those is an impossibility. 
Otherwise there would be no need for more than one sense-organ; and the 
result of this would bo that all such divergent things as Taste, Odour, etc. 
would become apprehended by means of a single Cognition! The Buddhist 
who makes such an astounding assumption,—as is clear from his assertion 
tlint “ By one He knows all, by one Ho sees everything could apprehend 
all such divergent things as Taste, Odour, etc.; through the one Perception 
proceeding from the oye alone ! 

No such assertion can l>e made; for if it were so, then there would be the 
apprehension of several things through a single Cognition at one and the 
same time. It could bo possible only through several Cognitions ; because 
there cannot bo several Cognitions at one and the samo time. Even if it 
were possible, there could be no apprehension of all things ; because the mind 
of another person cannot be envisaged by the Sense-perception of any man ; 
nor is it possible for him to apprehend, by its means, things bej-ond the reach, 
of the senses,—such as those that are remote or too small or hidden and 
so forth.—<3157-3158) 

The following might be urged—-Though it is true that at present the 
perceptions derived from the Eye and other sense-organs do not apprehend 
diverse and heterogeneous things,—yet it is possible that at some time 
in the past, such apprehension of divergent heterogeneous things did appear 
in a certain Person. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3159). 

“Asa matter op fact, the Perception of certain things through 

CERTAIN CAUSES IN THE PAST WAS EXACTLY AS IT IS FOUND TO 
APPEAR AT THE PRESENT TIME.”-(3159) 

COMMENTARY. 

The nature of things is always determined by the exact concomitance 
of definite causes, not haphazard. If it were not so. then all characters could 
bo attributed to all things; and if such were the case, then how could it 
ever be possible for the nature determined by causes to be otherwise ? That 
is to say, it is not possible for the Smoke,—which has its existence concomitant 
with Fire—to be produced from anything else. 
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Nor can the view be accepted tliat the apprehension of all things comes 
about through Mental Perception—[the second alternative put forward in the 
commentary on 3157-3168, on p. 1405, line 2].—Because, though Mental 
Perception may envisage nil things,—yet it has no independent operation of 
its own towards the apprehension of things; if it had, then there would 
be no deaf or blind persons. It is then dependent upon something else; 
and as a matter of fact it is found that it envisages only those things 
that have been apprehended by Perception through the Senses; so that 
there can be no apprehonsion by Mental Perception of anything that 
has not been envisaged by Sense-perception,—such things, for instance, 
os are remote, small, hidden, and the mind of another person and so forth.— 
(3169) 

The following might be urged—Through Practice and other causes, it 
is found that the powers of intelligence and other faculties vary with each 
Person; and from this is deduced the possibility of a Person in whom these 
powers have reached the highest stage of perfection [and such a person 
would be omniscient]. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3160-3161). 

“ Those persons who have been found to be superior to others 

ARE SO ONLY ON ACCOUNT OF INTELLIGENCE, MEMORY AND 
STRENGTH,—WHICH VARY SLIGHTLY WITH VARYING PERSONS,— 

AND NOT ON ACCOUNT OF THE CAPACITY TO PERCEIVE 
SUPER-SENSUOUS THINGS.—EVEN THE INTELLIGENT MAN 
WHO IS CAPABLE OF PERCEIVING SUBTLE THINGS 
IS SUPERIOR TO OTHER PERSONS, WITHOUT 
GOING BEYOND THE LIMITATIONS OF HIS 

OWN KIND.”—(3160-3161) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, however much he has practised, no one has been found 
to become capable of porceiving things beyond the reach of the senses. For 
instance, a man. even though exceptionally intelligent, and capable of appre¬ 
hending things that can bo apprehended only by keen intelligence,—is never 
found to transcond the limitations of his own species,—i.e. the human weak¬ 
ness, in the shape of the absonce of abnormal vision and the like,—and he is 
never found to be endowed with such abnormal vision, etc. Consequently 
there is no justification for any such assertion as the following which has 
been loudly proclaimed by Buddhists—‘ Ho sees With abnormal eyes, pure 
and transcending beyond tho limitations of man, beings entering into excellent 
states and even inforior states, etc. eto.’.—(3160-3161) 
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Granting that all Intelligences become superior by practice and exercise— 
oven so, they become superior without transcending their inherent limita¬ 
tions.-This is what is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXTS (3162-3163). 

"As A MATTER OF FACT, IN THE MATTER OF THE AUDITORY PERCEPTION 
OF SOUNDS, SUPERIORITY AMONG MEN IS FOUND IN THE APPRE¬ 
HENDING OF DISTANT AND SUBTLE SOUNDS,—NOT IN THE 
APPREHENDING OF COLOUR AND OTHER THINGS. SIMILARLY 
IN THE MATTER OF VISUAL PERCEPTION, WHAT IS 
BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE ATTAINMENT OF SUPERIO¬ 
RITY IS THE PERCEPTION OF REMOTE AND 

subtle Colour,—not the perception 
of Sound and other things."— 

(3162-3163) 

COMMENTARY. 

* The apprehensions *—Cognitions—' of distant and subtle sounds ’ ;— 
the Instrumental ending connotes ‘ Indication \ In some places, the reading 
is ‘ upalabdhitah ’, in the Ablative ; connoting ‘ reason *; the ‘ tasi ’ at the end 
coming under the rule ‘ Vidh&y&di, etc. ’ 

‘ The apprehension of sound, etc.' —is not brought about by the Eyas.— 
(3162-3163) 


Hitherto it has been shown that Sense-perception cannot transcend its 
limitations ; it is now going to be shown that in tho case of Mental Cognition 
also, the superiority that is perceptible doas not go beyond the range of the 
subject of repeated experience :— 


TEXT (3164). 

“ Similarly great superiority is often found in men, in the 

MATTER OF SCIENTIFIC DISCUSSIONS ; BUT THAT ALONE DOES 
NOT PROVE THAT THE MAN IS AN EXPERT IN all 
SCIENCES.'*—(3164) 

COMMENTARY. 

The same idea is further clarified:— 
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' TEXTS (3105-3167). 

When "one has learnt Grammar, his intelligence goes very 

FAR IN THE MATTER OF CORRECT AND INCORRECT FORMS OF WORDS ; 
BUT NOT IN THE MATTER OF THE DETERMINATION OF STARS, DATES, 
ECLIPSES AND SUCH SUBJECTS.—SIMILARLY, THE ASTRONOMER, 
THOUGH SUPERIOR IN THE MATTER OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE 

Moon, the Sun, Eclipses and so forth; is incapable of 

DETERMINING THE CORRECTNESS OF SUCH WORDS AS 

* bhavati' and the like.—Again a man, very superior 

IN HIS KNOWLEDGE OF THE VEDA, HISTORY AND SUCH 
SUBJECTS, IS UNABLE TO VISUALISE SUCH MATTERS 

as Creation, Deity, and Apurva .”— (3165-3167) 
COMMENTARY. 

• Astronomer ’—ono who knows the science of the stars. 

‘ VedltihOsa, etc .'— 1 The compound is to bo expounded as meaning— 
'one who has tho superiority relating to his knowledge of the Veda, etc.’ 

• Apurva '—stands for Dharma and AJharma (Merit and Demerit). 
(3166-3167) 

Further, oven when tho superiority transcends the limitations of its 
subject, it does not reach its highest point; it is found to proceed only up to a 
certain point.—This is pointed out in the following 


TEXT (3168). 

“ The man, who can jump into the sky to the height of 15 feet, 

CAN NEVER JUMP TO THE HEIGHT OF EIGHT MILES,—HOWEVER 
MUCH HE MAY PRACTISE JUMPING.”—(3168) 

COMMENTARY. 

For example, it may so happen that men who, by reason of the accu¬ 
mulation of fat, are unable to jump to the height of oven two feet, succeed 
in reducing their fat by means of oxercise and become capable of jumping 
to the height of 15 feet; but evon so, though they may carry on the exercise 
hundreds of times, they can never jump to tho height of 8 miles in tho sky. 
—(3168) 

In tho following Text, tho Mimdmsaka sums up his position:— 
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TEXT (3169). 

“ Thus then, even when the superiority of knowledge proceeds 

VERY FAR, IT CAN COMPREHEND ONLY A LITTLE MORE THAN 
OTHERS,—IT CAN NEVER COMPREHEND THINGS BEYOND 
THE SENSES.”-(3169) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Alishayajtidna ’—superiority of knowledge.—The compounding is 
according to the rule * Tri&yd, etc.'— The Instrumental Ending connotes 
instrumentality. —(3169) 

The same idea is further clarified :— 

TEXTS (3170-3171). 

“ While the man is seated in a hut, the Sense-perception that 

HE HAS HAS ITS RANGE RESTRICTED WITHIN THAT HUT, IT DOES NOT 
EXTEND INTO ANOTHER HUT. THOSE THINGS AGAIN WHICH ARE 
SEPARATED FROM ONE ANOTHER BY INTERVENING LANDS, 

HILLS AND OCEANS, COUNTRIES, CONTINENTS AND 
ISLANDS,—WHO CAN PERCEIVE ALL THESE WHEN 

SEATED IN ONE PLACE ? ”—(3170-3171) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Varsa ‘ Continent' —a particular region of the world ; e.g. the region 
of Bharata is called * Bhdraia-var^a —(3170-3171) 

In the following Text, the Mimdmsaka show’s tlxat his view is supported 
by others also :— 

TEXTS (3172-3173). 

“ When Nala and Rtupanyi ,—who were experts in matters relating 
to Horses and to Gambling, respectively—were going 
TOGETHER IN THE CHARIOT, Rtuparna M ADE THE FOLLOWING 
STATEMENT—‘ AlL MEN DO NOT KNOW ALL THINGS,—NO 
ONE CAN BE OMNISCIENT,—THERE IS NO END TO 
KNOWLEDGE, RESTING IN ANY ONE MAN — 

(3172-3173) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Samvdha ’—chariot. 

The following story has been told—There was a King named Nala ; not 
being expert in the art of Gambling, he lost his entire kingdom at Gambling ; 
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ho had a queen named DanvyanS. The King, having loot hie entire kin^om 
wont away into the for.*, aocompanied by the said Queen a one When ha 
reached the forest, he became separated from her, through .11-luck. Hav ng 
his face clouded with tears due to separation from h,s beloved w de.jb e Kmg 
drowned in the ocean of grief and anxiety,-his body omac.ated,-went 
lut wandering hither and thither; and (in brief) somehow managed to sec^e 
a living under King Smyrna, and remained there .ncogndo H»Quean 
somehow reached her father's place. In order to fetch her b"»band ^ 
proclaimed it far and wide that Damayanti was gomg to choose a husband. 
When King fUupanm heard that Damayanti was going to choose a husband, 
heiSS, go there, accompanied by Nolo as his charioteer. S-uporm. was 
an expert in the art of Gambling, but did not know much about hone. ; wh.le 
Nolo was an expert in matters relating to Horses, but did not know much 
about Gambling. Stupor** somehow came to know that Nolo wan an expe^ 
in .natters relating to Horses. Having come to know th* he’nndto Noto 
‘Please teach ...e the science of Horses '.-Sola sa.d- I shall Mach .t to yom 
if you will teach me the art of Gambling '.-Thereupon ^tuporno sa.d- AU 
men do not know all thin gs, Uc. «ic.'-Then Nala learnt the art of Gamblmg 
from Btupama, and won back His kingdom. 

Such is tho story.—(3172-3173) 

Further, if a man is omniscient, he must know the past and future 
things also; otherwise, if ho knew only what came up at the moment, then 
he would be only a partial knower, not all-knowing (omniscient); and yet it 
is not possible for any one to know future things.—This is what is pointed 
out in the following:— 

TEXT (3174). 


“ Sense-perception has never been found to possess the capacity 
to apprehend future things ; and as for Inference and 
other forms of Cognition, these can never come 

ABOUT WITHOUT THE INDICATIVE AND OTHER 

FACTORS.”—(3174) 


COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact. Sense-perception is brought about by tho capacity 
of things ; and as what is still in the future cannot bo an entity, a thing,- 
Sense-perception cannot apply to it. 

Nor can Inference apply to it; because there can be no Inferential 
Indicative ; there can be no Indicative which is known to be concomitant 
with what is in the future ; because what has not yet appealed is non-ex.stent. 
• Other factors * include the Corroborative Instanco. 

The mention of the Future is only by way of illustration ; what has been 
said should be taken as applicable to the Past also; because, tho past thing 
also being a non-entity, there can bo no functioning of Sonse-perception over it. 

Thus the invariable concomitance (Premiss) relating to the Reasons 
‘being cognisable’ and the rest (put forward under Text 3157)—becomes 
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established ; and this implies the establishment of the Invariable Concomitance 
of the previously-mentioned Reason—‘ being envisaged by the only Means 
of Cognition, Non-apprehension ’.—(3174) 

Having thus established the Invariable Concomitance of his Reason, the 
Mimdmsaka sums up his position :— 


TEXT (3175). 

“ Thus then, there can be no one who perceives things beyond 

THE REACH OF THE SENSES J HE ALONE KNOWS SUCH THINGS 
WHO KNOWS THEM THROUGH THE 

Eternal Word.”—(3175) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be verged—It is not through the Eternal Word alone 
that all men know things; for instance, Shdkya-Muni (Buddha) knows 
things from the words of sages like Kanaka, Kashyapa and the like ; and 
others know them from His words. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (3176-3177). 

“ If some one, not accepting the above, thinks that in the case of 
Buddha and others the knowledge of super-sensuous things 

HAS BEEN DERIVED FROM THE WORDS OF OTHER MEN,—THEN, 

HE SHOULD ASSERT THE UNRELIABILITY OF THE WORDS OF 
THOSE OTHER MEN, ON THE GROUND OF THEIR STANDING 
ON THE SAME FOOTING AS THOSE WORDS (OF Buddha) \ 

-AND THE UNRELIABILITY OF THIS LATTER 

SHOULD BE ASSERTED ON THE BASIS 

of the Reasons previously 
INDICATED.”—(3176-3177) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ This' —what has been just said,—‘ He alone knows such things who 
knows them through the Eternal Word ’;—one who does not accept this 
and thinks that the Buddhist and others do not know all things through 
the Eternal Word, but through the word uttered by other Persons ; e.g. 
Buddha knows them through the scriptures composed by other persons, like 
Kanaka, Kashyapa and others;—one who makes this assertion should assert 
the unreliability of those words—i.e. of the words of those other persons; 
because they stand on the same footing as the words of the person who has 
been seen by one and who is held to be omniscient.—He should also assert 
the unreliability of the man,—the composer of the scripture himself,—why ? 
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—because of the Reasons adduced bofore—flitch as 4 being cognisable ’ and 
the rost.—(3170-3177) 


Says the Opponent—The line of Buddhas has boon without beginning; 
banco the doctrino propounded by thorn is also begiimingless; so that on 
account of the beginninglessness of both these being exactly like that of the 
Veda and the Vedic Tradition,—they must be regardod as free from defects. 
The answer to this from the Mvn&msaka is as follows:— 


TEXT (3178). 

“ The bejjinnirqUssncss that is asserted in regard to the Composer 

AND THE UTTERANCES EMANATING FROM HIM IS ITSELF BASED UPON 
TWO INVALID NOTIONS I HENCE IT CANNOT PROVE THE RELIABILITY 
OF THE SAID COMPOSER AND HIS WORDS.”—(3178) 

COMMENTARY. 

The same idoa is further explained :— 


TEXT (3179). 

“ The words of Shauddkodani (Buddha) cannot be reliable, because 

THEY ARE DEPENDENT UPON OTHERS ; SO ALSO Buddha HIMSELF 
CANNOT BE RELIABLE BECAUSE HE HAS NO DIRECT 

KNOWLEDGE of Dliarma ."— (3179) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as Buddha himself and his words are unreliable, so also are Kanaka, 
Kashyapa, etc. and their words.—(3170) 


TEXT (3180). 

“The beginninglestmes* of such persons, even though assumed, 

RESTS UPON WHAT IS INVALID, AND HENCE CANNOT ITSELF BE 
FAR REMOVED FROM INVALIDITY.”—(3180) 

COMMENTARY. 

The beginninglessness of such persons and their words,—even though 
assumed,—is not very far from Invalidity; because it rests upon an invalid 
basis.—(3180) 
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TEXTS (3181-3182). 

“ Thus then, when the Buddhists, like Pseudo-Mimamsakas, assert 

THE SIMILARITY OF Buddha AND OTHER PERSONS TO VEDIC SCHOLARS, 

ON the ground OF all these being without beginning, —THIS 
IS ONLY A FORM OF IGNORANCE. AND DOBS NOT MAKE THEM 
EQUAL; BECAUSE EVEN SO, WHAT WOULD BE without 
beginning would be only the unreliability and 
reliability of these two sets of Per¬ 
sons (Buddha, etc. and Vedic 
Scholars) respectively.” 

—<3181-3182) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the similarity that in pointed out between Buddha and others on the 
one hand and the Vedic Scholars on the other, is in regard to both being 
beginningless, —then our answer is that mere beginninglessness does not 
establish their reliability ; because neither reliability nor unreliability is 
incompatible with beginninglessness; all that would happen would be that 
beginninglessness would belong to the Reliability of Vedic Scholars, while 
it would belong to the Unreliability of Buddha and others; and neither 
Reliability nor Unreliability would belong to both, on the ground of beginning¬ 
lessness. —This is the upshot of the whole argument.—(3181-3182) 

This same idea is further clarified by means of an example :— 


TEXTS (3183-3184). 

“ The good points of what is Reliable, and the bad points of 
what is Unreliable,—both being beginnirgless, —are equal 
only in so far as they are beginningless . For instance, 

• REAL GOLD HAS BEEN IN USE SINCE TIME WITHOUT BEGINNING 
AND END,—SO HAS BEEN unreal GOLD ALSO J BUT 
- DO THE TWO BECOME EQUAL ? ”—(3183-3184) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Pramdna, etc.' —The compound is to be expounded as— 4 the good and 
bad points of what is Reliable and what is Unreliable \—(3183-3184) 

Now the Vedic Scholar proceeds—(1) to refute tlie objection that 44 the 
Reason, in the shape of being amenable to non-apprehension, is inadmissible ", 
—(2) to prove the non-existence of the omniscient Person,—and (3) to 
prove that the case of the Veda Is different:— 

43 
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TEXT (3185). 

“ For the benefit of those people who declare (1) the Omniscience 
of Buddha and others, and (2) the Eternality of the Veda, 

AS STANDING ON THE SAME FOOTING, THE POINT WHEREIN 
THE LATTER DIFFERS FROM THE FORMER IS NOW GOING TO 
BE POINTED OUT.”—(3185) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Declare as standing on the same fooling.'—Some people hold the opinion 
that—“ Both—Buddha, etc. and the Veda—are equal .sources of right 
knowledge, hence the knowledge of suporsensuous things can bo obtained from 
the words of Omniscient Persons, as also from the Veda ".—To these people it 
is now pointed out wherein the case of the Veda differs from that of the said 
Persons.—(3185) 

“ As a matter of fact, the existence of the Omniscient Person lias not been 
vouched for by any one of the five Means of Cognition—Perception, Inference, 
Word, Analogy, Presumptionhow then can such a Person, who fulls 
within the scope of 1 Negation ’ (Non-apprehension only) and is non-existent, 
stand on the same footing as the Veda which is known to all men down 
even to the milk-woman ’—With this idoa, the Vedic Scholar procoods to refute 
the idea of tho Omniscient Person being cognisable by any one of the five 
Means of Cognition, Perception and tho rest:— 

TEXT (3186). 

“ 'p HB Omniscient Person is not seen by us at the present time ;— 

Nor is there any Indicative recognised as part (of the 
SUBJECT), WHICH COULD LEAD TO HIS INFERENCE.”—(3186) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ By means of Perception we, men of limited vision, do not see the 
Omniscient Porson ; because tho perception of men of limited vision is of 
three kinds:—(1) Perception through the Senses, (2) Perception through 
the Mind, and (3) tho Self-Cognition of all minds and mental phenomena.— 
None of these three kinds of Perception can bring about tho Cognition of tho 
Omniscient Person; because He does not form an object of such Cognition ; 
(1) Perception through the senses is restricted to tho five objects—Colour, 
Odour, Taste, Touch and Sound; hence tho mental functions subsisting 
in the ‘chain’ of other persons cannot figure in Perception through the 

S onses ._(2) Nor can the Omniscient Person bo the object of Perception 

through the Mind; becauso the Mind, as such, apprehends only such things 
as have been already apprehended by Perception through the Senses; and 
hence it is, liko this latter, restricted to the same objects, Colour and the 

rest._(3) Nor can Hebe the object of ‘Self-cognition’; because this apprehends 

only such mind and mental operations as occur in one’s own ‘ Chain ’; and 
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consequently, it cannot apprehend the mind, etc. occurring in other ' Chains \ 
or even such mental operations occurring in one’s own 4 Cliain ’ as are yet to 
come. As regards the Perception by Mystics,—such perception forms the 
subject-matter of dispute; hence the question regarding the Omniscient 
Person boing perceived or not perceived by Mystics does not arise at all. 

(2) “ Nor can the Omniscient Person be proved by means of Inference. 
The Buddhists have regarded Inference as based upon three kinds of Indica¬ 
tive (Probans)—[viz.:—(a) Based on non-apprehension, (6) Based on 
causal relation, and (c) Based on the nature of things], (a) In tho present 
instance, what is needed is a positive reason, hence there is no room for 
non-apprehension. —(6) Nor is there room for causal relation ; because the 
causal relation is always based upon Perception, and no Perception is possible 
of the far off Omniscient Person ; whose causal relation with anything therefore 
is impossible.—(c) As for the nature of things, any Reason based upon that 
also cannot prove the existence of the Omniscient Person; because such a 
Person himself being imperceptible, his nature, which must be inseparable 
from himself, cannot be apprehended ; hence it cannot serve as an Indicative 
which is ‘ perceived ' —well-known, recognised,—as ‘ being pari ’—of the 
‘ Subject * (Omniscient Person),—leading to tho inference of the Omniscient 
Person. 

Then again, any Reason that may be adduced in proof of the existence 
of the Omniscient Person, cannot escape from the three kinds of flaw (fallacy) 
—being ‘ inadmissible \ * contradictory ’ and * inconclusive ’. For instance, 
when the Reason is adduced, is it adduced as a property belonging to a 
positive entity ? Or to a negative entity ? Or to both ?—These are the 
only three alternatives possible.—As regards the Omniscient Person, there 
can be no such 1 Property belonging to a positive entity ’ as is admitted by 
both parties ; because that positive entity itself (in the shape of the Omniscient 
Person) is yet to be proved;—if he were admitted, there would be no 
dispute at all; if a party accepts the idea of such a property belonging to 
that entity, how could he not accept the entity itself 1 Because the mere 
property cannot exist without its substratum in the shape of the entity.— 
Nor can the Reason proving the Omniscient Person consist of a property 
belonging to a negative entity; because such a Reason would prove the 
non-existence of tho entity, and hence it would be ‘ contradictory ’.—Nor, 
lastly, can the Reason be one that belongs to both; because such a Reason 
would be 4 inconclusive ’. How could any Reason which belongs to both 
positive and negative entities serve as proving the existence of an entity,— 
which it could do only if it were inseparable from the entity, and if it were 
excluded from existence in the Negative Entity, which is present in cases 
where the contrary of the Probandum is present ? 

Thus none of the three kinds of Indicative, as part of the 4 Subject ’, 
can bring about the Inference of the Omniscient Person, whose existence, 
therefore, cannot be proved.—(3186) 


The following Text shows that the Omniscient Person cannot be cognised 
by means of the Word :— 
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TEXT (3187). 

“There is no scriptural Declaration affirming an eternal 

Omniscient Person. How can any such Person be proved 

BY A DECLARATION THAT IS ARTIFICIAL AND NOT 

true ? ”—(3187) 

COMMENTARY. 

That Cognition is ‘verbal’ which proceeds from Words, in regard 
to things not in close proximity to the man. It is of two kinds—that pro¬ 
duced by the eternal Word, and that produced by the utterances of men. 
As asserting the existence of the Omniscient Person, there is no eternal 
scriptural Word; hence tho former verbal Cognition is not possible in this 
case.—What we read in the Upani§ads regarding ‘Him who is truthful in 
word, truthful in volution, truthful in desires—He should be sought aftor, 
He should be sought to be known and so forth,—all this should be under¬ 
stood to be merely commendatory. 

As regards the human assertion that is quoted, such as—' The Blessod 
Lord the Talhdgata, the Arhat, is Truly Enlightened, etc.’,—no reliability 
can attach to such assertions. How then could any reliable information 
be deduced from such an unreliable source ?—(3187) 

The following might be urged—We do not accept the Omniscient Person 
on the strength of any and every stray assertion; wo do so on the strength 
of the assertions of that same Blessed Lord, such as— 1 1 am omniscient, 
perceiving all things, there is nothing that is unknown to the Tathd/jala, 
otc. otc.’. Thus it is on His own word that we accopt His omniscience. 

Tho answer to this is us follows :— 


TEXT (3188). 

“ If the Omniscient Person is recognised as such on the strength 

OF HIS OWN WORD,—HOW COULD THIS BE REGARDED AS ESTAB¬ 
LISHED, IN VIEW OF THE MUTUAL INTERDEPENDENCE OF 

BOTH t "—(3188) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the oircumstancos, there would be an objectionable inter¬ 
dependence.—(3188) 


Question :—How so ? 
Answer :— 
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TEXT (3189). 

“ The assertion is true because it has been made by the Omniscient 
Person, and such an Omniscient Person exists because 
HE ASSERTS IT. HOW CAN BOTH THESE NOTIONS BE 
ESTABLISHED WITHOUT SOME OTHER WELL- 
KNOWN BASIS ? ”-(3189) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, there can be no certainty regarding the reliability 
of his word unless it is recognised that it lias been spoken by an Omniscient 
Person; and that the speaker is omniscient is learnt from his own words ; 
hence there is clear interdependence. 

Without some other well -known basis' —Le. some other well-known 
reason.—(3189) 


The following might be urged—The existence of the Omniscient Person 
is accepted on the basis of the words of such men as Shrdvaka- 
Achchhdriputra (?), who says—‘This worthy scion of the Shokya-race is 
omniscient *. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3190). 

“ When people admit of the Omniscient Person on the basis of 

THE BASELESS ASSERTIONS OF PERSONS WHO ARE NOT OMNISCIENT, 

WHY CANNOT THEY DERIVE THE SAME KNOWLEDGE 
FROM THEIR OWN WORDS ? ”—(3190) 

COMMENTARY. 

The assertion of men whose reliability has not been demonstrated doos 
not differ from one’s own assertion ; hence there is no reason why the Buddhists 
should not derive their knowledge of the Omniscient Person from their own 
words. We see no reason—except stupidity—why they should seek to 
know it from the words of other persons.—(3190) 


The following view might be held—-There have been innumerable 
Tathdgatas (Enlightened Ones) in the past and they are going to appear in the 
future ; and it is from the words of one of these that we derive the knowledge 
of the omniscience of the other; and that of the omniscience of the former 
from the words of a third, and so forth. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (3191). 

“ For the proving of the existence of one Omniscient Person, it 

WOULD BE NECESSARY TO ASSUME SEVERAL OMNISCIENT PERSONS ; 

AND IF A SINGLE ONE OF THESE HAPPEN TO BE NOT-OMNIS- 
OIENT, HE WOULD NOT BE ABLE TO RECOGNISE THE 

Omniscient Person.”—(3191) 

COMMENTARY. 

If for the purpose of proving the existence of one Omniscient Person, 
one goes on following up a series of Omniscient Persons, no man with limited 
vision could ever get at certainty regarding the Omniscient Person,—even 
at the end of his whole life ; hence several Omniscient Persons would have to 
be assumed. (See Shlokavartika 1. 1. 2, 135.)—(3191) 

Then again, we shall lay aside, for the present, the idea that people 
of the present day are incapable of knowing the Omniscient Person as no 
such is present before them; as a matter of fact, even people who lived at 
the same time as that Person could not know him, becauso they would them¬ 
selves be not-omniscient .—This is what is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXTS (3192-3193). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, EVEN THE CONTEMPORARIES OF THE OMNISCIENT 

Person could not know him as ‘ omniscient ’, as they would 

BE DEVOID OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE COGNITIONS OF THAT PERSON 
(OR, OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE THINGS COGNISED BY THAT 

Person).—[See Shlokavartika 1. 1. 2, 134). And if THE 
Omniscient Person is not recognised by any one,— 
for that man, the Assertion of that Omniscient 
Person could not be reliable ; as the very basis 
OF THAT ASSERTION WOULD BE UNKNOWN,—AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE ASSERTION OF OTHER ORDINARY MEN.” 

[See Shlokavartika 1.1.2,136.]—(3192-3193) 
COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ tajjhdnajheya, etc. etc.' is to be expounded os—‘ they 
are devoid of—without—that Cognition which has for Us object —i.e. which 
envisages—the Cognitions of the Omniscient Person ’.—Or as ‘ who are 
devoid of the Cognition of all the things cognised by that Person \—becauso 
he is himself not omniscient. 

By meroly looking at the body, one does not conclude that ‘ he is omnis¬ 
cient ’; bocausc such conclusion must be accompanied by the recognition 
of the presence of exceptional knowledge (in the Person); this ‘ exceptional 
knowledge ’, in order to be able to prove omniscience, must envisage all 
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things; and this fact of the Cognition envisaging all things cannot be 
recognised tinless the things comprehended by that Cognition are known ; 
for instance, the Cognition of the ‘ man with the stick ' is not possible unless 
one knows the stick. —This argument may be formulated as follows :—When 
the Cognition of one thing forms the necessary adjunct of the Cognition of 
another thing, there can be no Cognition of the latter thing without the 
Cognition of the former thinge.g. the Cognition of the stick being the 
necessary adjunct of the Cognition of the man with the stick, there is no Cogni¬ 
tion of the man wit/t the stick unless there is Cognition of the stick the 
Cognition of things cognised by the Omniscient Person, which is the necessary 
adjunct of the Cognition of the Omniscient Person himself, is not possible 
for men of limited vision; hence there Is non-apprehension of the more- 
extensive character (which implies the absence of the lees extensive); because 
the Cognition of the necessary adjunct is more extensive (wider) than the 
Cognition of that to which the said adjunct belongs; and the former is 
absent in the case in question. 

Thus then, even in the case of a man contemporaneous with the Omnis¬ 
cient Person, unless such a man is himself omniscient, he cannot know the 
Omniscient Person ; so that for such a man, even the assertions of Omnis¬ 
cient Persons would be of doubtful veracity and hence unreliable; as the 
basis of it—the grounds of certainty regarding reliability, in the shape of the 
definite cognition of the Cognitions of the Omniscient Person,—would be 
absent. 

‘ As in the case of the assertion of ordinary men ’—i.e. of the assertion of 
common people.—(3192-3193) 

The following view might be put forwardWithout any effort the 
Omniscient Person makes his omniscience known to his disciples by attracting 
their minds through His unfailing knowledge of their character and the 
workings of their mind. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXTS (3194-3195). 

“ Even if a person were to comprehend the things known to all 

HIS DISCIPLES, HE WOULD NOT BE ‘ OMNISCIENT ’ J AS HE WOULD BE 

DEVOID OF THE COMPREHENSION OF THE THINGS KNOWN TO 
PEOPLE OTHER THAN THOSE DISCIPLES.—-NOR IS IT POSSIBLE 
TO COMPREHEND ALL THE THINGS COGNISED BY ALL 
MEN ; AS THERE CAN BE NO COMING TOGETHER OF 
MEN OF THE PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE, 

INHABITING ALL THE THREE REGIONS 

of the World.”—(3194-3195) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even if the man who knew only those things that were known to the 
people contemporaneous with, and in close proximity to, himself,—he could 
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not be * omniscient ’; as he would have no knowledge of things known to 
persons other than those, who may be contemporaneous with him, but not 
in close proximity to him. By knowing only a part, one does not know the 
whole ; if ho did, there would be an absurdity. 

As a matter of fact, it is not possible to comprehend even all those 
things that may be known to all his contemporaries who may bo in close 
proximity to him. Because there can be no comprehension of wliat is far 
off and what is known to people having no connection with him. 

The following might bo urged—It may be that all men approach the 
Tathdgata simultaneously,—and whatever questions they put, He answers 
them all,—so that the people do' come to know what is known to that 
Omniscient Person. 

The answor to this is that—‘ there can be no coming together, etc. etc .'— 
nowhere is it possible to bring together men of the past, present and future, 
—or those inhabiting the regions of Heaven, the Nether World and the World 
of Mortal Beings. 

Or, the three ‘ regions ’ may bo taken as standing for the 4 Imaginary \ 
4 Objective ’ and 4 Subjective ’ Regions.—(3194-3195) 


The following might be urged—If the Omniscient Person did not possess 
the power to know tho things known to all men,—how could He have 
the power of comprehending even some of those things ? And yet He did 
have the power to comprehend some of those things; hence we conclude 
that He did possess the power to know all things. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3196—3198). 

44 A MAN WHO KNOWS LITTLE CAN DELUDE A FEW MEN, TO THE EXTENT 
THAT, HAVING THEIR MIND DELUDED BY DEVOTION, THEY COME TO 
ACCEPT HIM AS OMNISCIENT. THROUGH THE ART OF CHIROMANCY, 
SOME PEOPLE ARE ABLE TO KNOW WHAT HAS BEEN EATEN, WHAT IS 
BEING THOUGHT OF, WHAT LIES WITHIN A MAN’S FIST AND SO 
FORTH,—THOUGH THEY ARE ENTIRELY DEVOID OF ANY KNOW¬ 
LEDGE of Dharma and cognate matters. Similarly, 

PEOPLE EXPERT IN THE ARTS OF ILLUSION, MAGIC, ETC. 

DECEIVE AN IGNORANT MAN J—BY WHICH THEY APPEAR 

TO BE OMNISCIENT.”—(3196-3198) 

COMMENTARY. 

By knowing only a few supersensuous things, a man cannot bo regarded 
as possessing knowledge of Dharma and Adharma ;—because such a reasoning 
would be inconclusive in view of the cose of men expert in chiromancy, magic 
and so forth. For instance ,by the use of certain incantations and medicinal 
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herbs, people are found to comprehend rightly the food a man has eaten, the 
thing he has thought of in his mind, the thing lying in his closed fist; and 
yet merely by this, they do not become persons conversant with such things 
as Dharma and Adharma. For instance, some people who aro expert in 
magic are able to show to people strange gardens, flying cars, celestial damsels, 
and heavenly beings in the sky. Hence in view of all this, the reason adduced 
must be rejected as ‘ Inconclusive ’.—(319G-3198) 

Says the Opponent—In the Jtihasas and Purdnas, Brahma and other 
Beings have been described as omniscient ; as we read there of Brahma's 
knowledge and disp&ssion being ‘ unobstructed ’. How then can it be said 
that the existence of the Omniscient Person is not vouched for by the Scrip¬ 
tural Word ? 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3199-3201). 

“ The description that we meet with in Itihdsas and Purdnas of 
Brahma being omniscient and of his knowledge and dispassion 

AS UNTRAMMELLED,—ALL THIS SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD IN THE 
FIGURATIVE SENSE,—LIKE THE COMMENDATORY DECLARATIONS 

RELATING TO Mantras. —OR, THE ‘ UNTRAMMELLED KNOW¬ 
LEDGE * THAT IS SPOKEN MAY BE TAKEN AS REFERRING TO THE 
KNOWLEDGE OF dharma AND OTHER MATTERS RELATING 
TO THE PARTICULAR CONTEXT ;—WHAT IS MEANT IS THAT 
HIS KNOWLEDGE OF SUCH THINGS AS ‘ DUTY 
4 Property 4 Pleasure ’ and 4 Liberation is 

‘ UNTRAMMELLED ’ ; IT CANNOT REFER TO all 

things."— (3199-3201) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as, in regard to Vedic Mantras there are Commendatory Declarations, 
so in the Itihdsa and Purdna, the assertion of the omniscience of Brahmd 
and other Beings, should be taken as Commendatory’ Declarations. When 
a set of words directly expressing one thing is taken as expressing something 
else, it is called 4 arthavdda ', ‘ Figurative or Commendatory Declaration ’. 

Or the meaning may be that the knowledge of Brahma is untrammelled 
so far as the things spoken of in the Itihdsa and Purdna are concerned,— 
such as Duty, Property, Pleasure and Liberation ; and it does not refer to 
the knowledge of all things. —(3199-3201) 

Question .—If the knowledge of Brahma relating to other things were 
• trammelled * (obstructed),—then how could it be called 4 untrammelled ’ ? 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (3202). '• 

“ Being untrammelled does not mean that it envisages all things ; it 

MAY BE CALLED 4 UNTRAMMELLED ’ WHEN IT IS SO ONLY IN 
RELATION TO ITS OWN PARTICULAR OBJECT.”—(3202) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question: —If that is so, then so far as the particular object of a Cognition 
is concerned, the Cognition of all men is 4 untrammelled ’; what peculiarity 
then would there be in the Cognition of Brahmd that it alone should bo specially 
called 4 untrammelled ’ ? 

Answer ;— 

TEXTS (3203-3204). 

“ That is so because it is only the Cognition of Dharma, etc. that 
is fruitful; no useful purpose is served by the Cognition 
of such ordinary things as the Tree and the like.—Thus 
then, inasmuch as this whole fruitful Cognition is 

NOT OBSTRUCTED, IT IS CALLED ‘ UNTRAMMELLED — 

(3203-3204) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is the explanation given :—As regards Dharma and other matters 
useful for man, it is the knowledge of Brahma alone that is untrammelled, — 
not of others. That is the reason why the knowledge of Brahma alone— 
not others,—has been called 4 untrammelled by reason of its not being 
obstructed in relation to its own objective. 

4 Au]xiyika-jHuna ’—The knowledge of such useful matters ns Dharma 
and tho rest. 

4 Yavat' —whole. This qualifies 'jii&nam ’, ‘knowledge’.—(320:1-3204) 
The following Text offers another explanation:— 


TEXT (3205). 

“ Or, the knowledge spoken of may be that of His own 4 self ’ 
—BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE PRACTICE OF MEDITATION ; AS SUCH 
KNOWLEDGE WOULD NEVER BE OBSTRUCTED, IT LS 
SPOKEN OF AS 4 UNTRAMMELLED —(3205) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Self ’—Spirit. 

‘ Tasya ’—tho knowledge of that samo self. —(3205) 
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Question :—In connection with God. we read of ‘ ten imperishable 
qualities in the shape of knowledge and the rest; and if He is equipped 
with these imperishable qualities, why cannot He be regarded as omniscient ? 
Answer :— 


TEXT (3206). 

“ When Shankara is spoken of as equipped with ‘ ten imperishable 

QUALITIES ’ IN THE SHAPE OF KNOWLEDGE, DlSPASSION, 

Supreme Power and so forth,—He also is 

‘ POSSESSED OF KNOWLEDGE * ONLY IN THE 
SENSE OF KNOWING HlS OWN SELF.” 

—(3206) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Knowledge *—recognition of truth;— 1 Dispassion '—detachment from 
objects ;— 4 Supreme Power ’—of eight kinds, 4 Smallness 4 Lightness 
4 Greatness 4 Attainment 4 Capacity for Enjoyment 4 Power 4 Control 
4 Freedom of Movement ’;—these ten qualities belong to God, in their im¬ 
perishable form. 

4 Smallness '—is that quality by virtue of which having assumed a 
subtle body, one becomes capable of going to happy regions, being unseen 
by people. 

4 Lightness ’—by virtue of which one moves about like Air. 

4 Greatness ’—by virtue of which one iR respected among all men, 
honoured and worshipped as the greatest of the great. 

4 Attainment ’—by virtue of which one gets whatever he thinks of. 

4 Capacity for Enjoyment '—by virtue of which one, when having strong 
desires, is capable of satisfying them and enjoying things. 

4 Power ’—by virtue of which one becomes the master of the Three 
Regions. 

4 Control ’—by virtue of which one brings under his control all beings 
moveable and immoveable,—and becomes master of them. 

4 Freedom of Movement ’—by virtue of which one is able to live in all 
regions,—of Brahma, of Prajapati, of Devos, of Gandharvas, of Yak$as, of 
R&hfasas, of Pilrs, of Pishdchas, of human beings, of lower animals and other 
places. 

4 Only in the sense of His knowing His own self ’.—It is on account of 
knowing His own self that He is 4 equipped with knowledge —not because 
He knows all things. —(3206) 

Question .-—How is it that, though knowing only a part of things, 
Shankara alone—and no one else—is spoken of as 4 equipped with knowledge ’ ? 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (3207). 

“His knowledge consists only in the direct perception op His 

pure Self ; when the source of that knowledge is not 

PURE, THE KNOWLEDGE ITSELF IS CALLED 

‘ Ignorance ’.”—(3207) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Pure ’ qualifies the ‘ Self' the perception of this. 

‘ Its basis' —the basis of the perception of the pure self.—What is that 
basis ?—The Self itself.—When this Self is not-pure, then the ‘ perception of 
the Self ’ that appears is called 1 no knowledge ‘ Ignorance ’; because it is 
of a low order.—(3207) 

Says the Opponent:—If you admit that it is possible for Brahma and 
others to acquire pure knowledge through the practice of Meditation,—then, 
why should there be hostility towards Buddha and others,—by virtue of 
which the knowledge of these latter is not held to be ‘ nntrammelled ’ and 
‘ pure * ? 

In anticipation of this, the Vedic Scholar presents another view and 
thereby shows the difference between Brahma and the others :— 


TEXTS (3208-3209). 

“ It may be that Brahma, Vi$nu and Maheshvara are embodiments 
of the Veda, and as the Veda consists in the knowledge of 

ALL THINGS, THESE ARE OMNISCIENT ; BUT HOW COULD THAT 

apply to Man ? Where, on one side are the mortal 
men, Buddha and the rest,—and where on the 
other, are the said three Superior Deities ? 

Hence the idea that the former, in 

RIVALRY TO THE LATTER, ARE ALSO OMNIS¬ 
CIENT,—IS SHEER DELUSION.”— 

(3208-3209) 

COMMENTARY. 

As the Veda forms their very self, they are called ‘ embodimerts of the 
Veda 

Tho Veda ‘ consists in the knowledge of all things' because it is the Means 
of obtaining the knowledge of all things.. 

What is meant is as follows :— 

In the case of Brahma, etc. also, the ‘untrammelled knowledge’ of Dharma, 
etc. does not come about independently; it comes only through the Veda.— 
This however you do not admit in the case of Buddha, etc., whose knowledge 
is held to be dependent upon themselves.—Further, in the case of Brahma, etc. 
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it is only possible that there should be pure knowledge through the Practice 
of Meditation; because being Deities, they are superior to all Persons; and also 
because they are named in the Veda. In the case of a human being, on the 
other hand, there is no possibility of any such capacity; as his character is 
quite the reverse. Hence the idea that human beings also are omniscient is 
sheer delusion ;—i.e. this is mere deluded fancy on your part.—(3208-3209) 

The following might be urged—If Brahma, etc. are named in the Veda, 
then, why should not the Veda be regarded as nor-eternal, on account of 
its connection with non-eternal things ? If the Vedas are held to be eternal, 
then the idea that Brahma, etc. are spoken of in the eternal Veda is incon¬ 
gruous, as the said Brahma, etc. are not-eternal. If there is no incongruity 
in this, then there can be no incongruity in Buddha, etc. also being mentioned 
in the Veda. 

The answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (3210). 

“ There is mention of the three Deities, BrahmA, etc., in the 
Veda, which is eternal ; and yet the eternality of the 
Vedas does not become impaired ; because Brahma 
AND THE REST ARE THEMSELVES ETERNAL.” 

—(3210) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tannilyatvdl '—on account of the eternality of Brahma and the other 
Deities.—(3210) 

The same idea is further clarified iu the following— 

TEXTS (3211-3212). 

“ They are equipped with eternal qualities and eternal func¬ 
tions ; HENCE THERE IS NO INCONGRUITY IN THESE BEING MEN¬ 
TIONED IN THE ETERNAL VEDA.—ON THE OTHER HAND, Buddha, 

ETC. ARE PERISHABLE BEINGS, HENCE IT IS NOT POSSIBLE 
FOR THEM TO BE MENTIONED IN THE ETERNAL SCRIP¬ 
TURE. And when the scripture is held to be 

ETERNAL, THE ASSUMING OF THE OMNISCIENT 

Person is entirely futile.”— (3211- 
3212) 

COMMENTARY. 


‘ To be mentioned in the eternal scripture' —Because, if they were so 
capable, the relationship between the Word and its meaning would have to 
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bo regarded as ephemeral, not-eternal; because the otlior party does not 
admit of an eternal scripture;—and because, if they did admit of it, the 
postulating of the Omniscient Person would be entirely futile.—(3211-3212) 

The same idea is further explained:— 

TEXTS (3213-3214). 

“Rather than admit the idea of the scripture indicating the 
Omniscient Person, it is far better to accept the idea that it 
indicates Dharma. Because the clear knowledge of 
Dharma (directly from the Veda) is superior to the 

UNCLEAR KNOWLEDGE DERIVED INDIRECTLY THROUGH 
THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON 
MENTIONED IN THE VEDA.—THUS IT CANNOT 
BE MAINTAINED THAT THE OMNISCIENT 

Person is spoken of in the scrip¬ 
tures.”—(3213-3214) 

COMMENTARY. 

Rather than entertain the idea that the Eternal Soripture mentions the 
Omniscient Person, it is better to accept the idea that Dharma is taught by 
that Scripturo. 

Question : —In what way is it better ? 

Answer :— ‘Because the dear knowledge, etc. etc.' —The knowledge of Dharma 
derived from the Veda is clear and direct; because the light emanating 
therefrom is equally available for all things. On the other hand, the Dharma 
learnt tlirough the knowledge of the Omniscient Person mentioned in the 
Scripture is indirect and indistinct; because the said Person has retired into 
Nirv&na and cannot be clearly perceptible. Even whon Ho had not retired 
into Nirvana, He would have no desires, and hence could not impart any 
teachings. Even if He did impart teachings, these could not be heard by all 
men at all times and places.—(3213-3214) 

The following Text shows that the Omniscient Person cannot be vouched 
for by ‘ Analogy ’:— 

TEXT (3215). 

“ If any person similar to the Omniscient Person were seen at 
THE PRESENT TIME, THEN ALONE COULD THE EXISTENCE OF 
the Omniscient Person be cognised on the 
STRENGTH OF ANALOGY.”—(3215) 

COMMENTARY. 


Analogy, as a Means of Cognition—based upon similarity and its adjuncts, 
—envisages the far off things, and is invariably concomitant with the Cogni- 
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tion of a similar thing ; for example, there is remembrance of the Cow through 
the perception of the Gavaya ;—it is not possible for any one to perceive at 
the present time any person similar to the Omniscient Person j—hence, on 
account of the similar thing not being perceptible. Analogy cannot be operative 
in the case in question. 

This argument may be formulated as followsWhen any object similar 
to an object is not perceptible, the latter cannot be amenable to Analogy,— 
o-g. the Son of the Barren Woman ;—any person similar to the Omniscient 
Person is not perceptible;—so there is non-apprehension of the wider 
character.—(3215) 

Further, it is not only that the knowledge of the Omniscient Person 
cannot be derived from Analogy; on the contrary, it would be right for all 
men to deduce, from Analogy, the fact that there can be no Omniscient 
Person. 

This is what is shown in the following— 


TEXT (3216). 

“ FINDING THAT ALL MEN OP THE PRESENT TIME ARE UOl OMNISCIENT, 
—THE CERTAINTY IS DERIVED PROM ANALOGY BASED UPON THIS 
SIMILARITY, THAT ALL OTHER MEN (OF THE PAST AND THE 
FUTURE) COULD NOT BE OMNISCIENT.”- (3216) 

COMMENTARY. 

In order to show that the Omniscient Person cannot be known through 
Presumption, the Vaidika puts forward the view of tho other party :_ 

TEXTS (3217-3218). 

“ SoME °* E MAY ACCEPT THE OMNISCIENT PERSON ON THE FOLLOWING 

grounds : (A) ‘ The teachings of Buddha relating to Dharma 
and Adharma cannot be explained, if there be no Omnis¬ 
cient Person thus from Presumption, one can admit 
the Omniscient Person,—even though it has 

BEEN SHOWN THAT PERCEPTION AND THE OTHER 

means of Cognition are not capable op 
affording the knowledge op the said 
Person ’.”—(3217-3218) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘The teachings of Buddha and others that are met with cannot be 
explained, except on the presumption of His omnisciencei.e. if Dharma 
and all such things were not known to Him. Hence, even though Perception, 
etc. have been denied, as vouching for the existence of tho Omniscient Person, 
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yet through Presumption it becomes established that the Omniscient Person 
does exist 

If any one holds this view, then lie understands things wrongly. This 
is what is meant.—(3217-3218) 

The following Texts show that the argument put forward just now may 
be regarded as Inference ; it need not be taken as Presumption :— 

TEXTS (3219-3221). 

“ ‘ (B) Or, this argument in support of the existence of the 
Omniscient Person may be stated in the form of the following 
Inference of the Sdmdnyatodrsta kind (difference from the 

Universal to the Particular) :—In every other case Teach¬ 
ing IS FOUND TO BE PRECEDED BY THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE THING 

taught, and wherever there is Teaching, it is always 

PRECEDED BY THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE SUBJECT TAUGHT ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE POTENCIES OF Haritaki 
AND SUCH THINGS the teaching of Dharma and 
Adharma has been given by Buddha ;—hence it is 

INFERRED THAT THE TEACHING MUST HAVE BEEN 
PRECEDED BY A KNOWLEDGE OF THOSE 
MATTERS.”—(3219-3221) 

COMMENTARY. 

The special mention of the ' Sfananyatodrqta ’ Inference (from the Uni¬ 
versal Premiss) implies the impossibility of the Particular Premiss; as a matter 
of fact, it is only when the relation between the particular Probans and the 
particular Subject lias boon perceived, that, at.a later time, the same Probans 
is made to yield an Inference that sets aside all doubts on tho point; and it 
is this Inference that is called ‘ Vishlfalodrfta ’ (based on a particular Premiss). 
As a matter of fact, no relationship has been perceived between the Omniscient 
Person and the Teaching of Dharma, etc.; hence this can be an instance of 
Inference from a Universal Premiss only. For instance, it has been found 
as a universal truth that in any one ‘ chain tho Teaching is always proeedod 
by knowledge ; hence just as in tho case of Devadatta, it having been found 
that his change of place is preceded by movement, so in the case of the sun, 
the change of place leads to the inference of its movement;—in the same 
manner, from the fact that Buddlia imparted teachings relating to Dharma, 
it is inferred that He possessed the knowledge of Dharma. 

Tho argument may be formulated as follows :—Every Teaching is 
preceded by tho Teacher’s knowledge of what is taught;—e.g. the teachings 
relating to tho potencies of the Hantaki Buddha’s teaching of Dharma 
is Teaching; hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of things.— 
(3219-3221) 

The Mimdmsaka's answer to the above is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (3222-3223). 

“ AS THE FACT IS CAPABLE OF ANOTHER EXPLANATION, THE PRESUMPTION 
(PUT FORWARD) HAS NO EFFICACY (IN PROVING THE EXISTENCE OF 

the Omniscient Person). For the same reason, the 
Inference that has been put forward is not valid. 

For instance, the fact of Buddha and others 
having taught Dharma , etc. can be explained 
IN ANOTHER WAY—FOR INSTANCE, AS BEING 
DUE TO DREAMS, OR TO DELUSION, OR TO 
the Veda itself, or to wrong 
teaching.”—(3222-3223) 

COMMENTARY. 

'reaching by people inay be due to delusion and other causes also ;— 
hence both, the Presumption and the Inference cited, are inconclusive. 

Question : —How can it be otherwise explained ? 

Ansuxr:—'To dreams, etc. etc.'—ns declared in Shabara's Bhasya 
( 1 . 1 . 2.)—‘Teaching proceeds from delusion also; and when there is no 
Delusion it proceeds from the Veda also’.—Teaching proceeding from 
Delusion is found in cases where things dreamt of are taught; and that 
proceeding from the Veda is found in the case of the teachings of Manu 
and others.—(3222-3223) 

As regards Sugala and others, who are ignorant of the Veda,—their 
teachings might have proceeded from sheer Delusion;—for the purposo of 
deceiving people. 

This is pointed out in the following— 

TEXTS (3224-3225). 

“ Those who are ignorant of the Veda cannot have their teach¬ 
ing BASED UPON THE VEDA ; IT CAN PROCEED FROM DELUSION ONLY. 

In the world the teachings that are PROPOUNDED by 
WICKED TEACHERS ABE NOT BASED UPON THE VEDA J THEY 
PROCEED EITHER FROM DELUSION OR FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF DUPING THE DISCIPLES.”—(3224-3225) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Ataddshraydt ’—not based on the Veda.—(3224-3225) 

Question : —How is it known that the teaching of Buddha does not 
proceed on the basis of the Veda ! 

Answer :— 

44 
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TEXTS (3226-3227). 

“ If the teaching of Buddha had been based upon the Veda, it 

WOULD HAVE BEEN IMPARTED TO ONLY SUCH PERSONS AS WERE 
VEDIC SCHOLARS,—JUST LIKE THE TEACHINGS OF ManU AND 
OTHERS. AS A MATTER OF FAOT, HOWEVER, BUDDHA’S 
TEACHINGS ARE FOUND TO HAVE BEEN IMPARTED TO 
IGNORANT PERSONS AND SkudrOS ; HENCE IT 
MUST BE DEFECTIVE AND ILLUSORY, LIKE 
THE MAKING OF COUNTERFEIT COINS.”— 

(3226-3227) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Buddha’s teachings regarding Dharma had been based upon the 
Veda, then, He would have imparted them,—like Manu and other teachers— 
to learned Brahmarias; as a matter of fact, however they were imparted— 
not to Brahmanas, but to the ignorant Shudras ; hence we conclude that the 
teaching must bo ‘ illusory ' —false, just like the making of counterfeit coins. 
—(3226-3227) 


As regards Manu and others, these were learned in the Veda; hence 
their teachings regarding Dharma, elc. are all based upon the Veda,—they 
are not independent of it.—This is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXT (3228). 

“ As REGARDS MaUU AND OTHERS, WHO ARE WELL-KNOWN AMONG VEDIC 

Scholars, and whose compilations are accepted by Vedic 
Scholars,—their assertions have their source 
in THE Veda.”—(3228) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho tree Vedas,— B&> Yoj'uf and Sdman —are called ‘ Trayi ', ‘ Triad ’. 
those who know these are ‘ Trayivid ‘ Vedic scholars ’— Brahmanas. 

These Teachers are such as have their compilations accepted by Vedic 
scholars. 

The reason for this acceptance is stated—‘ Their assertions proceed from 
the Veda'. They are persons whose assertions have their source in tho 
Veda.—(3228) 


Question :—How is this also known ? 
Answer :— 
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TEXT (3229). 

“ IT IS NOT CONCEIVABLE THAT THESE TEACHERS SHOULD HAVE COMPILED 

THEIR WORKS AND THEN IMPARTED THEM TO OTHERS,—WITHOUT 
HAVING FOUND, OR SHOWED TO THE PUPILS, THE 

ORIGINAL VEDIC TEXTS.”- (3229) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Imparted ' —Taught. 

Thus, it having been found that the Omniscient Person cannot fall 
within the scope of any of the five Means of Knowledge,—it follows that he 
must fall within that of the sixth. Non-apprehension, Negation. Hence the 
Reason that ‘ he is envisaged by Negation ’ becomes established.—That this 
Reason is not Inconclusive has been already shown above ; that this is so is 
proved by the fact that the regarding of the Person as non-existent cannot 
have any other cause.—(3229) 

Some people have held the following opinion :—We do not seek to single 
out any particular person as being omniscient; all that we seek to prove is 
the possibility of there being such a Person; our idea being that there is 
some one who is omniscient,—or that omniscience does exist in some person— 
as can be deduced from the fact that there arc ascending grades of wisdom. 

The answer to these is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3230-3231). 

“ IF PROOFS WERE ADDUCED TO PROVE THAT ‘ THERE IS SOME ONE WHO IS 
OMNISCIENT ’, OR THAT ‘ THERE IS OMNISCIENCE IN SOME MAN ’,— 
THEN THAT WOULD FALL SHORT OF YOUR PROPOSITION. In 
FACT THESE ASSERTIONS DO NOT REPRESENT WHAT IS MEANT 
TO BE PROVED. THERE IS NO PURPOSE IN PROVING 
WHAT IS ASSERTED W THE ABOVE FORM.”— 

(3230-3231) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been explained before that the Reason adduced by the Buddhist 
is Inconclusive; the Mim&msaka therefore proceeds to point out the defects 
in his ‘ subject ’ (Proposition). 

What the Buddhist wishes to prove is the omniscience of his own Teacher, 
—not merely Omniscience in general. Because, when the. Omniscient 
Person is sought for by the intelligent man,—it cannot be for mere fun. 
The man seeking for Him does so with the idea that—‘ From His words I 
shall find out what Dharma and Adharma are and regulate my activity or 
inactivity accordingly \ Even if the existence of the Omniscient Person 
in general were proved, it could have no effect upon the activity of the 
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man; because there can be no conviction rogarding the words of such a 
Person until a particular person had been found to be really such. Hence 
it is the particular Omniscient Person whose existence should be proved by 
one who wishes to regulate his activity. Thus therefore the general assertion 
would be far short of the Proposition. 

‘ What is meant to be proved ’—i.e. the fact that one wishes to establish. 

‘ Sah *—i.e. the particular Omniscient Person, in the person of your own 
Teacher. 

‘ Anaya '—the Proposition now put forward. 

‘ What is asserted' —i.e. the vague statement that ‘ sonic Omniscient 
Person oxists ’ or ‘ omniscience belongs to some one ’.—without reference to 
any particular person. By the proving of such a Proposition, no useful 
purpose would be served.—(3230-3231) 

Question :—How so ? 

Answer :— 

TEXT (3232). 

“ By proving some Omniscient Person in general, you cannot get 

AT THAT PARTICULAR PERSON WHOSE OMNISCIENCE YOU ARE 
ASSERTING FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING THE 
TRUTHFULNESS OF HIS WORD.”—(3232) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—Why cannot such a Person be got at ? 

Answer :— 


TEXT (3233). 


So long as Buddha is not proved to be omniscient, His Words 
REMAIN FALSE (UNRELIABLE). HOW CAN THE TRUTHFULNESS 
of Buddha be established by the proving of some 
Omniscient Person in general ? ”—(3233) 


COMMENTARY. 

Because so long as the Omniscience of Buddha himself is not proved, 
there can be no certainty regarding the truthfulness of His Word.—On the 
proving of some Omniscient Person in general, the truthfulness of Buddha's 
words does not become established. Because the requisite Invariable 
Concomitance is not there.—(3233) 


The same idea is further elucidated :— 
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TEXT (3234). 

“ The OMNISCIENCE OF ONE PERSON CANNOT ESTABLISH THE TRUTHFUL¬ 
NESS OF THE WORD OF ANOTHER PERSON. It IS ONLY WHEN THE 
TWO ARE CO-SUBSTRATE—THAT THEY SUPPORT ONE 

ANOTHER.”—(3234) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—When is there invariable concomitance between the two 
(Omniscience and Truthfulness) ? 

Answer It is only. etc. etc.'—' Co-substrates ’—subsisting in the same 
Person.— 'Tayoh' —between ‘omniscience’ and ‘truthfulness of word’.— 
‘ Support ’—signifies causal relation. 

What is meant is as follows:—It .is only when the two reside in the 
same Person that Omniscience can be the reason for truthfulness ; not other¬ 
wise. If it were not so, there would be incongruities.—(3234) 


The following Texts show that these same arguments serve to reject the 
argument that other people have put forward in support of the existence of 
the Omniscient Person :— 


TEXTS (3235-3237). 

“ [The argument put forward is]—‘ All the things that there 
ARE IN THIS WORLD MUST BE PERCEPTIBLE TO SOME PERSON,—BECAUSE 
THEY ARE ENTITIES, COGNISABLE AND KNOWABLE,—LIKE THE CURD,' 

Colour, Taste and other things ’.—Inasmuch as mere 
KNOWLEDGE IS MENTIONED, IT FALLS SHORT OF THE ORIGINAL 
Proposition (of the Buddhist) ; so that the ‘ Omniscient 
Person ’ whose existence is desired to be proved 
DOES NOT BECOME ESTABLISHED IN THIS MANNER.—IF 
some Person other than Buddha had become omnis¬ 
cient, OF WHAT USE COULD THIS KNOWLEDGE BE 
IN THE PROVING OF THE RELLABILITY OF THE WORDS 

of Buddha ? ”—^3235-3237) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Whatever is endowed with cognisability, knowabilUy and the character 
of being an entity, must be perceptible to some porson,—e.g. the Curd, Colour, 
Taste and so forth,—all things have the said characters of knowabilUy, etc .; 
—hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of things.’ 

Here also, as before, it has to be pointed out that the conclusion falls 
far short of the desired Proposition, and the Reason is Inconclusive. 
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Thus then, it is not possible to prove the existence of the Omnisciont 
Person, either in general or in particular. Hence it becomes established 
that there can be no Omniscient Person. And when thore is no Omniscient 
Person, thore can be no words of such a Person ; consequently no man can 
undertake an activity through such words.—(3235-3237) 


Or, there may be an Omniscient Person ; even so, there can bo no ‘ words ' 
(‘assertion’) uttered by Him,—on which your activities could be based.— 
This is shown in the following:— 


TEXTS (3238-3239). 

“ When He occupies the Ten Stages, and all His Attachment and 

OTHER DEFECTS HAVE CEASED, THEN ALONE HE CAN APPREHEND ALL 
THINGS, THROUGH HlS KNOWLEDGE WHICH IS LIKE PURE CRYSTAL. 

When rapt in Meditation, His mind concentrated on 

THE IDEA OF ALL THINGS, He WOULD BE PERVADED 
BY ALL THINGS; AND WOULD NOT BE ABLE TO 

IMPART ANY TEACHINGS.”—(3238-3239) 

COMMENTARY. 

Standing upon the Ten Stages, all impositios of Attachment, etc. having 
disappeared, His Knowledge bocomes like the pure crystal, whereby all 
cognisable things become apprehended ;—such is your explanation. 

Now, at this stage, His mind would be concentrated—being intent upon 
the idea of all things; so that He could not be in a position to propound 
any tcchaings relating particularly to Dharma ; being unable to perform all 
these functions all at once.—(3238-3239) 

It might be said that “ He would impart the teaching on waking from 
Meditation ”. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (3240). 

“ AT THE TIME THAT He WOULD TEACH SOME ONE THING, LIKE ANY 
ORDINARY SPEAKER,—IT WOULD BE THE ASSERTION OF A MAN 
WITH PARTIAL KNOWLEDGE, NOT THAT OF AN 

Omniscient Person.”—(3240) 

COMMENTARY. 


As a matter of faot. Speaking can novor proceed without some Cognition ; 
hence when He would teach Dharma, Ho could do so only when His mind 
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would be in the conceptual state ; and in this state there is no difference 
between the child and the wise man ; so that He would be not-omniscient, 
and His assertion would not be the assertion of the Omniscient Person.— 
(3240) 


The following might be urged—He does not actually teach anything 
at all; as He is always rapt in non-conceplual (indeterminate Abstract) 
Communion; what happens is that, under His supervision, thero become 
revealed the teachings relating to the various forms of Dharma, in the shape 
of the ideas of things. This has been thus declared—‘ During the night 
that Buddha became enlightened, and whon He reached Parinirvdna— at 
that time, not a single syllable was uttered by Him, nor was anything said ; 
—why ?—because Buddha is ever rapt in Communion ; what happens however 
is that His disciples, who can grasp only teachings expressed in spoken 
words, hear sounds proceeding from the mouth of Buddha, like that of wool 
issuing out of the ufnifa ( turban ?) 

The answor to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3241-3243). 

“ The following assertions have been made (by Buddhists)—‘ When 
Buddha is rapt in Communion, and stands unruffled like the 
Chintd-jcwel ,—teachings issue forth, freely, from even the 
walls ; AND with the help of these, men come to know all 

THAT THEY WANT TO KNOW ; AND THUS THEY QUICKLY SECURE 
ALL THAT IS GOOD FOR THEM ’.-^SUCH ASSERTIONS SOUND 
WELL ONLY WHEN ADDRESSED TO PEOPLE IMBUED WITH 
FAITH ; WE HOWEVER ARE WANTING IN THAT FAITH, AND 

HENCE ASK FOR REASONS.”—(3241-3243) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ Chintd-ratna ' is the Chintamani, a gem believed to provide all that 
one desires. 

The upshot of the whole is as follows :—An assertion like the one just 
made, without any reasons in support, sound well only when addressed to the 
faithful ; people like us, however, admit of only such things as can be 
supported by reasons, and hence Reason is what wo ask for; how then can 
we accept such assertions wholly unsupported by reasons ?—(3241-3243) 

Then again, the assumption put foiward may be true ; even so, as regards 
the teachings issuing forth from the walls, there would always be a doubt 
as to their proceeding under the supervision of the Omniscient One; hence 
intelligent enquirers cannot rightly believe them to bo true and roliablo.— 
This is what is pointed out in the following:— 
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TEXTS (3244-3246). 

“ Teachings issuing from the walls could not be accepted as 

TAUGHT BY A RELIABLE PERSON. In FACT, THERE WOULD BE NO CON¬ 
FIDENCE IN THEM,—IT BEING DOUBTFUL BY WHOM THEY HAVE BEEN 
PROPOUNDED—HAVE THEY BEEN PROPOUNDED BY BuddJui, OR BY 

deceitful Brahmans, put forward in joke, by means of 

WORDS BEARING THE SEMBLANCE OF THE WORDS (OF BUDDHA), 

—OR BY PETTY UNSEEN ELEMENTALS AND OTHERS.—FOR 
THESE REASONS, PEOPLE WHO REGARD THEMSELVES AS 
WISE SHOULD PLACE NO CONFIDENCE IN SUCH 

teachings."—(3244-3246) 

COMMENTARY. 

All this is easily comprehensible.—(3244-3246) 

So far the Author has set forth arguments, from KumSrila's point of 
view, against the Buddhist view that there ore Omniscient Persons.—Ho 
now sets forth arguments adduced by the two writers, SSmafa and Yajfiafa, 
against the idea of the Omniscient Person :— 


TEXTS (3247-3261) 

" Thus then, there is no room for the omniscience of men. We 

NOW PROCEED TO CONSIDER WHY THE OMNISCIENT PERSON HAS 
BEEN POSTULATED ?—YOUR OMNISCIENT PERSON—DOES He APPRF.- 
HEND ALL THINGS BY A SINGLE COGNITION ? Or BY SEVERAL 
Cognitions ? And then, does he apprehend them all at once ? 
Or in succession—noticing only the more important things ? 
Tn no case has it been seen that a single Cognition appre¬ 
hends such contradictory things as pure, AND impure and so 
forth ; nor have several divergent Cognitions been found 

TO APPEAR AT ONE AND THE SAME TIME.—WHO TOO IS THERE WHO 
COULD APPREHEND, EVEN IN HUNDREDS OF YEARS, EACH OF THE 
ENDLESS NUMBER OF THINGS, PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE ?—EVEN 
if the Person, by. his own undiversified nature, apprehends 
ALL THINGS,—HR CANNOT APPREHEND THE SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALITIES 
OF ALL THINGS. UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES, WHAT WOULD BE THE 
use of the Omniscient Person who knows the things only in 
THEIR GENERAL FORM ? SPECIALLY AS IN NO OTHER FORM IS THE 
THING APPREHENDED.—THEN AGAIN, THIS UNIFORM COGNITION 
COULD BE EITHER TRUE OR FALSE.—If IT BE HELD TO BE true , THEN 
THIS WOULD RE CONTRARY TO PERCEIVED FACTS ; AS IT WOULD MEAN 
THAT ALL IS One, WITHOUT A SECOND ; AND THE RESULT OF THIS 
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WOULD BE THAT THERE WOULD BE NO SUCH DIVERSE ENTITIES AS 
the Disciple, the Omniscient Person, Dharma, Adhama, and the 
Teachings of the said Person ; as the distinctive features 
OF THESE WOULD NOT BE COGNISED.— If THE ONE UNIFORM COGNITION 
BE HELD TO RF. false, THE OMNISCIENT PERSON TURNS OUT TO BE A 
deluded Person ; so that no confidence should be reposed in 
His words, which are like the words of demented and intoxi¬ 
cated MEN.— If THEN THE OMNISCIENT PERSON IS HELD TO BE THAT 
Person who apprehends all things and their causes, through 

A SINGLE ABNORMAL COGNITION BROUGHT ABOUT BY COMMUNION,— 
THEN THERE CAN BE NO MEANS OF COGNITION TO VOUCH FOR HlS 
EXISTENCE,—IN THE SHAPE OF PERCEPTION OR INFERENCE OR WORD, 
THAT IS NOT PRODUCED BY THAT PERSON HIMSELF. HENCE THE 
CONCLUSION WOULD BE THAT SUCH A PERSON DOES NOT EXIST.— 

Whether simultaneously or successively, how could there 
be any Inference without an effect ?—As a matter of fact, 
a certain person can either have no potency at all, OR IF HE 

HAS, THEN HE WOULD HAVE ALL POTENCIES ; SO THAT ALL BEINGS 
WOULD BE ABLE TO HAVE THE COGNITION OF ALL THINGS. AND YET AS 
A MATTER OF FACT, WANTING IN THE NECESSARY MEANS, PEOPLE DO 
NOT COGNISE ALL THINGS.—THE IDEA THAT ‘ THERE IS ONE PERSON 
WHO HAS ACQUIRED SPECIAL POWERS NOT COMMON AMONG MEN, AND 
HE KNOWS ALL THINGS '—IS ENTIRELY BASELESS.—THUS THEN, NO 
Omniscient Person of any kind is conceivable. Consequently 
NO HUMAN ASSERTION COULD BE THE MEANS OF PROVIDING THE 
KNOWLEDGE of Dharma." —(3247-3261) 

COMMENTARY. 

Does the man regarded as ‘ omniscient * know all things at one and the 
same time ? Or in succession, one after the other ?—Or, does He apprehend 
the whole world as one, in one form, such a.s eternal and tho like ? Or only 
the more important things—those for instance that are useful to men, such 
as the effects following from Acts and so forth ?—Or is He called ‘ omniscient * 
because He possesses the capacity to know all things,—like Fire, which, though 
not actually devo\u*ing all things, either simultaneously or in succession, is 
yet called ‘ all-devourer ’ ? 

Under the first alternative, two alternative views are possible. Does 
He know all things simultaneously through a single Cognition ? Or through 
several Cognitions ?—Ho could not know them through a single Cognition ; 
because never has it been seen that sevoral mutually contradictory things,— 
such as the pure and tho impure —are apprehended by a single Cognition. 

It. might be argued that—what happens is that at one and the same time 
there exist in Him several Cognitions envisaging tho various mutually con¬ 
tradictory things. 
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The answer to this is—‘ Nor have several divergent, etc. etc .'—This has 
to be construed with ' na drffah \ changed from the ‘ detain ’, of the previous 
clause. As a matter of fact, several Cognitions in the same * Chain ’ of a 
Cognition have never been found to appear. * ■ « » 

[Several lines of the text are missing here.] 


[The Buddhist’s answer to the Mbnamsaka's arguments against the 
Omniscient Person,—embodied in Texts 3128-3261.] 

TEXTS (3262-3263). 

Thus have the Mimamsakas argued, being firm believers in the 

SELF-SUFFICIENCY OF THE VEDA.—BUT WE HAVE ALREADY PROVED 
IN DETAIL THAT THE VEDA IS THE WORK OF A PERSON.—HENCE 
THE CONCLUSION IS IRRESISTIBLE THAT THERE IS A PERSON 
WHO HAS THE DIRECT KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS ; 

AND NO ONE CAN KNOW THINGS BY MEANS OF 
the Eternal Word, which is an impossi¬ 
bility.— (3262-3263) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thus the conclusion is that there is a Person who perceives things 
directly by Himself, not through the ' Eternal Word ’; because the ‘ Eternal 
Word ’ is an impossibility. 

* The ‘ iva ’ after ‘ draffd ’ should be construed after ‘ sahfdt ’.—(3202- 
3263) 

It may be possible to have the * Eternal Word ’; even so, however, it 
cannot be right to accept it as a means of knowing supersensuous things.— 
This is what is pointed out in the following:— 

TEXT (3264). 

The ‘ Eternal Word ’ can never have the capacity to bring about 
the Cognition of its own meaning ;—because there is 
INCOMPATIBILITY BETWEEN * SUCCESSION ’ AND ‘ SIMUL¬ 
TANEITY ’.—<3264) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Ns own meaning '—what is expressed by the word.—Or, ‘ sva ’ (in 
’ svdrtha ’) may stand for the ‘ self ’, the nature, of the Word ;—and * arlha ' 
for what is expressed by it; so the compound ‘ svdrthajAdna' would mean 
‘ the Cognition of the Word itself and its meaning ’. 

For the bringing about of such Cognition, the capacity of the ‘ Eternal 
Word ’ could be either inheient in itself, or due to other contributory causes. 
It cannot be inherent in it; because in the matter of an Eternal Thing bringing 
about its effect, there is incompatibility between succession and simultaneity ; 
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and apart from these, there is no other method possible whereby there could 
be effective action; as the two (succession and simultaneity) aro mutually 
exclusive. Hence all effective action must be invariably concomitant with 
succession and simultaneity. 

Xow, in the case of the 1 Eternal World \ it cannot bring about the 
Cognition of its ‘ meaning ’ in succession ; because at the time that the first 
effect is being brought about, the cause would not have lost its capacity 
to bring about the subsequent effects (Cognitions); so that all these should 
appear, all at the same time. Nor is it possible for these effects to be brought 
about in succession; because even at the later moment,—just as at the 
moment of the bringing about of the first effect—the efficiency of the cause 
would be there intact, and hence there would be an incongruity if it did not 
bring about the first effect over again.—This argument may be formulated as 
follows:—When a thing is devoid of a wider character, it must be devoid of 
the less wide character;—e.g. the Jar, which is devoid of the character of 
‘ tree devoid of the character of ‘ shimshapd ’ (a particular tree); the 
4 Eternal Word ’ called Veda is devoid of the character of ‘ succession and 
simultaneity’ which includes under itself the character of ‘effective 
action’;—hence, by implication, there is non-apprehension of the wider 
character.—Thus it is not possible for tho ‘ Eternal Word ’ to have the said 
capacity inherent in itself. 

Nor can the said capacity be due to any other contributory cause. 
Because the capacity being nothing apart from its very nature, cannot, like 
this nature, be brought about by any such cause. Even if there were some 
such cause, any relationship to it would be impossible. This has been dis¬ 
cussed several times. 

Thus then, the idea of tho Cognition of suporsensuous things being due 
to the * Eternal Word ’, being rejected by Inference, cannot be accepted.— 

(3264) 

It has been argued that—“The Perceiver of Dharma cannot exist, 
because the only means of Cognition by which his existence can be envisaged 
is ‘ Non-apprehension ’ (Negation).” 

In answer to this, the Buddhist is going to show from the other party’s 
own point of view, that this Proposition that ‘ there can bo no Perceiver of 
Dharma' is annulled by Presumption, and the Reason adduced (‘because 
envisaged by non-apprehension ’) is Inadmissible :— 


TEXTS (3265-3267). 

From this it follows that things like Heaven, Sacrifice and the 

LIKE HAVE BEEN SPOKEN OF BY THE PERSON WHO KNEW THEM 

by Himself. In fact, under your view also the author of 
the Veda would bf. such a Person capable of perceiving 
SUPERSENSUOUS THINGS J—OR A PERSON WHO KNOWS ALL ABOUT 
Prlmordial Matter, Spirit and other things ; or one who 

KNOWS OF ALL THINGS.—IN FACT, IF SUCH AN AUTHOR WERE NOT 
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ADMITTED, THERE COULD BE NO RELIABILITY IN THE VEDA. THUS 

THEN, THE ACCEPTANCE OF THE ‘ PERCEIVER OF DHARMA ’ HAVING 

BEEN BROUGHT ABOUT BY PRESUMPTION,—IT ANNULS THE DENIAL 

of such a Person which you have elaborated in such detail.— 

(3265-3267) 

COMMENTARY. 

'By Himself '—independently of all else; i.e. independently of the 
knowledge provided by the Veda. 

‘ Such a Person ’—i.e. the like of whom you are denying. 

‘ Brought about by Presumption' ;—i.e. by the force of the doctrine that- 
the Veda is reliable. 

It is on this ground that the opponent’s Reason—* because He is 
envisaged by Negation ’—becomes Inadmissible; because He is actually 
envisaged by Presumption.—(3265-3267) 

Under Text 3129 el seq. it has been asserted by the Opponent that “ the 
term * all ’ is used in reference to the context ”,—and on this several alterna¬ 
tives have been put forward and many objections urged (against the idea of 
the AU-knowing, Omniscient, Person). 

But there is no room for all this; because we do not admit of any such 
idea. When we postulate the Omniscient Person, wo do not mean that He 
knows all possible things, even those other than Dharma. And the objections 
urged would be applicable to only such an idea. In fact, the ' Omniscient 
Person ’ postulated by \is is one whose mind has become freed from all aber¬ 
rations and afflictions, obstacles to knowledge and impurities,—by virtue 
of which Dharma and other things all become revealed to his consciousness. 
Against such a view you have not put forward a single argument. 

Again, it has been argued by the Opponent-under Text 3137 that—“In 
one body alone, there are so many atoms, etc. etc.—and who can know all 
these ?—etc. etc.”—-This is a more assertion, made without any proof; 
and nothing can be proved by a mere assertion without reasons in support, 
of it.—Because in this way, all things would be established for all men. 

With a viow to all this, the Author makes the following statement:— 

TEXTS (3268-3269). 

Further, what has been asserted—as to the impossibility of any 

ONE KNOWING ALL HaIRS AND NAILS, ETC.—IS WITHOUT ANY BASIS, 

DUE ENTIRELY TO IGNORANCE; BECAUSE IT IS QUITE POSSIBLE THAT 
THERE MAY BE SOME ONE FOR WHOM ALL THINGS BECOME 
MANIFESTED BY THE CLEAR AND UNFLINCHING LIGHT OF 
KNOWLEDGE ;—AND NO REASON HAS BEEN ADDUCED 
AGAINST SUCH POSSIBILITY.—(3268-3269) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Without any basis ’—that in support of which the three-factored 
Probans is not available. 
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The knowledge is ‘ clear free from impurities, and aberrations obstruct¬ 
ing the vision of things to be known ;—it is ‘ unflinching ’, not shakon by the 
gusts of passion, etc.—The knowledge is spoken of as ‘ light ’, because it 
illumines things ; all things— Dharma, etc.—become ‘ manifested ’—made 
known. The irregular compounding is done on the strength of implication. 

‘ reason has been adduced, etc. etc.' —i.e. any proof to the contrary.— 
It is not only that no proof has been adduced ; in fact, there can bo no proof 
to the contrary. 

(A) For instance, them can be no Perception annulling the idea of the 
Omniscient Person ; because He is not amenable to that Means of Cognition. 
It is only when a thing is amenable to Perception that, if it is cognised as 
something contrary to its well-known form, such cognition is annulled by 
Perception ; e.g. when Sound is cognised as inaudible, this Cognition is 
annulled by the perception of audibility. There can be no such annulment 
in a case where Perception is not applicable at all. As a matter of fact, 
the Cognitions appearing in the ‘ Chain ’ of other people are never amenable 
to perception by one who is not omniscient; and it could bo only if such 
were the case, that the assertion of Omniscience could be annulled by 
Perception. And the reason for this inapplicability of Perception lies in the 
fact that all men are possessed of limited powers of vision. If such Cogni¬ 
tions were amenable to Perception by any one, that person himself would be 
omniscient; and hence Omniscience could not be denied. 

The following might be urged— 1 “ We do not mean that it is by being 
applied to the Omniscient Person that Perception proves His non-existence,— 
but as being inapplicable to it. That is, when Perception is not applicable to 
a certain thing, it proves the non-existence of that thing; e.g. in the case of 
the 1 Hare’s Horns ’. In a case where Perception does apply, the thing 
perceived does exist; as in the case of things liko the Sword. As rogards 
the Omniscient Person, Perception has never been found to lie applicable; 
hence, from this inapplicability of Perception it is inferred that the Person 
does not exist 

This is entirely irrelevant. Because the conclusion that is deduced 
from the inapplicability oj Perception cannot be said to have boon brought 
about by Perception ; because presence ( applicability) and absence ( non-appli¬ 
cability ) cannot co-exist in the same thing. Further, the inapplicability of 
Perception is not invariably concomitant with non-existence of the thing 
concerned ; and it is only if it were so that the non-existence could be 
inferred from inapplicability of Perception ; because even when a thing is there. 
Perception is found to bo inapplicable, if the tiling is hidden or remote, etc. 

The following might be urged—“ We do not say that the inapplicability 
of Perception proves non-existence ; all that we mean is that when the 
Perception is inoperative, it proves the non-existence ”, 

This is a mere change in the wording of your statement; there is no 
difference in the meaning; mere change of words cannot alter facts; or 
else there would bo incongruities.—Because ‘ cessation ’, or ‘ not-oporating ’ 
of a thing means the denial or negation of existence; the same meaning 
is also expressed by the word * become inoperative ’, * ceased ’; the only 
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difference is that while one [cessation) domes other things and oxprossos the 
one thing meant, the other (‘ ceased ’) expresses tho same thing without 
denying other things. In reality, both terms express tho ‘ non-existence ’ of 
the thing concerned. What again is non-existent cannot be a cause; and non¬ 
existence is characterised by the absence of all potencies. It is for this 
reason that when one thing is productive or illuminative of another, it is so 
productive or illuminative only when its existence is there, not when its exist¬ 
ence has ceased ; e.g. tho Seed which is productive of tho sprout, and tho 
Lamp which is illuminative of colour; and when these two (Seed and Lamp) 
liave ceased, they are not able to do the producing or tho illuminating. 

Further, what is the meaning of the statement that—“ Perception, 
having ceased, proves non-oxistence ” ? If the meaning is that Perception 
has ceased, disappeared, from the ‘ presont ’ state,—then it would imply 
that it is there in the ‘ past ’ and ‘ future ’ states ; and it has been already- 
proved that the 4 past * and the 4 futuro ’ thing does not exist at all 
how then could there be any operation of what is non-existont ?—If, secondly, 
the meaning of the statement is that though existing at the present time, 
it does not come about (appear) in connection with a certain thing,—and it 
is in this sense that Perception is said to have 4 ceased ’ (become inapplicable), 

_even so, this cannot prove the non-oxistence of the thing in question; 

as tho premiss would be wrong and fallible; as the mere fact that Visual 
Perception does not appear in connection with Odour, Taste, etc. cannot 
prove that those latter do not exist.—Thus Perception cannot prove the non¬ 
existence of anything. 

[Says the Opponent}—“ If that is so, then how is it that, on the basis 
of Perception, in the form of Non-apprehension, you declare, in another 
place, the non-existence of the Jar ? " 

Thin is not so. What is said there is, not that Perception proves non- 
existence of the thing because the thing is envisaged by Non-apprehonsion,— 
but that, when two tilings are capablo of figuring in the same Cognition, if 
only one appears there, it means the non-appearance (non-existence) of the 
other. And the reason for this lies in the fact that both cannot be cognised 
in one and the same form, on the ground that the capability is equally present 
in both.—In the caso in question however, we have never definitely cognised 
the fact of Omniscience figuring in the samo Cognition as anything elso; 
the prosonce of which latter could lead us to deduce the non-existence of 
Omniscience ; because this latter is always absolutely imperceptible. 

Thus it is clear that Perception cannot annul the notion of the Omniscient 
Person. 

(B) Nor can Inference prove the non-existence of the Omniscient Person. 
Because it is held that Inference always envisages affirmation ; as is clear from 
tho fact that it is only Non-apprehension that has been regarded as envisaging 
negation. For this same reason, the other throe Means of Cognition, Presump¬ 
tion (Analogy and Word) cannot prove the non-existence of the Omniscient 
Porson. 

The following might be urged— 44 When we assert that there is no 
Omniscient Person, we are not assorting an absolute negation; all that we 




EXAMINATION OF THE ‘PERSON OF SUPER-NORMAL VISION \ 1443 

aro asserting is the Relative Negation, Negation of omniscience, in relation 
to all men ; so that there is certainly room for the operation of Inference 
and other Means of Cognition 

It may bo so; but oven so. Inference is not possible; because there is 
no Indicative (Probans) known to be present in all men, which is invariably 
concomitant with Omniscience. Such character as ‘being know able \ 
‘ bein 6 a Teacher ’ and so forth, which have been put forward,—all these are 
Inconclusive, as we are going to show later on. 

Nor again is Presumption able to prove the non-existence of the 
Omniscient Person. Because, in the first place, we do not admit of any 
Moans of Cognition apart from Perception and Inference. Socondly, oven 
if there are other Moans of Cognition, Presumption is not capable of proving 
the non-existence of the Omniscient Person. Because Presumption is based 
upon the idea that a certain well known fact—seen or heard of,—is not 
explicable otherwise than on the basis of the unseon factor which is thus 
presumed and as a matter of fact, there is no well-known fact-—seen or 
heard of—among men, which is not explicable except on the basis of the 
non-exislence of the Omniscient Person, which, therefore, should bo jrresumed. 

Nor is Analogy able to prove the non-existence of the Omniscient Person. 
What is cognised by means of Analogy is, either the remembered thing having 
for its adjunct the similarity of the thing before tho eyes,—or mere similarity 
of the thing before the eyes, to the Remembered Thing. For example, when 
a man who has had the perception of the Cow goes to the forest, and sees the 
Qavaya there, he perceives in this latter, the similarity to the Cow. This 
has been thus declared— 1 Thus what is remembered and perceived as 
similar, forms the object of Analogy,—or the Similarity itself ’ ( Shlokavdrtika 
Upamdna, 37). Thus the object that is remembered forms the objoct of 
Analogical Cognition; and what is remembered is only what has been appre¬ 
hended before, not anything else;—and there is no Omniscient Person who 
has apprehended the Cognitions occurring in the ‘ Chain ’ of all mon ; hence 
these could not be remembered by any one. Nor is there anything appre¬ 
hended by all men which is definitely known as possessing properties in com¬ 
mon with non-omniscience, on the basis of which the non-omniscient character 
of all men could be cognised through Analogy.—As regards the quality of 
‘ existence ’ etc. which has been found in the non-Omnisciont Person, those 
also have not been found to be in common with non-omniscience. Besause 
the quality of 4 existence ’ is not incompatible with the Omniscient Person 
also. Further, the perception of ‘ existence ’ in the Qavaya does not lead to 
the Analogical Cognition of the Jar being similar to the Qavaya. All men 
may be alike on the ground of being existent; but that does not prove their 
non-omniscience. 

This also refutes the argument that has been set forth by the other 
party under the Text 3216. 

Nor again can Word, as the Means of Coguition, set aside the existence of 
the Omniscient Person.—As regards the Word emanating from human beings, 
that is rogarded by the Mimdmsaka as itself unreliable in matters beyond the 
senses. And as regards the Word not emanating from human beings, that 
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cannot be reliable, as we have shown above. Nor is there any Vedic assert ion 
found to the effect that all men are non-otnniscienl.— Nor can the mere fact 
of something not being mentioned in the Veda establish the non-existcnce of 
that thing ; because all things are not meant to be spoken of in the scriptures. 
Otherwise, there would be non-existence of the marriage of your mother and 
such things, as these are not mentioned in the Veda.—Noi again can it be. 
right to deduce that a certain thing is not mentioned in the Veda at all from 
the fact of its not being mentioned in a certain text. Because there being 
many * Roscensional Toxts ’ of the Veda, it is always probable that the thing 
may be mentioned somewhere in them.—And we are going to show later on 
that a certain Vedic Text does speak of the Omniscient Poreon. 

The non-existence of the Omniscient Person cannot bo proved by the 
argument that He forms the objective of the Means of Cognition called 
‘ Negation ’ (Non-apprehonsion). Because if this 1 Negation ’ as a means of 
Cognition is described as consisting in the absolute negation of Cognition,— 
then, it cannot form either the Cognition, or the Means of Cognition , of any¬ 
thing at all; and hence the Omniscient Person could not be envisaged by it; 
os it is a non-entity ; and hence cannot be a Means of Cognition (or Cognition). 

If, on the other hand, ‘ Negation ’, is hold to be of the nature of Relative 
legation —standing for the negation of the entity—in the shape of the Means 
of Cognition, —even so, as it would bo of the nature of the negation of the 
‘ Means of Cognition ’, it could not be reliable at all. One who is a non- 
Brdhmana cannot be a Br<ihman.a. 

The following might be urged—“ Negation, as a Means of Cognition, is 
not described by as as consisting in the exclusion of all Means of Cognition ; 
it is described as a particular form of Cognition, only different from the five 
other Means of Cognition 

If that is so, then it behoves you to explain in what form it appears. 

“ It appears in this form—Inasmuch as the Omniscient Person is not 
cognisable by any one of the five Means of Cognition, Ho does not exist.” 

If it is in this form, then it is not a ‘ Means (or form) of valid Cognition ’; 
as it-is Inconclusive, False. Becauso the inapplicability of the five Means of 
Cognition cannot set aside the entity in the shape of the Omniscient Person, 
which is not invariably concomitant with the said inapplicability ; on the 
strength of which the said Cognition (that the Omniscient Person does not 
exist) could be regarded as true. 

Thus it is established that there is no Proof that sets aside the possibility 
of the existence of the Omniscient Person.—(3268-3269) 


The following might be urged—“ That same Non-apprehension which 
you have described as a form of Inference, will be the proof against the 
existence of the Omniscient Person; what need have we to seek for another 
proof ? ” 

It is true that Non-apprehension is a proof, a Means of Cognition. But 
the following has to be borne in mind, in this connection :—When you put 
forward ‘Non-apprehension’ as proving the non-existence of the Omniscient 
Person, do you mean the absence of your own apprehension ? Or the 
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absence of the apprehension of all men ? The Non-apprehension also,-is 
,t meant to be without any qualification,-as is shown by the absence of 
any such qualifying phrase as ‘ of what fulfills the conditions of apprehensi- 
bihty ? Or is it meant to bo qualified in some way ?—The non-existonce 
of the Omniscient Person cannot be proved by unqualified Non-apprehension 
by yourself. 

This is what is pointed out in tho following— 


TEXT (3270). 

Mere 1 non-ajrprchension ’ cannot prove His non-existence. Because 

APPREHENSION IS NEITHER THE ‘ CAUSE ’ NOR THE ‘ PERVADER ’ 

OF THINGS.—(3270) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho term 4 mere ’ has been addod with a view to exclude tho qualification 
‘ fulfilling tho conditions of apprehensibility 

‘ Cannot prove His non-existence ’—i.e. cannot prove tho non-existence of 
the Omniscient Person. 

“ Why ? ” 

Bocauso, in regard to things. Apprehension is neither the 4 cause * nor the 
‘ pervader ’.—As a matter of fact. Apprehension by people of limited vision 
is not tho 1 pervador ’ of things ,—in the sense in which the ‘ Tree' is the 
‘ pervader ’ of the * Shimshapd ’ (a particular Tree).—[That is, all things are 
not apprehended, just as all trees are not Shimshapd; i.e. 4 being a thing» 
is wider than 4 being apprehended ’]; because even when the 4 thing ' 
is there, there may be no “ apprehension ’ of it by reason of remoteness and 
other circumstances.—Nor is 4 apprehension ’ the 4 cause ' of things,—in the 
sense in which Fire is the cause of Smoke ; becauso it is the things that are 
the cause of apprehension .—When one thing is neither the ‘ cause ’ nor the 
1 pervader ’ of another thing, the absence of one cannot mean the absence of 
the other; for, if it did, there would be incongruities. As regards the 
presence of the * Non-apprehension ’ of the effoct, it does not imply the 
absence of all Causos, but implies the absence of only that Cause whose capacity 
is untrammelled ; and in the case in question, for men of limited vision, the 
capacity of things to bring about Apprehension is not untrammelled ; by virtue 
of which the absence of Apprehension could provo the non-existonce of 
the things.—(3270) 


Question :— 44 Even when there is absence of tho 4 Cause ’ and tho 
‘ Pervador why should that imply the absence of something else ? ” 
Answer :— 

45 



1446 


TATTVASANGEAHA: CHAPTER XXVI. 


TEXTS (3271-3272). 

When there is absence of (a) the ‘ Cause ’ and {b) the ‘ Pervader \ 

IT IS ONLY RIGHT AND PROPER THAT THERE SHOULD BE ABSENCE OF 

(a) the ‘ Caused ’ and ( b ) the * Pervaded *; (a) Because the 

BIRTH OF THE ONE PROCEEDS FROM THE OTHER, AND ( b ) BECAUSE 

ONE IS OF THE SAME NATURE AS THE OTHER ;—FOR EXAMPLE, 
WHEN THERE IS ABSENCE OF (a) THE FlRE AND (6) THE 

Tree, there is absence of (o) the Smoke and (b) the 
‘ Mango-tree, etc.’—If it were not so, (a) the 

ONE COULD NOT BE THE CAUSE OF THE OTHER, 

AND (b) THERE WOULD BE DIVERSITY.— 

(3271-3272) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Caused ’—that which has a cause; i.e. the effect;—the Dvatulca 
compound is between * caused ’ and ‘ pervaded ’these two are construed 
with the foregoing ‘ nivrUtryujyatl \—the meaning being that ‘ it is only 
right and proper that thore should be absence of the Caused and the Pervaded. 

The reason for this is supplied—' Because the birth of the one, etc. etc.' — 
—(a) When there is absence of Cause, there is absence of Effect, because tho 
Effect derives its existence from tho Cause ; e.g. when there is absence of Fire, 
there is absence of Smoke. (6) Similarly when there is absence of the 
Pervader, there is absenco of the Pervaded ; bocauso tho Pervaded is of tho 
samo essence as tho Pervader,—both being of the same nature ; e.g. when 
thore is absence of the Tree, there is absenco of the Mango, Khadira and other 
particular Trees; because it is only a particular Tree that is known as the 
‘ mango’. 

If it were not so,—i.e. if on the absence of tho Cause, the Effect were not 
absent,—then tho Cause would not bo a truo cause at all. Because when one 
thing can be prosent even when tho other is absent, the lattor cannot bo the 
cau8o of the former; otherwise, there would be absurdities. Similarly when 
one thing is not absent when the other is absent, they cannot bo of tho same 
nature, e.g. tho Cow and the Oavaya. Hence it follows tliat when tho 
Pervader is absent, tho Pervadod must be absent,—and whero the Cause is 
absent, the Effect must be absent; it would not imply tho absence of any¬ 
thing els©; as that would lead to incongruities. 

This has boon thus declared—‘Thus when a certain nature is roluted 
to a thing, its absence would imply the absence of that thing; and the absonce 
of the cause would imply the absenco of the effect; because of the infallibility 
of their relationship. If it wore not so, why should tho absence of tho one 
mean tho absence of tho other ? Because a man has no iwrse, does it mean 
that ho should have no Cow either ? ’—(3271-3272) 

If it is insisted upon by the other party that one’s own Apprehension 
is tho Cause and Pervader of all things —then his Proposition involves self- 
contradiction.—This is pointed out in the following—. 


EXAMINATION OP THE ‘PERSON 


OF SUPER-NORMAL VISION ’. 1447 


TEXTS (3273-3274). 

If your own Apprehension is regoqnisbd through some means of 

OOONITIOH, AS BEING THE ‘ CAUSE ' AND THE ‘ PkRVADER OF ALL 
THINGS, THEN YOUR OWN OMNISCIENCE BECOMES ESTABLISHED 
WITHOUT ANY EFFORT. W H Y THEN SHOULD YOU YOURSELF ’ 

BE HOSTILE TO YOUR OWN OMNISCIENCE ?— (3273-3274) 

COMMENTARY. 

■Hiluimvyapakalvayoh --Tho Genitive Ending is in- relation to 

msnchnya . 

* Upatambhaeya oMrtMp,*—'Tho Genitive Ending in ' Upalamhhasya- 
mid tho Locative Ending in « arO,lfu ’ is in reference to the ‘ Cause ' and the 
Pervader’; the formor connoting the relationship of these, and the latter 
the fact of their being envisaged. 

What is meant is as follows .—If, through some Means of Cognition, 
you have recognised the fact of your own Apprehension being the 'Cause ’ 
and 4 Pervader ’ of all things,—thon, your own omniscience becomes clearly 
assorted; bocauso unless one is omniscient, his Apprehension can never 
comprehend all things. And yet you are putting forward proofs in support 
of tho non-existence of tho Omniscient Person. Thus there is clear self- 
contradiction on your part.—-(3273-3274) 


Thus it has been shown that mere Non-apprehension, without a qualifica¬ 
tion, does not deserve to be put forward as proving the non-existence of the 
Omniscient Person. Nor will it be right to put forward 4 Non-apprehension * 
as qualified by the phrase ‘ o*f what fulfills the conditions of apprehensibility 
as tho reason for denying the existence of that Person.—Because when such 
4 Non-apprehension ’ is put forward, it could be put forward, (o) either 
directly by itself,—for instance, as the argument 4 tho Jar doos not exist, 
because while conditions of being apprehended are present, it is not appre¬ 
hended \ so also would be the argument proving the non-existence of the 
Omniscient Person or ( b) indirectly, by other words, by pointing out the 
absence of something which is the Porvader of its cause and which is appre¬ 
hensible ; e.g. when it is said 4 There can bo no Smoke here because there is 
no Fire ’, or 4 Tho particular tree Shimshapd cannot be here, os there is no 
Tree at all’. It has been already explained that the absence of one 
thing does not necessarily moan the absence of another, except when they are 
invariable concomitants or when ono is the 4 Cause ’ or the 4 Pervader * 
of the other. For if it did, there would be incongruities. Nor does mere 
absence of the 4 Cause * and the 4 Pervader ’ prove the absence of the thing 
the absence of whose 4 Cause ’ and 4 Pervader ’ has not been definitely 
ascertained. So here also it would be necessary to add the qualifying phrase 
that 4 it should fulfill the conditions of apprehensibility ’. This same 
principle would apply to the case of the Omniscient Person also. 

Or, the negation of a thing can follow only from the affirmation of some¬ 
thing else which is directly or indirectly contrary to the former,—not if 
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this is not so contrary ; as in the latter case, it would bo possible for both to 
co-exist. For instance, when it is said that * there can be no coolness of touch 
here as there is Fire *, wo have the affirmation of Fire which is directly con¬ 
trary to coolness, from which affirmation follows tho negation of coolness ; 
the same should be the case with the negation of the Omniscient Person also. 
Similarly, the negation of the Omnisciont Person could follow only from tho 
affirmation of something indirectly contrary to Him, or of something contrary 
to its Pervader ; o.g. coolness is the ‘ per voder * of the Icy-touch— the con¬ 
trary of Coolness is Fire,—and when there is affirmation of this Fire, thero 
follows the negation of tho ley-touch.— 1 The said negation of a thing would 
follow also from the affirmation of something contrary to the cause of that 
thing; e.g. when thero is affirmation of Fire, which is contrary to coolness 
which is the cause of thrilling chill, there follows the negation of tho said chill 
which is tho effect of coolness.—Or, the negation of a thing woxild follow also 
from the affirmation of an effect contrary to that thing; e.g. when there is affir¬ 
mation in regard to a certain place, of tho Smoke which is an offoct of Fire 
which is contrary to coolness, there follows the negation of tho coolness of 
touch.—Or tho negation of a thing can follow from the apprehension of an 
effect contrary to tho cause of that thing; e.g. when there is perception of 
Smoke which is tho offoct of Fire which is contrary to coolness which is tho 
cause of thrilling chill,—there follows tho negation of this chill; the argument 
being—‘ This place cannot contain a person who has caught the chill, 
because we find here Smoke ’.—Or again tho negation of a thing may follow 
from the affirmation of something invariably concomitant with the contrary 
of that thing; e.g. when there is affirmation of dependence which is invariably 
concomitant with impermanence which is contrary to Permanence, there 
follows the negation of Permanence. 

Now none of these arguments for negation is applicable to tho proving 
of the non-existence of the Omniscient Person ; because the Omniscient Person 
is always inapprehensible, while all the conditions described are cases of 
negation of things that are apprehensible. 

This is what is pointed out in the following— 

TEXTS (3275-3276). 

Fob these reasons, the Omniscient Person cannot be one ‘ capable 
of being perceived ’; if He were CAPABLE of being perceived, 

THEN THAT ALONE WOULD ESTABLISH HlS OMNISCIENCE, WITH¬ 
OUT ANY EFFORT ON OUR PART. In FACT, HOW CAN THAT 

Person be perceptible to you who has knowledge 

OF ALL THINGS,—UNLESS YOU ALSO HAD THE 

KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS ?—(3275-3276) 
COMMENTARY. 

For the reasons explained abovo, for fear of incurring self-contradiction, 
you cannot regard the Omniscient Person as ‘ approhensiblo ’ by yourself. 
As in that case it would mean that you are yourself omnisciont. 
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“ Why ? ” 

Anewer :—‘ How can that Person, etc. etc .'—If your own knowledge 
comprehended all things, then alone could the Omniscient Person be appre¬ 
hensible to yourself,—not otherwise ; because the Omniscient Person can never 
bo apprehended by one who is not himself omniscient.—(3275-3276) 

Tho following might bo urged—"The Omniscient Person may not be 
apprehensible by us; oven so, why should the said negative arguments not 
bo urged in proof of his non-existence ? ” 

A newer :— 

TEXT (3277). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, ANY ‘ NON-APPREHENSION ’—IN THE CASE OF 
THINGS OF THE NATURE OF THE* ‘ PERVADER THE ‘ CAUSE ’ AND 

THE ‘ NATURE ’ OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON—WOULD NOT 
BE OPERATIVE, BECAUSE BY HlS VERY NATURE, He IS 
IMPERCEPTIBLE.—(3277) 

COMMENTARY. 

Because tho Omniscient Person is not apprehensible by you, therefore 
the ‘ porvadcr the 4 cause ’ and the 4 nature ’ of the Omniscient Person, if 
not apprehended, cannot be regarded as the 4 non-apprehension of what is 
apprehensible ’. That is to say, the arguments based upon tho non-appre¬ 
hension of the ‘pervader’, of the ‘nature’, or, of the ‘causo’,—which are 
the first three arguments urged above,—are not applicable.—(3277) 

Says the other party:—"In that case, the other arguments may be 
operative ; even so tho non-existence of the Omniscient Person would become 
proved 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (3278-3279). 

This * Non-apprehension ’ proceeds in nine ways : due to its being 

PUT FORWARD IN DIVERSE WAYS CONSISTING OF THE non-COgnition AND 

cognition of the said three and their contraries (res¬ 
pectively). And when in its very basic form, the 
4 Non-apprehension ’ has been shown to be inap¬ 
plicable to the Omniscient Person, the 
others become set aside without much 
effort.—(3278-3279) 

COMMENTARY. 

This —tho aforesaid non-apprehonsion—of (I) the nature, (2) the 
Pervader and (3) tho Cause—with its ramifications becomes ninefold. 
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“How?*’ 

AnswerDue to, etc., etc .'—The term ' tat ’ stands for the aforesaid 
three, called: (1) ‘Nature’, (2) ‘Pervader’, and (3) ‘ Cause ’ 11 tadvi- 
ruddha' is that which is contrary to these; this also is three-fold—(1) 
contrary to ‘ Nature (2) contrary to ‘ Pervader and (3) contrary to 
‘Cause’;—the term 'udi' includes (1) the contrary effect, (2) the effect 
contrary to the cause, and (3) those pervaded by its contraries.—The second 
‘ tat ’ refers again to the said throe—(1) Nature, (2) Pervader and (3) Causo; 
—so that the compound ‘ tat-tadviruddJia ’, stands for (a) the three (Nature, 
etc.), and (6) the contraries of these three;—the ‘ agati ’ and ‘ (jati ’ stand 
for the (a) non-cognition and (6) cognition of these respectively, i.e. the non¬ 
cognition of the Nature, the Pervader and the Cause, and the cognition of 
the contrary of those;—the diversities are duo to these ;—and the arguments 
are put forward on the basis of all this. 

That which is due directly to the non-cognition of these, the Non- 
approhension of tho Nature, Cause and Pervader, has been pointod out above; 
of this same basic Non-apprehension, all the other Non-apprehensions me 
merely.indirect indicatives; hence this three-fold Non-apprehension forms 
their ‘ basis For instance, the ‘ cognition of the contrary ’ indicates (1) the 
apprehension of tho contrary of its Nature, (2) tho apprehension of tho 
contrary of its Pervader and (3) the apprehension of the contrary of its 
Cause.—The term ' adi' indicates (1) the apprehension of the contrary effect, 
(2) the apprehension of the effect contrary to the cause, and (3) tho 
apprehension of what is pervaded by the contrary.—All these indirectly 
indicate, respectively, the Non-apprehension of tho Nature, of the Pervader 
and of the Causo. 

Thus by showing that the three basic forms of Non-apprehension are not 
able to prove the non-oxistence of the Omnisciont Person, the incapacity of 
their ramifications to do the same follows without effort; hence no attempt 
nood bo made for proving that these ramifications also are unablo to prove 
the non-existence of the Omniscient Person. Because, when tho root itself 
has been cut off, the branches cannot continue to live. 

In reality, the Non-apprehension of the nature of the thing itself is tho 
root of all; it is only in view of the diversity of other things that tho three¬ 
fold Non-apprehension has been spoken of as the ' basis ’ or * root ’.—(3278- 
3279) 


The following might bo urged—" If the Omniscient Person is not omen- 
able to Apprehension,—then it may bo that a particular Non-apprehension of 
Him is not possible ; but His ‘ Cause ’ and ‘ Pervader ’ are certainly amenable 
to Apprehension ; why then cannot there be particular Non-apprehonsion of 
these two ? The contraries also of these being amenable to apprehension, 
why should not there bo apprehension of these contraries ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (3280-3281). 

Effect and Cause, Pervaded and Pervader, and Contrariness— 

ALL THESE,—AS ALSO THE * NATURE ’ OF THE THING WITH A QUALIFI¬ 
CATION—ARE POSSIBLE ONLY WHEN THE THING IS PERCEPTIBLE. 

—The Omniscient Person, however, is not perceptible 

FOR YOU ; HENCE ALL THESE ‘ NON-APPREHENSIONS ’ 

ARE NOT CAPABLE OF PROVING HlS NON¬ 
EXISTENCE J AND ANY OTHER FACTOR OF 

Negation, there is none.— (3280- 
3281) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Kory a, etc.' —is a copulative compound formed of—(1) tho relation of 
Effect and Cause, (2) tho relation of Pervaded and Pervader, and (3) the 
relation of Contrariness. 

(1) The relation of Cause and Effect can bo proved only by the Non- 
apprehension of what is perceptible; and as the Omniscient Person is not 
perceptible, there can be no relation of Cause and Effect with Him. (2) 
Nor is tho relation of Pervader and Pervaded possible in regard to Him; as 
that also has to be preceded by the Non-apprehension of what is apprehensible ; 
for instance, when tho absence of one thing is always followed by the absence 
of the other, tho latter is said to bo ‘ pervaded ’ by the other; and the said 
absence is not possible except where there is Non-apprehension of what is 
apprehensible.—(3) Contrariness also is recognised only betweon two per¬ 
ceptible things, not between those that are not perceptible.—For instance, 
there is ‘ contrariness ’ between two things when they can never co-exist ; 
and this is percoivod by you when thore is absence of one while the other is 
present—even when tho efficient cause of the formor is present; and as a 
matter of fact, the presence and absence of things cannot be ascertained 
unless the things themselves are capable of being apprehended.— The other 
kind of 4 contrariness * consists in mutual exclusion ; and it is recognised in 
cases where tho cognition of one thing is invariably concomitant with tho 
non-cognition of the other; as between succession and simultaneity. This 
cognition is not possible if the thing is not apprehensible. 

“ If that is so, then how can there be contrariness between Existence 
and Non-existence ? Certainly both of thoso are not perceptible ”. 

This does not affect our position. As a matter of fact. Existence and 
Non-existence are not cognised separately, and then they are regarded as 
4 contrary ’ on account of their exclusion of ono another ;—what happens is 
that they aro cognised separately and then 4 contrariness ’ becomes cognised. 
For instance, the contrariness of Existence and Non-existence is determined 
only in reference to one and the same thing and at ono and the same time,— 
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not in reference to different things. Certainly the Existence of the Horse is 
not in any way ‘ contrary * to the non-existence of the Cow.—Nor is thoro any 
contrariness between existence and non-existence, if taken in reference 
to different- points of time ; for instance, if one thing did not exist at some pre¬ 
vious time, its non-existence or existence at some future time is not doduciblo. 
It is only in regard to the same thing and the same time that- both existence 
and non-existence are found incompatible ; and not after being cognised and 
then found to be mutually exclusive.—It might be asked—“ How can there 
be exclusion of what has not been cognised ? ”—The answer is that it is for 
this same roason,—i.e. becauso it is not cognised in connection with the 
particular thing—that its exclusion would be possible. Otherwise, how 
could there be any exclusion of what has been definitely cognised ? In fact, 
this cognition itself of the existence of the thing that constitutes the exclusion 
of its non-existence; and the cognition of the non-existence of one thing also 
constitutes the exclusion of the existence of the thing other than that. Hence 
when the non-existence of a certain thing is excluded, and its existence is 
cognised,—then thoy must be regarded as * perceptible '; beeaxise what is not 
perceptible cannot be cognised, and what is not cognised cannot have the 
contrary character excluded. 

All this is not possible in the case of the Omniscient Person. In the 
first place all men are not perceived by any one; in view of which the 
presence of non-omniscience could be cognised in them, and the exclusion of 
omniscience could be secured; becauso that same man would have to be 
regarded os omniscient.—-Thus then, there can be no ‘ contrariness' (incom¬ 
patibility) between omniscience and non-omniscience in connection with a 
person who is not capable of being apprehended. It is possible, however, 
within one’s own ‘ chain ’; but there also, not with regard to the future, 
because the future is not perceptible at the time.—Thus the fact remains that 
the relation of cause and effect and the like is possible only in that which 
is perceptible. 

‘ As also the nature of a thing, with a qualification ' —‘ is possible ’ should 
be construed here. ‘ Nature ’ here stands for the character of the thing ; 
and this is to be taken along with its (qualification ; and this qualification 
consists in freedom from the three kinds of remoteness. 

‘ AU these non-apprehensions' —i.e. the non-apprehensions of tho ‘ Cause ’ 
(‘ Nature ’ and ‘ Porvader ’),—ore not capable of proving tho non-existence 
of the Omniscient Person; becauso the Omniscient Person can have no such 
relationship with anything as that of Cause and Effect, of Contrariness, and 
of Pervader and Pervaded; also because, oven when there are other causes of 
apprehension present, the said Person cannot be perceptible. 

‘ Any other factor of negation, there is none \—i.e. barring tho particular 
kind of Non-apprehension.—(3280-3281) 

The Author again proceeds to point out the Inconclusiveness of the 
Reason adduced by tho other party,—by pointing out the incongruity 
involved in the putting forward of ono’s own ‘ non-apprehension ’, without 
any qualification :— 
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TEXT (3282). 

If the Omniscient Person is denied on the ground of mere ‘ non¬ 
apprehension —THEN YOU MIGHT ALSO DENY THE MARRIAGE 
OP YOUR OWN MOTHER AND SUCH OTHER FACTS.— (3282) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 ‘ C ' nch fll,,er f acts '—includes the intercourse of.and in that case 

thoro would be doubts regarding. 

This has boon thus declared— 4 If, dull-visioned as you are, your non- 
apprehoiudon should set aside things, then you would be damned; as it would 
be impossible to name your Father —(3282) 

The following Text anticipates and rejects tho Opponent’s answer to the 
above:— 

TEXT (3283). 

If IT BE URGED THAT—“ ON SEEING THE EFFECT IN THE FORM OF THE 
»SON, THERE IS COGNITION OF THE CAUSE OF THAT EFFECT ”,— 

THEN (THE ANSWER IS THAT) IN CERTAIN CASES, THE 
EFFECT IS FOUND IN THE ABSENCE OF THE 
CAUSE IN QUESTION.—(3283) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ Tho mother’s marriage is inferred from the presence of its effect in the 
shape of tho Son ; honco there is no non-apprehension of the said marriage ; 
hence there is no possibility of the marriage not being there ”. 

The inconclusiveness and doubtful character of the said Cause is pointed 
out— 4 In certain cases, etc. etc.' —Even in the absence of the marriago in 

quostion, and ovon in tho absence of.a wicked woman might bring 

forth the effect in the shape of tho Son ; and the same might be the case .... ; 
so that the said Inference of marriage cannot be true ; hence the doubt 
regarding your parentage is irresistible. 

The Teachor Dharmakirti also has urged this same argument.—(3283) 

The following Text sets forth the Opponent’s answer to the above and 
rejects it:— 

TEXT (3284). 

If it is said that—“ THE non-existence of the marriage is not 

COGNISED, BECAUSE OTHER PEOPLE KNOW OF IT ”,—THEN (THE 
ANSWER IS) HOW DO yOU KNOW' THAT OTHER PEOPLE 
KNOW OF IT ?—(3284) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Anyoptilambha '—The knowledge that other people have. 

4 Tasya ’—of the mother’s marriage. 
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‘ Non-existence ’—i.e. what is cognised is not non-existence, but existence. 
The aaswer to this is that it cannot be known what the knowledge of 
other people is.—(3284) 

The Opponent having been asked—‘ How do you know ? ’—supplies the 
answer,—which is then refuted :— 


TEXTS (3285-32S6). 

“ We know it from the assertion (of other persons) ".—Then 

(the ANSWER IS) IS THERE NOT SUCH ASSERTION IN REGARD TO THE 

Omniscient Person also ?—Then again, how is it that 
YOU DO NOT RECALL ANOTHER ASSERTION OF YOURS TO 
THE EFFECT THAT—“ MEN ARE ALWAYS FOUND TO 
BE LIARS ” ? AND JUST AS THERE CAN BE NO 
CONFIDENCE IN THE WORDS OF MEN REGARDING 
PRESENT THINGS, SO ALSO THERE CAN BE 
NONE IN THE WORDS SPEAKING OF 
PAST THINGS.—(3285-3286) 

COMMENTARY. 

The word ‘ Upadeshdt ’ has to bo construed with ‘ siddha ’ of the pre¬ 
ceding text. 

By showing tho incongruity involved, the author points out tho incon¬ 
clusive character of what has been urged—‘ Is there not, etc. etc .’—' Ayam ’— 
the assertion ;—is it not present in regard to tho Omniscient Person ? It 
is certainly present. Under the circumstances, if the assertion regarding the 
marriago of one’s mother is accepted as reliable, then why should you not 
regard our assertion, that 1 the Omniscient Person does exist. ’, as reliable ? 
Thoro is no difference between the two cases. 

Further, in your words, you have declared that assertions are unreliable ; 
this is pointed out in the words— 1 How is it tJuit you do not recall, etc. etc.'. 
-(3285-3286) 

So far it has been explained that the absence of one’s own apprehension 
of the Omnisciont Person cannot serve as a proof of His non-existence;— 
because, without a qualification, it is inconclusive, and with a qualification, 
it has no substratum ;—now the Author proceeds to explain that the absence 
of the apprehension of all men also cannot serve as proof of the non-existence 
of the Omniscient Person ; because such non-apprehension by all men cannot 
be proven:— 
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TEXTS (3287-3288). 

Or, there may be no such assertion (regarding the existence of 
the Omniscient Person) ; nor may such assertion be reliable ; 

EVEN SO, YOU HAVE COME TO THE CERTAINTY THAT “ THE OMNISCIENT 

Person is not apprehended by any man ”; and such 

CERTAINTY COULD BE POSSIBLE ONLY IF THE SOULS OF ATT. 

MEN WERE KNOWN TO YOU ; AND IF ALL THESE WERE KNOWN 
TO YOU, THEN YOU YOURSELF WOULD BE OMNISCIENT,— 

AS HAS BEEN POINTED OUT ABOVE.—(3287-3288) 
COMMENTARY. 

'Assertion* —i.e. the one declaring the existence of the Omniscient 
Person. 

* Asya ’—reliability of the said assertion. 

‘ If the Souls of all men were known ' —i.e. if you knew the nature of all 

men. 

Tt might be said—“ We do have the knowledge of the nature of all men 
—The answer to this is—‘ If aU these were, etc. etc.' —i.o. if the souls of all 
men were known to you.—(3287-3288) 


TEXTS (3289-3290). 

If it were not SO, then, even on non-apprehension, there would 

BE DOUBT ONLY (REGARDING THE EXISTENCE OF THE OMNISCIENT 

Person),—just as there is regarding the existence of certain 
thtngs.—There are some saintly persons too who are 

BELIEVED TO HAVE KNOWLEDGE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON.— 

IT IS ALSO CONCEIVABLE THAT THE OMNISCIENT PERSON, BEING 
SELF-LUMINOUS, PERCEIVES HlMSELF BY HlMSELF.—FOR 
THESE REASONS THERE CAN BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING 
THE NON-APPREHENSION OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON 

by all men. —(3289-3290) 

COMMENTARY. • 

4 If it were not so ’.—if there is no knowledge of the Souls of all men. 

4 Like the existence of certain things *i.e. as in the case of the 
existence of things far romoved in place or time. 

What is meant is as follows In the case of things far removed in space 
and time, even when the thing is not apprehended, there is always a suspicion 
regarding its existence,—even though there is nan-apprehension of the thing ; 
in the same mannor, it is only right that there should be suspicion regarding 
the existence of the Omniscient Person who has boon apprehended (known) 
by other men. 
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Or, tho meaning may be as follows :—Just as in regard to the Existence 
of tho Omniscient Person, there is doubt, oven though He has not been 
apprehended,—in the some manner there would be doubt, even when His 
omniscience is apprehondod; because both are equally liable to non¬ 
apprehension due to remoteness. 

Says tho Opponent:—“ It is only right that there should be suspicion 
regarding tho existence of things; because evon when the thing is present, 
there is found to be non-apprehension of it; hence there is a probability that 
it may be there ; in the case of the Omniscient Person, on the other hand, 
it is not possible for any man with limited vision to perceive Him ; and no 
sane person can have any suspicion regarding the existence of an impossible 
thing 

Tho answer to this is— 4 There are some persons, etc. etc' 

' Himself '—This lias been asserted on the basis of the doctrines of other 
people.—This same idea is reiterated by the phrase 4 by himself'. 4 Ainui' 
—the Man.— 4 Luminous ' —the Soul being of tho naturo of Consciousness 
and hence being like Light.—(3289-3290) 

The same idea is further supported :— 


TEXT (3291). 

Because the term 4 all ’ stands for all living beings ; and the 
Person himself must be included in 4 all ’; hence there can 

BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING THE NON-APPREHENSION 

(of the Omniscient Person).—(3291) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 The Person himself i.e. the Omniscient Person.—(3291) 

The following might be urged—“ What aro meant by the term 4 all ’ 
aro only men with limited vision, not the Omniscient Person; hence there 
can be no suspicion regarding His existence ”. 

Tho answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXT (3292). 

By the exclusion of that one Person alone, what connection 

COULD THERE BE (OF THIS WITH THE NON-EXISTENCE OF THE 

Omniscient Person) ? One’s own illness does not 

CEASE MERELY BECAUSE OTHER PEOPLE DO 

NOT KNOW OF IT.— (3292) 

COMMENTARY. 

If what is meant by the exclusion of the Omniscient Porson is that the 
Reason for the non-existence of the Omnisciont Person consists in the fact 



EXAMINATION OF THE ‘ PERSON OF SUPER-NORMAL VISION’. 1457 

of his not being apprehended by other people who have limited vision,— 
thon this Reason is Inconclusive ; because, like'your own • Non-apprehension ’, 
tho said Non-apprehension by other men of limited vision would have no 
‘ connectionin tho shape of invariable concomitance—with ‘the non¬ 
existence of the Omniscient Person \ 

The second sentence— 1 One's oum illness, etc. elc.'—ia meant to support 
tho said absence of connection.—( 3292) 

So far it has been proved that 1 Non-apprehension ’ as the proof (for the 
non-existence of the Omniscient Person) is ‘ Inconclusive ’ as well as ‘ Inad¬ 
missible ’.—Now the author proceeds to show that the other Reason—’ Because 
His body is envisaged by the only means of Cognition, Negation ’—is ‘ doubt¬ 
ful—hence—inadmissible ’:— 


TEXTS (3293-3295). 

Even some men with limited vision do apprehend the Omniscient 
Person through Inference ; and it is only a few notions of 

SOME PEOPLE THAT ARE PERFECTLY CORRECT. FOR INSTANCE, THE 
PROOF OF THE MOMENTARY CHARACTER OF THE VEDA, THE 

Earth and other things though clearly stated by us, 

HAS NOT BEEN UNDERSTOOD BY DULL-WITTED MEN. CON¬ 
SEQUENTLY, THE MATTER IS OPEN TO DOUBT AND THE 
ABSENCE OF APPREHENSION CANNOT BE CERTAIN,—SIMPLY 
BECAUSE SOME PEOPLE ARE SURE THAT THEY PERCEIVE 

HlS NON-EXISTENCE.—(3293-3295) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are some clever mon, even among men with limited vision, who do 
apprehend the Omniscient Person by moans of Inference ; henco tho pro¬ 
bability of His existence being there, the Reason—‘ because He forms the 
object of Negation as tho Moans of knowledge ’—is open to the charge of 
being ‘Doubtful—hence—Inadmissible ’.—For instance, the fact of such things 
as the Vedic Word, the Earth, Mountains, Body, Diamond and the rest, 
being momentary and Soul-less —though it is not apprehended by the beastly 
Mimdmsakas, —is true, as proved by us through strong reasons. So that if, 
in regard to tho Omniscient Person, proof is not found at the present 
moment, yet ns His existence is probable, the matter may be in doubt; hence it 
cannot bo admitted that the said Porson is subject Only to Negation, which 
consists in the absence of all tho other five Means of Cognition ;—such a 
Reason being open to doubt. 

‘ Because ' —there being no proof of it.—(3293-3295) 

Then again, it may be that all men with limited vision are not capable 
of inferring the existence of the Omniscient Person; evon so, the Reason of 
the other party remains Inconclusive.—This is pointed out in the following.— 
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TEXT (3296). 

Even if there be no Inference, that alone cannot bring about 

CERTAINTY REGARDING non-Cxistence (OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON) ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE EXISTENCE OF THE FlRE WHICH HAS 
NOT YET BEGUN TO EMIT ITS EFFECT IN THE SHAPE OF 

Smoke.— (3296) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been explained before that Proof (Means of Cognition) cannot bo 
the cause of things ; nor can it bo their Pervader; how then can the absence 
of Proof mean the absence of the Thing ? For instanco, in the case of the 
Fire in the heated Iron-ball,—while its effect in the shape of Smoke has not 
bogun to appear, and it is still hidden inside a hut,—there is no Inference of 
it, because the Inferential Indicative (in the shape of Smoke) is not there; 
and yet its existence does not cease (on that account),—and there can be no 
certainty regarding its non-existence ; in the same manner, in the proving 
of the Existence of the Omniscient Person, if there is no Inference, that 
makes the matter only doubtful. 

‘ That alone' —that is, mere absence of Inference. 

' Asamarabdha, etc. etc.' —That Fire which has not begun to bring about 
its offect in the shapo of smoke ; in regard to the existence of this fire, there 
can be no certainty.—(3296) 

In the following Texts, the other Party shows that in tho case of the hot 
Iron-ball, the root of tho Doubt lies in Apprehension, while in the case of the 
Omniscient Person, there is no Apprehension at all,—hence there can be 
no reason for any doubt; and thus the Reason put forward by the Buddhist 
is Inconclusive:— 


TEXTS (3297-3298). 

“ In the case of a thing that has been APPREHENDED at SOME TIME 
OR THE OTHER, IT IS POSSIBLE THAT THERE MAY BE DOUBT ; AS FOR 
INSTANCE, IN THE CASE OF THE POST, WHICH PARTAKES OF THE 
NATURE OF BOTH FACTORS (OF THE DOUBT) ; BECAUSE THE 

Post and the Man have both been seen somewhere, 

THEREFORE IT IS POSSIBLE THAT THERE SHOULD 
BE DOUBT AS TO ITS BEING THIS OR THAT. 

The Omniscient Person, however, has 
NEVER BEEN THUS PERCEIVED.”— 

(3297-3298) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a certain thing has been soon somewhere previously,—in regard 
to that alone, there may bo doubt—e.g. in regard to the Post,—and not in 
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IT?, l , 0 ,,“ nytl ", n ?,° l ' S< ’ ! boca,lso “ «» r <> s t which partakes of the nature 

To even th T T K ** n °‘ S °’ th ° n Doub '* «“* «riae in regard 

to sventhose things that have never been seen ; so that the condition necossarv 

for all Doubt—viz. the partaking of the nature of both factors,—would not 

be prosont.-Thus it is only right that there should be doubt in regard to the 

oxistenco of Fire m the Iron-ballnot so in regard to the Omniscient 

i orson , as such a person has never been porcoived.—( 3297 - 3298 ) 

Tho Author’s answer to the above is as follows 


TEXT (3299). 

In this manner, 0 clever man, the non-existence of your Mother’s 

MARRIAGE BECOMES ESTABLISHED * FREE FROM ALL 
DOUBT ’.—-(3299) 

COMMENTARY. 

If tho idea is that thero can bo Doubt only in regard to a thing that has 
been perccivod some time or the other,—and in regard to all other things 
there should be certainty of non-existence,— then under that principle, tho 
non-existence of your mother’s marriage becomes established, beyond all 
doubt; because you havo never bofore perceived that marriage ; by virtue of 
which there could be no certainty regarding its non-existence. 

The rest of the objection is to be answered as bofore. 

‘ Clever man ’—is said in derision.—(3299) 

Says the Opponent—“ If such bo the case, then there can be no basis 
for Doubt at all 

Answer :— 


TEXT (3300). 

WE HOLD THAT THERE IS DOUBT ALSO WHEN THERE IS NO VALID COGNI¬ 
TION ; it arises in regard TO existence AS WELL* AS non- 
existence, from the absence of the operation 

OF ANY OF THE MEANS OF RlGHT COGNITION. 

—(3300) 

COMMENTARY. 

The * absence of the operation of any Means of Right Cognition ’ 
can always be shown in regard to both existence and non-existence of things ; 
hence there can be no restriction in this matter. Hence our explanation is 
that Doubt arises whenever there is no certainty (regarding either existence 
or non-existence). This has been thus declared— 4 Doubt is that wavering 
judgment in which the definite cognition of the specific character of any one 
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object is wanting,—and it is due to the uncertainty attaching to Perceptions 
and Non-perceptions * (Nyayasutra 1. 1. 23).—(3300) 

Tho following might be urged—“ In no case is it found that the Moans 
of Cognition are not applicable to both existence and non-existence of a thing 
The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3301-3302). 

When there is a defect in the Eye, there is no cognition, even 

THOUGH THE THING IS THERE ; AND EVEN WHEN THE Eye IS FREE 
FROM DEFECTS, THERE IS NO COGNITION, BECAUSE THE THING IS 

NOT THERE AS IN THE CASE OF THINGS LIKE THE JAR.—TlIUS, 

INASMUCH AS MERE NON-APPREHENSION (ABSENCE OF COGNITION) 

IS FOUND IN BOTH CASES, IT IS FAR BETTER TO HOLD THAT 
IT IS DOUBT THAT ARISES FROM THE NON-APPREHENSION 

of the Omniscient Person.—(3301-3302) 
COMMENTARY. 

Even when the object, Jar for instance, is there, if tho man is without 
tho Eye, ho has no cognition of itso also, even when the Eye is perfect, 
if the objoct is not there,—in the sense that it is not close by,— there is no 
cognition of it ; this clauso has to be construod hero also ;—this is just what 
happens in tho cose of the Jar which is not there in a suitable place. 

‘ Mere Non-approhonsion ’—i.e. non-apprehension without tho qualifica¬ 
tion of ‘ perceptibility ’ of the thing concerned. 

« Found in both cases ’—i.e. in the case of existence and in tho case of 
non-existence. 

• Tat ’—Therefore. 

* It is far better , etc. etc' —better than searching for a perfect source. For 
instance, when tilings have had the idea of their being due to a perfect source 
cut off by wrong cognition,—there may be a desire to look out for the perfect 
source; as has been declared in tho words—* Two perceptions doscribo tho 
junction, and two perceptions givo rise to the desire * (?)—It is for this reason 
that our Teachers affirm the presence of Doubt in such cases, in the words— 
* If it is asked what is the proof for His existence ?—tho answer is that, for 
this same reason, let the matter remain in Doubt ’.—(3301-3302) 

Tho following might be urged—“ If the Omniscient Person exists, why 
is He not soon by any one at any time ? If the view is that Ho can never be 
cognisable by men of limited vision,—even so, why is it that no action of 
His is over perceived by any one ? Even though the Visual Organ itself 
is not porcoptible, its action, in the shape of tho visual perception, is not 
nocossarily inapprehensible 

The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXTS (3303-3306). 

Though existent, He would not be seen directly by dull-witted 

PERSONS ; JUST LIKE THE CONCEPTIONS OF OTHER PEOPLE. NOR IS He 
CONSTANTLY ACTIVE, JUST AS THE FlRE IN THE IRON-BALL IS NOT 

active. Even when there, His activity would not be 

PERCEPTIBLE, LIKE THE FEELING OF LOVE ARISING IN OTHERS OUT OF 
THEIR FANCIES. EVEN IF HlS ACTIVITY WOULD BE PERCEPTIBLE, HlS 
CONNECTION WITH SUCH ACTION WOULD NOT BE COGNISED ; BECAUSE 
THE PERSON KNOWING ALL THINGS IS ALWAYS IMPERCEPTIBLE 
FOR PEOPLE WHOSE EYE OF COGNITION IS DULL. It IS FOR 
THIS REASON THAT HlS EXISTENCE CANNOT BE PROVED BY MEANS 

of Inference. It has been already explained that there can 
be no ‘Cause’ or ‘ Pervader’ in His case. And yet it has 
BEEN SEEN THAT EVEN WHEN THE INFERENCE OF THE THING IS NOT 
POSSIBLE, THE THING DOES EXIST. THUS IT IS THAT THE MATTER 
(OF THE NON-EXISTENCE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON) REMAINS IN 

DOUBT.—(3303-3306) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Sak$at ’, * Directly ’, is to bo construed with ‘ Nekfi/eUt ’, * would not 
be seen \ 

As a matter of fact, there is nothing that must bo cognised once,—on the 
basis of which it could be argued that " because there is no Cognition of the 
Omniscient Person, He cannot exist ” ;—because the conception of one man, 
though existent, is not cognised by othor men. Nor is it necessary that 
causes should always bo bringing about their effects,—on the ground whereof 
it could be argued that—“ as the action of the Omniscient Person is not 
perceptible, Ho cannot exist ” ; because it is found that even when the Fire 
in the Rod Hot Iron has not begun to produce Smoko, it is still seen there. 

Granting (for the sake of argument) that Onuses arc constantly active in 
bringing about their Effects ; oven so, there can be no certainty regarding the 
absence of those Effects; because all tho Effects that are produced are not 
always perceived ; and it is only if it were so, that the non-perception of tho 
Effect could prove the non-existence of the Cause ; because, even when pro¬ 
duced, the Effect is not always perceived ;—‘ as in the case of the Love pro¬ 
ceeding from fancies, in other men '; in the case of another person, it is found 
that though Love has been produced in his mind by fancies regarding the 
agreeable character of things,—such Lovo is not perceived by other mon ; 
and yet it is not regarded as non-existent. 

Or, even in cases where the effect is perceived, if its cause is something 
imperceptible,—and the observer is unable to perceive its affirmative and 
negative concomitances,—no inference of that causo is possible. Similarly 
oven when the Omniscient Person is there, it is quite possible that His exist¬ 
ence cannot bo proved by Inference. 

‘ People whose eye of Cognition is dull.' The Cognition Is the Eye ; and 
those whose this eye is dull. 

46 
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Then again, it has been pointed out before that the Means of Cognition 
cannot bo the ‘ cause ’ or the ‘ pervader ’ of tilings; how then, can the absence 
of Inference—which is neither the ‘ cause ’ nor the ‘ pervador ’ of the thing 
in quostion (the Omniscient Person),—lead to the absence of that thing ?— 
The compound ' ahitvavyapakam ’ is Copulative—what is 4 not cause — 
nor pervader \ 

Nor can it be asserted that—"when the Means of Cognition called 
4 Inference ’ is inoperative,—even though it iR neither the 4 Cause ’ nor the 
* Pervader ’ of the thing concerned,—the thing is actually found to bo non¬ 
existent ; and there can be nothing incongruous in what is actually seen 

In view of such an assertion, the Text adds— 4 Even when the Inference is 
not possible, etc. etc.'. —Even when the Inference is not there, the thing in 
question has been found to exist; as in the case of the Red-hot Iron-Ball; 
as has been pointed out already.—(3303-3306) 

Having thus shown in detail that there is no possibility of any proof 
in support of the non-oxistence of the Omniscient Person,—the author sums 
up his view:— 

TEXT (3307). 

Thus, then, there is nothing that can set aside the existence of 
the Omniscient Person ; the proof in support of His 

EXISTENCE IS GOING TO BE ADDUCED LATER ON.— 

(3307) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that— 44 as there is no proof for setting aside the 
Person, so you have none in support of His existence 

The answer to this is that— 4 The proof in support, etc. etc.' —(3307) 

It has been argued by the othor party under Text 3138, that— 44 If ah 
attempt were made to prove that one lias the knowledge of the details of 
all the individuals and components of the whole world,—it would be futile 
The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXT (3308). 

It IS WITH A TOTALLY DIFFERENT MOTIVE THAT THE WISE BUDDHISTS 
MAKE AN ATTEMPT TO ESTABLISH THE KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS, 

—EVEN THOUGH SUCH ATTEMPT PROVE FUTILE.—(3308) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 With a different motive '—with another intention.—(3308) 

Question :— 44 What is that motive T ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (3309). . - 

What is primarily and directly understood by us is that there 

is a Person who knows the means of attaining Heaven 
and Liberation but not this alone ; it is also 

BELIEVED THAT THERE IS A PERSON WHO ALSO 
KNOWS all THINGS.—(3309) . 

COMMENTARY. 

What wo are primarily concerned with proving is the fact that the Blessed 
Lord knows the means of attaining Heaven and Liberation ; as for the proving 
of tho fact of His knowing all things, without exception, that is done only 
incidentally ; what we moan is that in matters other than Heaven and Libera¬ 
tion also, the knowledge of the Blessed Lord is not hampered by obstacles, 
and hence knowing all things, if He becomes Omniscient, there is nothing 
to prevent it. Hence it is not right for tho wise to deny such omniscience ; 
but for thoso who sook to be sure of the omniscience, it is only right that they 
should try to secure that certainty. This is what is meant by us.—(3309) 

Thus then, there being no proof against the existence of the Omniscient 
Person,—and clear proof of His existence going to be set forth later on,— 
the definite denial that you make of the Omniscient Person, whoso recognition 
is certain, can bo due only to delusion. 

This is what is pointed out in tho following:— 

TEXT (3310). 

Thus then, there being no reasons against, wh ile there is clear 

REASON IN SUPPORT OF IT,—WHY SHOULD DULL-WITTED PERSONS 
OBJECT TO THE IDEA OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON ?—(3310) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged—“ We deny the Omnisciont Person because 
wo think that there is no proof in support of the existence of such a Person ; 
and we do not deny Him through delusion ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3311). 

Even if there be no proop in support of it,— so long as there is no 

REASON DEFINITELY AGAINST IT,—THE MATTER SHOULD REMAIN 
IN DOUBT ; ON WHAT COULD THIS CERTAINTY OF THESE 
PEOPLE BE BASED ?—(3311) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is said here is on granting the position of the Opponent for the 
sake of argument; in reality, there is definite proof in support, as is going to 
be shown later on. 
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* This certainty ’—i.o. the certainty of the Mimdmsakas that “ the Om¬ 
niscient Person does not exist ”.—(3311) 

The following assertion has been made by you Mimamsakas —“ The 
Veda can make known such things as the past, the present, the future, the 
subtle, the hidden and so forth ; which cannot be dono by any other Sense- 
organ ” ( Shabara-Bha?ya 1. 1. 2 ).—This is also a mere assertion without 
any reason,—based upon sheer faith.—This is what is shown in the 
following:— 

TEXT (3312). 

The assertion that—“ the Veda alone—and nothing else— is 

ABLE TO PROVIDE KNOWLEDGE OF THE PAST, ETC.—COULD BE 
TRUE ONLY IF THE NON-EXISTENCE OF THE OTHER 
SOURCES WERE CERTAIN.—(3312) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Nothing else ’—in the shape of Perception by the Omniscient Person 
and so forth. 

‘ The non-existence of other sources' ;—if it were quite certain that the 
other source, in the shape of the Omniscient Person is non-existent,—then 
alone, not otherwise, could it bo reasonable to make the above assertion ; as 
any such restriction would, under the circumstances, be meaningless.—(3312) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsaka under Texts 3140-3141 that— 
“ By proving the existence of the Person knowing only Dharma and AdJianna 
whom the Buddhist postulates, etc. etc. ”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXTS (3313-3314). 

The proof in support of the person knowing Primordial Matter 
and the Spirit and other things, as also of the person know¬ 
ing all things, has been already declared before, and 

LATER ON ANOTHER PROOF ALSO IS GOING TO BE SET FORTH. 

—Hence it is not for nothing that people take 

THE TROUBLE OF PROVING THE EXISTENCE OF THE 
PERSON KNOWING THE MINUTE DETAILS OF 
THE WHOLE WORLD, BY MEANS OF EN¬ 
THUSIASTIC TREATISES AND DISCUS¬ 
SIONS.—(3313-3314) 

COMMENTARY. 

When we try to prove the existence of the Omniscient Person, we do 
not give up all considerations regarding that Porson Himself; in fact our 
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effort is directed towards the proving of the existence of the Person who knows 
the principal factor of Dharma itself. Thus on a previous occasion, under 
Text 3267, we have set forth the proof, in the shape of Presumption, in due 
accordance with your own view,—where we pointed out that ‘ your denial 
of the Omniscient Person is set aside by the acceptance of the knotoer of 
Dharma, on the strength of Presumption ’;—and we are also going to set 
forth another proof, in the shape of Inference.—It is not for nothing 
that people take all this trouble,—in fact, it is for a very right and proper 

purpose.—(3313-3314) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsaka, under Text 3142, that— 
“ Perception and the other Means of Cognition regarding the Omniscient 
Person having been discarded, it would follow that Morality and Immorality 
are cognisable through the reliable Word only ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3315). 

As Perception and other Means of Cognition regarding the 
Omniscient Person cannot be discarded, it does not follow 
that Morality and Immorality are cognisable through 
THE RELIABLE WORD ONLY.—(3315) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mimamsaka, under Text 3143, that—“ this 
alone being sufficient to establish the doctrine of the Mimdmsaka, if an 
attempt is made to refute the existence of the Omniscient Person, it is like 
an attempt to kill what is already dead ”*• 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3316). 

The doctrine of the Mimamsaka being thus demolished, the 

ATTEMPT THAT THE OTHER PARTY HAS MADE TO REFUTE THE 

Omniscient Person has been made through 
SHEER STUPIDITY.—(3316) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Demolished '—By the existence of the Omniscient Person being 
established. 

‘ Other party '—the Mim&msakas. —(3316) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsaka under Text 3144, that—“ The 
Person cognisant of Dharma having been refuted, on the ground of his very 
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root being cut of!,—if people go on asserting the existence of Omniscient 
Persons, it is like the thumping of husks 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3317). 

The * Person cognisant of Dharma ’ not being refdted, on account 

OF THE ROOT NOT BEING CUT OFF,—IF PEOPLE HAVE ASSERTED 
THE EXISTENCE OF OMNISCIENT PERSONS THEY HAVE 
SHOWN THEER WISDOM BY THIS.—(3317) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is an ‘ a ’ suppressed beforo ‘ h all \ 

‘People' —The Buddhists.—(3317) 

It has been argued by the Mirmmsaka, under Text 3145, that—“ If 
the Porson had the direct perception of all things, then He would have direct- 
knowledge of such tastes, etc. also as are unclean; who could assume the 
existence of such an Omniscient Person ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3318-3319). 

If the Omniscient Person had experienced the unclean Taste, etc. 
THROUGH THE CONTACT OF HIS GeSTATORY ORGAN, THEN ALONE 
could He be regarded as blameworthy. As a matter of 
FACT HOWEVER, THINGS,—EVEN THOSE THAT ARE DEPRE¬ 
CATED UNDER ‘ ILLUSION BECOME COGNISED BY HlM 
WITHOUT ACTUAL CONTACT, THROUGH THE MlND, 

WHOSE PERCEPTIVENESS HAS BEEN BROUGHT 
ABOUT BY THE IMPRESSIONS OF PAST 

EXPERIENCES.—(3318-3319) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Omniscient Person had direct experience of the said tastes, etc. 
—even then that would not detract from His being the 1 knower of Dharma ’. 
—If it is urged that—“ He would become blameworthy ”,—the answer is 
as follows:—The man who experiences the said Taste, etc. through the 
direct contact of these with the gestatory organ, becomes blameworthy; 
the Blessed Lord, howover, has no such perception ; He perceives tilings only 
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through the Mind, and that also without its coming into contact with the 
thing ; hence He is not regarded by people as blameworthy. 

As a matter of fact, there is no one who is really blameworthy ; because 
‘ blame ’ is not something fixed, it is relative ; for instance, what may be 
‘ blameworthy ’ for the Vedic Scholar, is not so for the low-born; what 
happens in the world is that, under the spell of Illusion, Wine and such 
things are considered evil But even so, if the Blessed Lord perceived these, 
He would not be ‘ blameworthy ’; because His perception of those is purely 
mental. 

The following might be urged—“ When other people suffer from tasting 
wine through its contact with the Gestatory Organ, so would He suffer from 
experiencing it through the Mind ”. 

That is not so. When the Taste, otc. ore experienced through the 
contact of the Sense-organs, they either benefit or injure that organ and hence 
become sources of pain, etc. ; but they are known to bo the source of pain 
and suffering, not for all men, but only for some men whose mind has bocome 
disordered through the influence of their past misdeeds. For instance, 
Water becomes Pus for only some dead people, not for all.—All this, how- 
over, is not there in the case of the Blessed Lord. Because His 
experiences being through the Mind, there is no possibility of injury to the 
Sense-organs; specially because the Lord having all his five-fold activity 
free from the impurities of the ‘ Afflictions ’,—there is no possibility of his 
actions being influenced by the Afflictions. Nor is His Mind capable of being 
disordered, because He cognises all things in their right form and as evanescent. 
For these reasons, in the case of tho Blessed Lord, there is no possibility of 
oven mental pain, in the shape of unhappiness, etc. ; specially because all these 
have their source in delusion. 

All these objections, however, arise only if the External World exists ; 
under tho doctrine of Idealism, thero is no room for all this at all.—For 
instance, for Idealists, there being no Colour-phase, there can be nothing 
‘ unclean ’ for them in reality; nor can there be any impression due to 
that; because all this arises from Ideas only. All these therefore do not 
appear within range of the vision of persons who have realised the Highest 
Truth and have shaken off all impurities ; just as, on being cured of visual 
disorder, people do not have any illusory cognitions like the ‘ Hair-tuft ’ and 
the like. This has been thus declared ‘ The unclean Taste and other things 
manifest themselves only through Ignorance ; hence they are imperceptible 
(for the Wise One); just like the second Moon ’. 

On the other hand, the BrShmana has resounding within his mouth, the 
words of the Veda, which, being all-pervading, are in contact with all unclean 
places ; as such, how can he be free from blame ?—(3318-3319) 

It lias been argued by the Mimamsaka under Text 3146, that—" The 
words of Buddha and others are not found to provide any knowledge of what is 
contained in the Vedas, etc. how then can such persons be regarded as 
omniscient, without reason ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 
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TEXTS (3320-3321). 

It is because no word of Tuyin are found to provide knowledge of 

THINGS MENTIONED IN THE VEDA, THAT HE IS ‘ OMNISCIENT ’. It IS 

QUITE POSSIBLE TOO THAT He HAD KNOWLEDGE OF ALL FALSE 
PHILOSOPHICAL DOCTRINES ALSO J AS He DOES MAKE THE 
DECLARATION THAT WHAT IS ASSERTED IN THE VEDA 
REGARDING THE SOUL AND OTHER THINGS IS 

wrong.-—(3320-3321) 

COMMENTARY. 

A man becomes ‘ omniscient ’ by knowing everything exactly as it 
exists, in its true or other forms ; and things that are spoken of in the Veda 
do not exist oxactly as described there; as they are found to be annulled 
by proofs. How then could man be a ‘ knower of truth ’ by expounding 
things exactly as they are taught in the Veda ?—It cannot be asserted that 
the Buddha did not know these things at all—not even as false ; because they 
were actually known to Him as such. For instance, it has been pointed out by 
Him that Animal-sacrifice and other evil paths of action lead to damnation ; 
He says—‘ There is no such thing as the Sold, all those things that are there 
are the effects of causes ’; where Ho has declared that the Soul and other 
things are non-existent. Thus it is not true that the Blessed Lord had no 
knowledge of the things taught in the Veda.—(3320-3321) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsahi under Text 3147, that—“If 
things not mentioned in one’s own books were held to be known to him, then, 
by merely composing one’s own poems, poets would be omniscient ”. 

The answer to this is as follow's :— 


TEXT (3322). 

The DOCTRINE OF ‘ NO-SOUL ’ HAS BEEN CLEARLY TAUGHT BY HlM FOR 
THE BENEFIT OF HlS DISCIPLES—THE DOCTRINE WHICH IS THE 
UNIQUE GATEWAY TO THE HIGHEST GOOD, AND THE 
FRIGHT OF ALL UPHOLDERS OF WRONG DOC¬ 
TRINES.—(3322) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Unique ,’—because not understood by other philosophers; all these 
being enmeshed in the false doctrines of the Soul. All theso qualifications 
apply to the ‘ doctrine oj No-soul 

‘ Gateway to the Highest Good; —it is so called because it is the moans of 
entering Nirvana ; it is Nirvana that is meant by the term ‘ shiva ‘ Highest 
Good \ 
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‘ Kudrqtinam ’—Those upholding wrong doctrines, regarding the Soul 
and other things.—The Path taught by Buddha is the 4 fright ’—inspires 
fear in those childish people who have their faith fixed in false doctrines.— 
This has been thus declared—‘ The childish man is always beset with such 
fears as —1 am not . I may cease to exist, naught is mine, nothing shall be mine ; 
the wise one is without fear ’. 

What is meant by this is that men who are obsessed with false doctrines 
cannot even speak of the True Doctrine, how can they understand it ?—(3322) 


The following Texts point out that the True Doctrine has never been 
known before by people at the stage of the common man :— 


TEXTS (3323-3324). 

It is not known to the worldly man ; WHEN known, it sets aside 

ALL EVIL ; FOR THOSE WHO ARE DEVOTED TO ITS PRACTICE, IT IS A 

VERITABLE MINE OF VALUABLE QUALITIES. IF THE POETS 

know this Highest Truth, then who is there who 

WOULD NOT REGARD THEM, KNOWING THE PRIMORDIAL 

Matter, the Spirit and other things, as 
omniscient ? —(3323-3324) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Not known to ' —not practised by—‘ worldly man '—common people. 

Question :—“ In what way does it benefit peoplo—that it has been 
taught by the Lord ? ” 

AnswerWhen known, etc. etc.'—- whon it becomes 4 known ’— 
directly and realised,—it sets aside the whole lot of evils, such as the Afflic¬ 
tions, Birth and so forth. Even subsequently, when it is practised, it brings 
about excellent qualities. 

If such a truth, loading as it does to the fulfilment of the Highest Good, 
is known to the Poets,—they xnay very well be 4 omniscient *; we do not for a 
moment think that omniscience is confined to a single Person ; in fact, who¬ 
ever is cognisant of the said Truth, he alone, no one else, is held by us to 
be omniscient. Such knowledge, however, does not belong to the Poets; 
hence the contingency that has been urged does not arise.—(3323-3324) 


The following Texts show that what has been just said disposes of what 
lias been urged by the other Party under Text 3148, to the effect that— 
“ There being many Omniscient Persons, imparting mutually contradictory 
teachings,—how can any one bo singled out as the One Omniscient Porson ? ” 
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TEXTS (3325-3330). 

This knowledge of the doctrine of ‘ No-soul ’ as described does not 
belong TO Vardham&na and others ; in fact, all philosophers 
HAVE BECOME LOST IN THE DOCTRINE OF THE ‘ SOUL ALL SUCH 
DOCTRINES AS THE ‘ SyadvGda ' AND OTHERS INVOLVING THE NOTIONS 

op things being not-momentary , are discarded by direct Per¬ 
ception ; how then can Persons who have asserted many 
such unreasonable things be ‘ omniscient ’ ? People who 

TREMBLE OVER THINGS THAT ARE PERCEPTIBLE AND KNOWN EVEN 
TO THE PLOUGHMAN,—HOW COULD THEY EVER HAVE ANY CLEAR 
KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS THAT ARE BEYOND THE SENSES ? THUS 
THE FACT OF THESE PERSONS BEING NOT-OMNISCIENT IS CLEARLY 
UNDERSTOOD FROM THEIR BEING ATTACHED TO WRONG DOCTRINES 
AND EXPOUNDING WRONG TEACHINGS ; JUST IN THE SAME WAY AS 
ANY OTHER MAN WHO PERCEIVES THE man IN THE Post IS SAID TO 

be mistaken. —One is to be recognised as omniscient only 
WHEN HE HAS BEEN FOUND TO SATISFY ALL TESTS AND ALL REASONS, 
AND HAS BEEN FOUND TO HAVE THE TRUE KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS. 

—Thus then our Reason should not be regarded as being 
ONE WHOSE CONTRARY IS OPEN TO DOUBT.—(3325-3330) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the said knowledge of Truth belonged to Vardhamdna, Kapila and 
others,—then thoy also might be omniscient. As a matter of fact however, 
all these persons hove been held in the clutches of the crocodile of the false 
doctrine of the 1 Soul which is the root of all evil,—and have taught that 
things are not-momentary and so forth, which ore all annulled by Perception 
and other forms of Cognition ;—being thus found to be tripping even in 
regard to things known oven to the veriest child, how could their knowledge 
of suporsensuous things ever fall within range of possibility,—in view of which 
it could bo asked—“ what proof is there that Kapila is not omniscient ? ” 
[as has been asked by the other party under Text 3149].—Becauso thoro is 
the following proof available which can be clearly stated :—People who are 
attached to false doctrines cannot be omniscient;—e.g. the man who mistakes 
the Post for the Man ;— Vardhamdna and others are actually attached to 
false doctrines;—hence there is apprehension of something pervaded by its 
contradictory; as ‘ attachment to falso doctrines ’ is pervaded by ‘ being 
non-omtxiscienl ', which is the contradictory of ' omniscience ’.—The Reason 
here put forward cannot bo regarded as ‘ inadmissible '; because by all sorts of 
tests it has been shown that all those Teachors have taught false doctrines.— 
Nor can the Reason bo said to bo 1 inconclusive \ on the ground of its exclusion 
from the contrary of the Probandum being doubtful; bocause omniscience 
has been held to depend upon the full knowledge of all things without excep¬ 
tion ; and a person who possesses True Knowledge can never have any false 
idea of things at all.—(3325-3330) 
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Tho following might be urged—" If these Teachers have taught false 
doctrines.—oven so. it cannot be deduced from this that they are addicted 
to tho false notions of things ; because it is open to men to act contrary to 
thoir convictions,—the tendencies of men being peculiarly divergent; conse¬ 
quently, your Reason is ‘ doubtful—hence—inadmissible 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3331). 

Ip the assertion of these Teachers regarding the ‘ Syddvdda ’ 

AND OTHER DOCTRINES BE SAID TO HAVE BEEN MADE WITH 
SOME (OTHER) MOTIVE,—THEN (WE ASK)—WHAT IS THAT 
FORM OF THINGS WHICH THEY HOLD TO BE 
REAL AND TRUE ?—(3331) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it bo said that—■“ it is with somo other motive that these Teachers 
have asserted the doctrines of Syddvdda, etc., which are against all canons of 
truth ’’ ;—then (our answer is that) let them assort the doctrines ; we do not 
wish to prove that Vardhamdna, etc. are, by themselves, non-omniscient ; all 
that wo have dono is to put forward tho diversity of opinion among these 
Teachers, as a proof in answer to the question that you, taking your stand 
upon the mutually contradictory doctrines taught by Kapila and others, havo 
asked—“ If Buddha is omniscient, what is the proof that Kapila is not so ? ” 
Hence our Reason cannot bo ‘ inadmissible ’. 

Thon again, if what has been asserted by thorn has some other motive 
behind it, then it behoves you to explain what, according to them, is the 
real nature of things.—(3331) 


TEXTS (3332-3333). 

“ There is no soul ;—things are momentary and so forth.”—I p that 

IS SO, THESE TEACHERS are OMNISCIENT ; BECAUSE THEY HAVE 
DIRECTLY PERCEIVED THE TRUE NATURE OF ALL THINGS. IN 
THAT CASE THEY ARE ALL OMNISCIENT, HOLDING THE SAME 
VIEW OF THINGS. As FOR THE MUTUALLY CONTRADIC¬ 
TORY TEACHINGS, THEY NEVER EXPOUNDED ANY 
SUCH TEACHINGS,—THEY MEANT SOMETHING 
QUITE DIFFERENT.-—(3332-3333) 

COMMENTARY. 

Being questioned as above, the other Party answers—“ The correct 
teaching according to these Teachers is that there is no soul, things are 
momentary, and so forth ”. 
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If this is the answer, then it means that there is no difference of opinion 
between these Teachers and Buddha ; hence our Reason would not be ‘ in¬ 
admissible 

The Author therefore says in his reply—‘ If that is so, etc. etc.' —We do not 
mean to point our finger to any one Person and say that ‘ He is omniscient \ 
we only assert it in a general way that * there are omniscient persons 
If it is admitted that Kapila and others also have the said knowledge of truth, 
then you should not say—“ why is there a difference of opinion between the 
two ” ?—Because under the circumstances, they would all be of the same 
opinion. 

Then, as regards the mutually contradictory teachings of these Teachers, 
—it will have to be interpreted in some other way; for people holding the same 
opinions cannot expound contradictory-teachings;—the only right view is 
that all of them expound only the true nature of things. Hence whenever 
one meets with a diversity of opinion, he should understand that its meaning 
is something quite different. 

In case they are held to be holders of divergent opinions, thero 
can be no room for the question—“ who is the one to be selected as omni¬ 
scient ? ” (as has been asked by the other party in Text 3148). Because in 
that case Sugata (Buddha) would be selected as the only person possessing 
the said knowledge and hence being omniscient, —and no other person could 
bo so regarded.—(3332-3333) 

Then again, if Kapila and others are accepted as holding the said opinion 
regarding things, then they become Buddhas themselves.—This is what is 
pointed out in the following:— 


TEXTS (3334-3335). 

The Buddhas are omniscient only because they have the direct 

KNOWLEDGE OF TRUTH REGARDING ALL THINGS, AS EXPLAINED ABOVE. 

IF THEN THIS SAME KNOWLEDGE BELONGS TO THE OTHER 

Teachers also, then they also are ‘ Buddhas ’ and their 
‘ BUDDHA-HOOD * DOES NOT DIFFER FROM THAT OF the 

Buddha ; because they also possess perfect 

KNOWLEDGE, AND THIS IS THE SOLE CHARAC¬ 
TERISTIC OF THE Buddha. —(3334-3335) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho ‘ Truth ’ whose character has been explained as consisting in there 
being no Soul, etc. etc. 

‘ '—of Vardhamdna and others. 

‘ This ’—i.e. possessing perfect knowledge. 

‘ Tasya '—of Buddha-hood. Because that person is called ‘ Sugata * 
(Buddha) who has attained the perfect knowledge of there being no Soul, 
and has got rid of all that obscures the right view of things.—(3334-3335) 
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Further, even if what is proved is omniscience in general, by implication 
it becomes recognised as belonging to the Blessed Lord only.—This is what 
is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXT (3336). 

Thus, though the Omniscient Person whose existence has been 

PROVED IS ONLY SUCH A PERSON IN GENERAL, YET IN REALITY, IT IS 

Buddha alone who stands out as the only such person ; as 

IT IS ONLY He IN WHOM ALL THE CHARACTERISTICS OF 

the Omniscient Person are present.—(3336) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tat ’—Thus, therefore ‘As it is, etc. etc .’; because it is only He in whom 
all the characteristics of the Omniscient Person are present.— (3336) 

Question :—“ Without such specification, how can this idea be got at ? ” 
Answer :— 


TEXT (3337). 

Even when one is specifically singled out, that person alone 

COULD BE OMNISCIENT WHO KNOWS THE WHOLE WORLD IN ITS 
REAL FORM OF ‘ BEING WITHOUT SOUL ’ AND THE 
REST.—(3337) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though tho definition of the Omniscient Person is stated in the general 
form that—‘ That Person is Omniscient who knows the whole world in its 
real form of being without Soul and the rest ’,—it follows by implication 
that the particular person who fulfills the conditions of this definition is 
meant to be Omniscient; and hence it is not necessary to specify that Person. 
As a matter of fact, it is only our Blessed Lord—and none else—who fulfills 
all tho conditions of the said definition of the ‘ Omniscient Person as it is 
only He who has expounded in various ways the truth regarding what should 
be sought for and what rejected,—along with the means of the same, in the 
shape of the 1 Four Truths ’ in their perfect form. If a man does not know 
a thing, he cannot expound teachings that are perfect and true as regards the 
real state of that thing.—This has been thus declared—‘ The expounding of 
the imperceptible to be secured and the means thereof is an extremely 
difficult task ’.—(3337) 

Question: —“ Even though He knows the World as soul-less, etc. how does 
he become omniscient ? ’’ 

Answer ;— 
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TEXT (3338). 

When one has perceived the fact of there being no Soul— no 

DEFECT CAN OBTAIN A FOOTING IN HIM ; BECAUSE IT IS ITS 
CONTRADICTORY. JUST AS WHEN THE BRIGHT 
LAMP IS THERE, THERE CAN BE NO DARK¬ 
NESS.—(3338) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact. Omniscience follows from the removal of Hindrance 
of Afflictions and the Hindrance of cognisable things;—it is the Afflictions 
themselves, in the form of Love, Hate, eto.—which obstruct the perception 
of the real nature of things,—which aro called ‘ the cover of the Afflictions ’; 
and ‘the cover of cognisable things’ consists in the want of capacity to 
discern all about things to be secured and to be rejectod, and also the inability 
i to describe them. Of these two, ‘ the cover of the Afflictions ' is romovod by 
I the direct perception of the fact of there being no-Soul ; and 4 the cover of 
; cognisable things * is removed by the faithful and intense and long-continued 
meditation upon the said Soul-less-ness. All these Afflictions—Love, Hate 
and the rest—have their root in wrong notions of the Soul, as has been 
i found through positive and negative concomitance ; and they do not proceed 
I from the external things ; because, even when the external thing is thore, the 
1 said Afflictions do not appear without feelings of agreeableness, eto. (?); and 
conversely, even when the external tiling is not there, they appear, when the 
man is face to face with agreeableness, etc. (?); and when the presence 
and absence of one thing do not follow the presence and absence of another 
thing, this latter cannot be the cause of the former; if it were so, there 
would be incongruities. 

Nor can these Afflictions subsist in the Soul postulated by other philo¬ 
sophers ; because such a Soul has been already rejected.—But oven if such a 
\ Soul existed, there would be constant appearanco of the Afflictions of Love, 
1 etc.; because the Soul, which ex-hypothesi, is the cause of the appearance and 
continuance of the Afflictions, would bo always present in its perfect form ; 
specially as the Eternal Cause cannot have any potencies imposed upon 
it by anything else, it could not stand in need of the help of anything else. 
All this has been discussed in several places.—Further, as one and the same 
thing has been denied to be the substratum of both the existent and the 
non-existent, it cannot be right to hold that these Afflictions subsist in any¬ 
thing.—From all this it follows that these Afflictions cannot bo related to 
any Eternal Cause. 

Nor can they proceed from the external things. They really proceed 
i from the wrong notion of the 4 Soul \ For instance, unless one has the notion 
of 4 1 he cannot have self-love ; and unless he has the notion of 4 mine 
he cannot have the idea of anything being conducive to bringing pleasure to 
himself, and he cannot be attached to it as his 4 own ’; Hatred also towards 
anything does not appear unless one recognises that it is conducive to 
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bringing pain to himself; because thoro can be hatred against what is not 
harmful to what is his own, or against what removes that harm. 

Similarly with regard to Name, etc. also. 

P’rom all this it is clear that the notion of ‘ Soul \ which has jxjrsisted 
from time without beginning, having been brought about, tho repeated 
notion of similar ‘ Souls * is what produces tho notion of 4 one’s own ’; - 
these two produce Love for ‘ one’s own ’; this produces Hatred and the * 
rest; from this positive and negative concomitance, it is clearly known to 
all men, down to the very cowherd, that all these Afflictions—Love, etc.— 
have their root in the notion of 4 one’s own ’, which proceeds from the notion 
of one’s self or soul. 

Contrary to this idea of 4 Soul ’ is tho idea of 4 No-Soul ’; because this 
rests upon a form quite the roverso of the former. It is incompatible too 
that both these— Soul and No-Soul —should be identical or co-oxist in any 
one 4 Chain ’; because these are as contrary to each other as the notions of 
4 serpent ’ and 4 rope ’ with regard to the same object. Thus the doctrine 
of 4 No-soul ’ being contrary to the doctrine of 4 Soul ’, it becomes contrary 
to—incompatible with—Love, Hatred and other Afflictions also ; just as Fire 
is contrary to the shivering causod by cold.—Consequently, when one has 
directly realised the doctrine of 4 No-soul ’—which is incompatible with all 
Defects and Aberrations,—its contrary—in the shape of the whole host 
Love and other defect*—ceases to exist; just as Darkness ceases in a place 
flooded with light. It is in this way that the 4 cover of Afflictions ’ becomes 
set aside by the realisation of the doctrine of 4 No-soul ’. 

The argument may be formulated thus :—When tho contrary of a certain 
thing obtains a footing at a certain place, then that thing itself cannot 
secure a footing,—e.g. Darkness does not secure a footing at a place flooded 
with lamp-light;—there is perception of 4 No-soul which is contrary to 
the whole host of defects, in the Person who has realised the doctrine of 
4 No-soul ’; hence there is apprehension of the contrary. 

The following might be urged— 44 When the mind is obsessed with the 
idea of 4 No-Soul ’, there is no room for the appearance of its contrary, the 
idea of the 4 Soul ’ ; similarly there is no room for tho appearance of the idea 
of 4 No-soul ’ when the Mind is obsessed with the idea of the 4 Soul ’; because 
the incompatibility rests equally in both. Consequently (as practically all 
men have their minds obsessed with the idea of 4 Soul ’) no one could havo the 
idea of 4 No-soul ’ at all; and to that extent your Reason is 4 ina dmis sible ’.— 
There may or may not be tho idea of 4 No-soul ’; even as these two— 4 Soul ’ 
and 4 No-soul' aro not absolutely destructive of one another,—os is the case 
with Love and Hate, or Pleasure and Pain. Then again, what you have 
sought to prove is the absolute destruction (removal) of one by the other, 
and not mere absence of co-existence; hence your Reason is also ‘Incon¬ 
clusive ’. As a matter of fact, too, we find Love, Hate and the rest appearing 
in their full force even in good men. For this reason also, your Reason is 
4 Inconclusive ’.” 

It is not so,—we reply. If it were absolutely impossible for the con¬ 
ception of the doctrine of 4 No-soul ’ to appear in the 4 chain ’ of a man whoso 
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Afflictions have not been destroyed,-then there would be no room for the 
appearance of the potion of * No-soul*; as a matter of fact, however, it is a 
fact of common experience that the notion of ‘ No-soul ’ presents itself before 
all men ; and when this same notion is pondered over, it reaches to high stages, 
—just like the conception of a young woman,—and subsequently becomes 
quite clearly perceptible, and ultimately roaches the stage of direct perception, 
—as envisaging a directly perceived thing; how then can it be impossible for 
the notion of 4 no-soul * to appear in the mind of men ? 

Then again, in a place wrapped in darkness, there is possibility of light 
appearing after some time;—so here also why should not there be the possibility 
of the appearance of the notion of 1 No-soul ’ ? 

It cannot be said that “ the said conception of 4 No-soul ’ cannot appear 
in any man;—which could lead to the appearance of the perceptional Cogni¬ 
tion ”,—Because, the reason has to bo pointed out why this is not possible. 

For instance, what would be the reason for no use being made of the 
said conception ? Would it lie in the fact of no one wanting it —and all 
activity of sane men being accompanied by some desire ?—Or, even if they 
desire it, the sane man does not have recourse to activity, because he has no 
knowledge of what has got to be avoided,—and unless a Defect is known, it 
cannot be avoided.—Or, even though he knows the Defect, the man knows 
that the Defect is permanent and hence does not put forth any effort to 
remove it, becauso what is permanent cannot be removed.—Or, even if the 
Defects are not permanent, one recognises the fact of their having no cause 
and desists from any activity towards their removal,—because what is self- 
sufficient can never be set aside.—Or, even though they have causes, 
there is no certain knowledge of such causes, and hence one does not pay 
any heed to the said conception,—because, as in the case of disease, it could 
not be removed until its cause were definitely ascertained ?—Or, even if their 
cause is known, is it that the intelligent man knows that cause to be eternal 
and hence does not dare to try to remove it,—because if the cause is present 
in its efficient condition, the effect cannot be restrained ?—Or oven though 
the cause is non-eternal, the man, seeing that Defect* are inherent in all 
living beings, does not make an attempt to remove them,—because what 
forms the very nature of the thing cannot be set aside.—Or, if the Defects 
do not form part of the nature of the beings, the man desists because there 
are no moans of removing them,—becauso unless the means is there, the 
end cannot be attained;—or, even if the means are there, its use would be 
impossible, becauso the man does not know them,—becauso what is not known 
cannot be used.—Or even though he knows the means, ho does not employ 
them because he considers it impossible for the conception to reach—by 
jumping as it wore,—the highest stage, on account of there boing no re-birth, 
and hence the conception would continue to remain at the same stage at 
which it has already reached.—Or even granting that the conception does 
reach the highest stage, and by this appearance of their contrary, the Defects 
become destroyed;—but even so, he thinks that, like the solidity of Copper 
and other metals, it may be that the Defects are bound to appear again and 
hence he does not try to remove them ? 
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Now, it cannot be admitted that the man does not want it (the removal 
of Defects). Because those persona whose minds are beset with sufferings 
duo to Birth and other causes, and frightonod at the prospect of Births and 
Rebirths,—do certainly want to have peace of mind ; and when theso people 
have ucquired the true understanding of Disciples, this fear of Birth and Ro- 
birth itself becomes the cause of their desire to seek for the conception of ‘ No¬ 
soul ’. Those people who, by reason of belonging to a particular family, 
aro by thoir nature bent upon doing good to others,—when they find the 
world suffering from the three kinds of Pain beginning with Tendencies and 
Dispositions, they are moved to compassion and begin to suffer for the 
sufferings of others; and giving up all idea of benefiting themselves, they como 
to look upon all living beings as their own ‘ self ’, and then concentrate 
themsolves upon removing their sufferings ; and in the case of these men, the 
said compassion itself is the cause of the appearance of the conception in 
question. Because it is extremely difficult to know and speak of what is 
imperceptible and its causo.—If it is asked—“ What is the use in any sane 
man doing what is good for others ? ”—the answer is that the same doing good 
is the use or purpose ; as this is highly desirable in itself.—Nor will this mean 
dependence upon others. Because the wish to do good to one’s self is based 
upon the assumed knowledge of the Soul ; and doing good to others has been 
regarded by all good men as leading to desirable results. Then again, what 
the other party bogan to prove was the impossibility of any one wishing to 
proceed with the conception ; well, even if he were an unintelligent porson, why 
should he not wish to undertake even this much of activity ? Hence he 
should have to say that “ no one ever acts towards helping others, because 
it does not serve any usoful purposo for himself ”. And the impossibility 
of such a view has been already explained.—-Further, while there aro some 
people who are found to be past masters in the art of cruelty, taking delight 
in injuring others, without rhyme or reason, and pleased at tho suffering of 
others,—there aro yet others who are past masters in the art of mercy, 
taking delight in the happiness of others, pained at the suffering of others, 
—without any other cause ; why should this not be possible ? 

Nor is there no knowledge of the nature of the Defects (to bo removed). 
Bocause all such Afflictions and Defects as Love, Hatred, Delusion, Pride, 
Arrogance, Jealousy, Envy, etc.—following upon Calamities, Disappointments, 
the prosperity of one’s own self and that of persons related to him,—are such 
as havo their nature fully known, as they continue to appear and disappear. 

Nor are these Defects eternal; because they are always found to appear 
occasionally.—For tho same reason, they cannot be withoutf cause ; because 
what has no cause does not depend upon anything else and hence cannot 
suffer any restrictions of time, place and character.—This same reason also 
sets aside the idea that their causes aro eternal. Because the cause, in the 
shape of the Soul, etc., would be always there, and they would be independent 
of other things, as being eternal, they could not have any peculiar potency 
added to them ; and under the circumstances, all the effects emanating from 
those causes themselves would be liable to be appearing simultaneously. 
From all this it follows, by implication, that thoir causes must be non-eternal.— 
And this non-eternal cause of the Defects also is one whoso form is well-known. 

47 
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Because the host of Defects like Love, Hatred and the like have their cause 
in the reverses experienced by one’s own self and also by people related to 
himself; as they always appear in accordance with the positive and negative 
concomitance of these latter. 

Nor can the Defects be regarded as inherent in all living beings ; because 
those living beings themselves are not admitted; in fact there is no objoct in 
the shape of the ‘ living being \ whose properties these Dofects—Lovo, etc. 
—could be. It is only something set up by Conception aa somothing spoken 
of as * this as the whole idea of quality and qualified is purely conceptual 
(fanciful).—If it be held that the Defects are to be regardod as the properties 
of living beings, bocause they are subjective in character—or because they 
are produced in the mind,—then also there is ‘ inadmissibility ’ and ‘ incon¬ 
clusiveness *. For instance, if the other party wishes to regard the Defects 
as objects and the Mind as the subject, —then he has to admit that the Mind 
is of the nature of the apprehension of things; as otherwise the Mind and 
the Thing could not be related as object and subject. And when the Mind 
is admitted to be of the nature of the apprehension of things,—it will havo 
to be asserted that it is approhended by a part of that same nature of itself ; 
how else could it be apprehended ? If it were apprehonded by a form 
that did not exist, then there could not be tho relation of object and subject. 
For instance, the Object does not exist in tho form in which it is envisaged by 
the Cognition ; and the Thing is not envisaged by the Cognition in the form 
in which it exists; so Cognitions would become objectless, and this would 
lead to the absurdity of all thing3 being unknown.—From all this it follows 
that the character of apprehending things in thoir well-known forms consti¬ 
tutes its very nature; and it has been explained that tho well -known form of 
things consists in being momentary, soul-less and so forth. Thus Cognition is 
of the nature of the apprehonsion of soul-lessness, not of the nature of the 
apprehension of tho Soul 

As regards any other character of it, that can be postulated only by- 
deluded people; and can proceed only from some adventitious circumstances ; 
and not because that is its very nature; in fact it is like the notion of ‘ serpent ’ 
in regard to the Rope. It is for this reason that the host of Afflictions, oven 
in their most blatant forms, are unable to shako the strength of the doctrine 
of ‘ No-soul \ Because being due to adventitious causes, the Afflictions are 
never very firm. As regards the idea of ‘ No-soul \ on the other hand, it forms 
the very nature of things and is also helped by Moans of Cognition ; hence 
it is strong and firm. Hence even though the hostility rests equally in both, 
yet it is the idea,of the * Soul ’ on which its contrary fastens itself,—not so 
tho idea of the ‘ Soul * upon the other, because it is contrary to that. 

Evon for the man who holds the view- that the external world does not 
exist, Cognition is of the nature of the apprehension of ' No-soul ’, not of the 
nature of the apprehonsion of the ‘ Soul ’; because this Soul does not exist. 
For instance, if, on tho ground of tho object ( No-soul) not being existent, 
the Cognition be not regarded as of the nature of the apprehension of 
that,—then it must be admitted that the Cognition is of tho nature of its 
own apprehension. Otherwise there would be no fixity regarding the Cogni¬ 
tion either. The Soul too can bo. cognised only in the form of ‘ No-soul 
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* without a second ’ and so forth,—not in any other form; as there would 
bo incongruities as beforo. 

From all this it follows that the Defects and Afflictions are not properties 
of living beings. 

Tf the mere fact of the Afflictions being produced in the living beings 
leads to the assumption that they constitute the nature of these beings,— 
then thero could be no possibility of getting rid of them, because there would 
be nothing definite and absolute regarding them. For instance, the notion of 
‘ Serpent ’ is produced in the Rope, and yet it is set aside by the true Cognition 
when it appears. 

Nor is the means of destroying the Afflictions impossible; because the 
means is always possible in the shape of the repeated Cognition of the character 
contrary to the cause of the Afflictions. For instance, those Afflictions, the 
repeated Cognition of the character contrary to which is quite possible, are 
capable of having their ‘ Chain ’ ontirely cut off ; as in the case of the Vrihi 
and other corns to this same category belong Love, Hatred and the rest 
hence the means of their destruction is quit6 possible. 

Nor is it right that there can be no knowledge of these Means ; because 
the knowledge of the cause of the Afflictions themselves provides tho clear 
idea of what is hostile to them, in tho form of the thing having a form contrary 
to those. And it lias been already shown that it is the idea of ‘ No-soul ’ 
that envisages a form hostile to the Afflictions and destroys them. 

Nor again is the upward trond rigidly fixed, os in jumping, because 
what i9 generated by each preceding repetition becomos observed in its 
vory nature and hence indestructible, and as such it goes on producing fresh 
peculiarities in the subsequent offorts; and tho reason for this lies in the 
fact that the substratum is a fixed one. Wisdom and the rest also are pro¬ 
duced out of previous homogeneous seeds ; not so jumping, 6tc. (?)—as is 
going to be explained later on. 

Nor is another birth impossible; because it has boon proved that the 
present life is an effect of the previous birth. 

Nor is it possible for tho Defects to come up again,—like the solidity of 
Copper and other metals. Because when their contrary, in the shape of the 
idea of ‘No-soul’, has become totally absorbed, it can never cease. In the 
case of the solidity of Copper and other metals on the other hand, its contrary 
consists in Fire ; and as this can be there only occasionally, the solidity is 
there only when the Fire is not thero ; so that when the Fire disappears, it is 
only natural that the solidity should re-appear. The same cannot be the 
case with Impurities (Defects); even on the ceasing of the ‘ Path ’, the 
reappearance of the Defects does not always follow; as such a possibility 
would be annulled by the instance of Ashes. That is to say, after the Wood 
has been reduced to ashes by contact with Fire,—even if the Fire is removed, 
there is no reappearance of the Wood; so also in the case of the Defects. 
Hence your argument is inconclusive. 

Then again, being adventitious, the Defects, from tho very outset, are 
inefficient; how then could they have the capacity to set aside the ‘ Soul¬ 
lessness ’ that has become entirely absorbed ? Certainly the nature of 
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things cannot be set aside without special effort;—and no effort of intelligent 
men is possible towards the rejecting or acquiring of anything until the 
good and bad points of the things to be acquired and rojoctcd have boon 
duly perceived. And until the man has become very much upset, he cannot 
perceive good points in Defects and bad points in thoir contrary; for the 
simple reason that he has not been upset. People whose minds have not 
become perverted do not acquire things free from Defects as defective; they do 
not acquire the defective thing as gold. The idea of 1 No-soul however, can 
never bo defective ; because it is always free from all discrepancies and hence 
always good. For instance, when all impurities have totally disappeared, 
there cannot come in any discrepancies on the basis of the past perception 
of things ;—nor can the presence of Love, Hatred and the rest bring about 
discrepancies in the shape of the burning of the Body and the Mind (?); nor 
any discrepancies relating to Birth, in the shape of Disease, etc. Because 
thero are no Afflictions which alone bring about Birth. Nor is there any dis¬ 
crepancy in the shape of insipidity, as appears in tho cose of worldly pleasures; 
because the pleasures of calm and peace aro never galling. Consequently 
it cannot be right to make any effort to get rid of this knowledge of ‘ No¬ 
soul In fact, if there is any effort, it should be towards not losing hold of 
the said knowledge; specially because the Intelligence of man is by its nature 
partial to what is good.—Nor should there be an effort for the acquiring 
of tho Defects ; because they are all evil, being the abode of all troubles. 

Thus the conception of 4 No-soul ’ is quite possible; and when this 
roachos its highest stage, it has been found to bring about the clear Cognition 
of things; just as in the case of the love-lorn young man thinking of his 
beloved ; in the case of such a man, thero appear such illusory words as 4 1 see 
her 4 1 embrace her ’ and so forth, and there are corresponding bodily 
reactions also. 

Thus then our Reason cannot be regarded as 4 inadmissible ’. 

Nor is our Reason ‘ Inconclusive ’; because tho idea of ‘No-soul ’ envisages 
a well-established fact, and is consequently more powerful than tho idea of tho 
4 Soul ’, which is the reverse of it and honco not strong. Thus thero is 
hostility between these two ideas. 

Love and Hatred also proceed on tho basis of the notion of 4 Soul ’ 
which is not well-established; and they are not hostile to one anothor on 
account of their envisaging contrary forms. It is not due to misteko ; 
because the two ore not brought about by mistakes, and yet they 
are themselves mistaken, wrong. Nor is the hostility of those two well 
recognised ; specially because bbth have their source in the notion of tho S.oul, 
For instance, it is only when one has the notions of 4 1 ’ and 4 mine ’ that 
there appears Hatred against what hampers those, not otherwise ;—and 
when both procood from one and the same cause,—and are theraselvos of 
the nature of cause and effect,—they cannot be destructive of ono another ; 
just os there is none in the case of Smoke and Fire, both emanating from 
the same fuel; or just as in tho case of the notion of 4 1 ’ and affection. If 
it were not so, there would be incongruities.—As regards their not appearing 
simultaneously, that is duo to the Mind not having the capacity to project 
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two similar mental images at ono and the same time.—Nor is thore any 
hostility botwoen Pleasure and Pain. Because Pleasure and Pain are of 
two kinds— subjective and objective ;—those that aro subjective are associated 
with Hatred and Apologetic Spirit, and hence stand on the same footing as 
Love and Hatred, and hence aro the reverse of one another; they envisage the 
same form of the Soul, and liavo their source in the idea of the same 1 Soul 
and they boar to each other the relation of cause and effoct; hence there con 
be no hostility between them.—As regards the objective Pleasure and Pain, 
they aro not restricted to different causes; hence there can be no hostility 
between them. Because when Pleasure proceeds from a certain thing. 
Pain also proceeds from the same thing when one becomes too much addicted 
to it; hence their causes are not necessarily different.—It is not so in the case 
of tho ideas of the ‘ No-soul ’ and ‘ Soul ’.—Further, in the case of Pleasure 
and Pain, thoy are of oqual strength, because both proceed under tho influence 
of their objective,—not so between tho ‘ Path ’ and the ‘ Defects ’; of which 
latter tho ‘ Path ’ is tho stronger, because it envisages an accomplished 
fact; not so tho ‘ Dofects ’. Then again, Pleasure and Pain do not continue 
for a long time;—not so tho idea of ‘ No-soul ’ ; because having become 
absorbed, it novor ceases ; as has been explained above. Hence there is no 
falsity in our Promise.—As for tho two not appearing at the same time, tho 
reason for this has been already explained. 

It has been argued that even for those who have cognised the doctrine 
of ‘No-soul’ through Inference, Love and Hatred, etc. do appear.—But 
that is not right; because the idea of ' No-soul ’ consists of a mere Idea, clear 
and distinct, directly envisaging soul-loss things, non-concoptual; 
and as envisaging well-ascertained things, it is not mistaken ; it serves to 
uproot the idea of tho ‘ Soul ’ and has, on that account, been described as 
‘ hostile ’ to it; and it does not consist of the pondering of what has been 
‘ heard ’ (learnt). Because the Impurities, which have become firmly rooted 
through repeated experience from time without beginning, go on being reduced 
gradually by the rise of their opposites, and hence come to be destroyed only 
gradually; not by merely hearing of the teaching once ; as there is destruc¬ 
tion of cold by the more touch of Fire. When too the idea of ‘ No-soul 
consisting of the cogitation of what has been heard, appears before one, the 
whole lot of Love and the rest do not remain there at all; in view of which 
our Premiss could be false. Because tho Buddhists alwoys sot aside the 
presence of Love etc. by thinking of them as evil. It is for this reason that 
these people become recognised as having their greatness unbesmirched. 
The hostility too of the Idea of ‘ No-soul ’ towards love, etc. is affirmed 
for this same reason; because they become set aside as soon as the idea of 
‘ No-soul ’ presents itself. When between two sots of things, one becomes 
set aside at the presence of the other,—then, on tho rise of tho latter to its 
very height, the former becomes absolutely and entirely destroyed; e.g. the 
Fire-flame on the appearance of the rise of water;—and the Dofects are 
liable to destruction in the presence of the idea of * No-soul ’;—hence when 
this idea reachos its height, how could the Defects continue to exist ? 

Thus our Reason is not ‘ Inconclusive ’. And because it is present when¬ 
ever the Probandum is present, it is not ' contradictory ’ either.—(3338) 
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Thus the ‘ removal of tho Hindranco of Afflictions ’ having been estab¬ 
lished, the Author proceeds to doscribo the ‘ removal of tho Hindrance of 
Cognisable things ’— 


TEXT (3339). 

Also, on account of the peculiar character of the direct per¬ 
ception, the Defect along with the dispositions ceases 
forthwith ; AND thus through freedom from all 
‘ obstacles omniscience becomes accom¬ 
plished.—(3339) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Direct perception ’—of what ?— of the idea of 1 no-soul ’; this is to be 
understood from the context.—' The peculiar character ’ of this Diroct Per¬ 
ception consists in the complete realisation of the good and bad points of tho 
said idea and its contrary (respectively), by a long-continued process. It is 
because this complete realisation is wanting in those who aro still in the stage 
of pupilage, that these are not omniscient. And the reason for this lies in 
the fact that, on account of the absence of the said long-continued practice, 
the ‘ Hindrance of Cognisable things ’ has not been removod; because the 
said contemplation is still wanting. 

The argument may bo formulated thus :—That Contemplation which 
is carried on uninterruptedly with due faith for a long time brings about its 
fruit in tho shape of the direct perception of tilings as if they were in one’s 
palms,—as for example, the contemplation by the lover of the loved one ;— 
the contemplation by the Merciful Lord of the doctrine of ‘ No-soul ’ is fully 
equipped with all the said three qualifications;—thus there is a reason based 
on the nature of things.—The Reason here adduced cannot be said to be 
4 inadmissible ’; because it has been already explained that it is always 
possible for the Merciful one, seeking for some end (such as the welfare of 
mankind) to have recourse to such activity.—Nor can the Reason be said 
to be ' Inconclusive ’; because the thing under discussion, which is the 
mental perception of the ‘ soul-lessnoss ’ of all things, is what is sought to be 
proved as rendered manifest by the aforesaid contemplation with the three 
qualifications. And the invariable concomitance of the character of the 
Probans with the character of the Probandum is well-known; specially 
because the clear manifestation of it does not need any other cause to bring it 
about; and from this there follows by implication, its invariable concomitance 
with omniscience also; because ‘ omniscience ’ is nothing other than the said 
clear manifestation of the Cognition envisaging the ‘ Soul-less-ness ’ of all 
things. Thus then the invariable concomitance of the contemplation with 
the expected clear manifestation in general being established, that with 
' omniscience ’ also becomes established by implication. Specially because 
in connection with tho subject in question no other clear manifestation is 
possible. 
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By this same argument all those arguments become answored which 
the other party had brought forward against the existence of the Omniscient 
Person ; because the existence of the Omniscient Person is not something to 
bo proved; what is meant to be proved is the clear manifestation of the 
thing in question in the well-known mind (of that Person). 

In this way, on account of the peculiar character of the direct perception, 
the entire effects of the Defects,—in the shape of the deficiencies of Body, 
Speech and Mind,—become dispolled ; and thus both kinds of ‘ Hindrance ’ 
become set aside; and all hindrances having been set aside, Omniscience 
becomes an accomplished fact.—(3339) 

The following might be urged—“ It may bo that Omniscience in general 
has been proved ; yet the Omniscience of Buddha has not been proved 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3340). 

In fact, this (omniscience) that has been proved is that of Buddha 

Himself, as it is He who, at the very outset, expounded 

THE DOCTRINE OF ‘ NO-SOUL THAT IS WHY He 
STANDS AT THE HEAD OF ALL PHILOSOPHERS. 

—(3340) 

COMMENTARY. 

The said omniscience has been proved really as belonging to Buddha, 
not to Kapila and others.—“ Why ” ?— Because at the very outset, it was He 
who expounded the doctrine of 4 No-soul ’. 

What is meant is as follows :—By pointing out that all things are included 
among the five * Thought Phases Buddha taught, at the very outset, that 
there is ‘ No-soul ’.—It is this same Teacher whose existence is proved by the 
Inferential Indicative in the shape of the teaching of ‘ Soul-less-ness'; and 
it is this Person who is called by us ‘ Sugata' (Buddha). Through this 
teaching of His, complete knowledge of all things, obtainable and dis¬ 
cardable, along with the means of obtaining and discarding them, becomes 
secured. Hence it is through His connection with this complete knowledge 
that He becomes recognised as omniscient and reliable ; hence it is only right 
and proper that His existence should be proved by persons who desire to under¬ 
stand His teachings. His Omniscience does not rest upon His knowledge 
of such things as the number of insects in the world ; though it is proved 
that the knowledge of such things also is possible for Him; as His knowledge 
relates to the Truth relating to all things and is lasting. For instance, by 
the teaching of the doctrine of 4 No-soul ’,—which is in full accordance with 
Reason and proofs—His knowledge becomes established—by the teaching 
that this 4 Soul-less-ness ’ has always been thoro and will always be there. He 
has shown that His knowledge of things is lasting;—specially because His 
teachings relating to the three kinds of Pain and allied things ore in agree¬ 
ment with all the nine sections of the scriptures and with the teaching of the 
4 Three Paths ’.—As He has made known the 4 Four Truths ’ by various 
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means, it is inferred from this that Ho knows all things; specially as any 
incapacity there might have been there to comprehend all things has boon 
dispelled. In fact, no one could expound such teachings, who did not know 
all the good and bad points of things and was not able to expound them. 
Nor can it be right to assert that “ Ho has expounded these teachings after 
having learnt it from the Veda; as it has been shown that the Veda is the 
work of a human being. 

From all this we conclude that the Blessed Lord stands at the head of all 
Philosophers, because of the superiority of His knowledge of things.—(3340) 

For this same reason there can bo no equality between the Blessed Lord 
of the superior knowledge and any one else. This is what is pointed out in 
the following:— 

TEXTS (3341-3342). 

There can be no equality between this Teacher endowed with 
THE TRUE KNOWLEDGE OF TRUTH, AND OTHER TEACHERS WHO 
HAVE EXPOUNDED FALSE DOCTRINES. THE KNOWLEDGE OF 
THESE LATTER IS NOT VOUCHED FOR BY ANY MEANS OF 

Right Cognition, and their Word is beset with 
ANNULMENT ; THEREFORE THE CAPACITY TO KNOW 
SUPERSENSUOUS THINGS MUST BE VERY FAR 

AWAY FROM THEM.—(3341-3342) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no reason to provo that those other Teachers possess superior 
knowledge. If there were such reason at all, it could only be in the form 
of the Inferential Indicative in the form of their own Word ; and their Word 
has been found to bo asserting things contrary to all forms of valid Cognition ; 
how thon could such Word prove tho prosence, in them, of superior knowledge ? 
—(3341-3342) 

It might be urged that—“ Tho word of Buddha also is contrary to all 
forms of valid Cognition ”. 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3343). 

[The words of Buddha are] well-knit,—they propound a com¬ 
patible METHOD,—AND SET FORTH WHAT IS USEFUL FOR MEN J 
EVEN IN REGARD TO PERCEPTIBLE THINGS, THEY ARE NOT, 

IN THE LEAST DEGREE, ANNULLED BY THE TWO MEANS 

(and Forms) of Cognition.—(3343) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Well-knit', —the various sentences form one composite whole com¬ 
prehending one and the same purpose; they aro not disconnected, like such 
stray sentences as ‘ ten pomegranates ’,' six cakes ’ and so forth. 
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A 4 compatible ' —i.e. practicable— 4 method ' —in the shape of meditating 
upon soul-less-ness —is taught in them; and they do not lay down such 
impracticable methods as the securing of the crest-jewel of the king of serpents. 

‘ They set forth what is useful for men '—in the shapo of Prosperity and the 
Highost good ; thty do not set forth such useless things ns the investigation 
of the subject of the teeth of crows. 

Says the Opponent—“ All this is applicable to the words of Kapila 
and other teachers also ”. 

Answer :—‘ Even in regard to, etc., etc .'— 4 Perceptible ’—i.e. regarded as 
amenable to Perception and Inference ;— 4 not annulled by the two means of 
Cognition ’—Perception and Inference ; because the real state of things is 
exactly as spoken of in the words. 

That is to say, what is regarded as amenable to Perception is the five¬ 
fold group of Thought-phases —in the shape of the conceptions of (a) the 
Blue and other objects, (b) Pleasure, Pain and other Feolings, (c) the causes 
of those, (d) the Apprehension, (e) Love and Hate, etc.,—and it cannot bo 
otherwise than what is asserted by Buddha ; just like the imperceplibility of 
things regarded as imperceptible ; so also of what other parties have regarded 
os perceptible,—such as the various varieties of Colour, Sound and the rest. 
Pleasure, etc., and Substances, Actions, Universals and Conjunctions;—also 
such things os functioning through the potencies of things, and the rest are 
rogordod as amenable to Inference,—all these are exactly as asserted (by the 
words of Buddha). Similarly too, the four ‘Noble Paths’, which ore not 
regarded as amenable to Inference, are actually found to be not so amenable ; 
just as the Soul and other things which ore regarded by other parties as 
amenable to Inference functioning through the potency of things. 

The particle 4 api ’, also indicates that the words are not otherwise, 
even in regard to things that are not perceptible. For instance, what the 
words of Buddha have taught, for the removal of Love, etc., is the doctrino of 
4 No-soul ’ ns contrary to and counteracting the doctrine of 4 Soul ’ which is 
at the root of that Love and Hate, etc. and the things emanating therefrom ; 
—and they have not taught—like the words of Kapila and others—such 
means as Bathing, performance of the Agnihotra and so forth, which aro not 
incompatible with the root cause of Love, Hate, etc.—(3343) 

The following Text points out that it was for this reason that the Blessed 
Lord declared that— 4 This is to bo accoptcd by the wise, after proper testing, 
as in the case of gold — 

TEXT (3344). 

[The words of Buddha] are free from impurities, like gold tested 

BY 4 HEATING ‘ CUTTING ’ AND 4 TOUCHING ’ J AND, LIKE THE 
GOLD, THEY DO NOT UNDERGO ANY CHANGE IN THE 
PROCESS OF TESTING AND INVESTIGATION. 

—(3344) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as gold, which is free from all impurities, pure, when tested by 
4 Heating ’, etc., does not undergo any change,—so also the jewel-like words of 
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the Blessed Lord,—when tested— (a) by ‘ Perception ’, which is like ‘ Heating * 
—(6) by ‘ Inference ’ based on the capacity of things, which is like * Touching 
—and (c) by Inference based on the Reliable Word, which is like ‘ cutting ’,— 
do not undergo any change. It is thus only right that the activity of intelli¬ 
gent men should proceed on the basis of such Reliable Word only,—not of 
any other. This is the purport of the Test.—(3344) 

The following Texts point out the similarity of the Lord’s Word to 
jewels:— 

TEXTS (3345-3347). 

The jewel-like Word op Buddha , Whose appearance is conducive 

TO THE DESTRUCTION OF THE ENTIRE MASS OF THE DARKNESS OF 

Wrong Notions, is never got at by men beset with sins. That 

is why wise men declared Buddha ALONE to be omniscient, 

—cognisant of all such things as Primordial Matter 
and Spirits ; He has been called the ‘ Great Physician ’. 

—Thus there is the definitely certain Cognition 
that Buddha is omniscient, not Kapila . Though 
this Cognition has been clearly spoken of, 
it has not been understood by dull-witted 
men.—(3345-3347) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Wrong ideas' are the 1 darkness ’; conducive to the destruction of that 
is the appearance of the Lord's Word. 

‘ By men beset with sins' —i.e. by men who have no piety. 

'Spoken of '—os brought about by the Inferential Indicative in the 
shape of the True Word.—(3346-3347) 

It has been argued by the other party, under Text 3150, that—“ In 
regard to one matter, of Arithmetic for instance, all beings are found to be 
truthful and no distinction is found among them, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXT (3348). 

From what has been said, it is also learnt wherein lies the dis¬ 
tinction of the ‘ Suppressor of Desires ’ ( Buddha ) from R?abha 
and other incompetent Teachers.—(3348) 

COMMENTARY. 

The above described ‘ Superiority of Knowledge ’ of the Blessed Lord, 
the ‘Suppressor of MSra ’ (Desire) having established His ‘Distinction’ 
(superiority) over foabha, Vardhatnana and othors—it is not open to you, 
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if you aro truthful, to assert that ‘ no Distinction is perceived Such is 
the upshot of the whole.—(3348) 

It might be urged that—“ on finding, in the one domain of Arithmetic 
that both sets of Teachers aro oquully right, we assert them to be 
equal ”.— 

The answer to that is as follows:— 


TEXT (3349). 

What fool is there who will regard a Person who knows 
THE LETTERS OF THE ALPHABET ONLY, AS CONVERSANT 
WITH THE ESSENCE OF ALL THE SCIENCES,—MERELY ON 
THE GROUND OF HIS POSSESSING EQUAL KNOWLEDGE 

OF FOOD ?—(3349) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by tho other party, under Texts 3151 et seq., that— 
“ The Reason that the Buddhist adduces in support of the Omniscience of one 
Person will bo available in the case of other Persons also, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3350). 

Thus then, that Reason by which the Omniscience of one Person 

IS ESTABLISHED IS not AVAILABLE IN THE CASE OF ANOTHER 

Person ;—because the essence of that Reason 
IS ABSENT IN THIS LATTER CASE.—(3350) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tat ’—Therefore ; thus. 

‘ The essence of that Reason'; —though the mere verbal expression of 
tho Reason may be applicable,—in the form ‘ Because they are Teachers 
of tho Syadvada and other doctrines which are true and all-pervading [therefore 
Jina and others should be regarded as Omniscient]' ;—yet the essential factor 
of that Reason which is concomitant with the reality of things, is absent in 
such reasonings,—which therefore cannot be available for tho case of Kapila 
and others. It is only when one real thing is concomitant with another real 
thing,—and not merely a verbal expression—that brings about the right 
apprehension of things.—(3350) 

It has been argued by the other party, under Text 3152, that—“The 
objections that the Buddhists forcibly urge against the arguments in 
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support of the Omniscience of Jina, are also urged by the Jainas against 
the other party, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3351). 

Thus, those objections that the Buddhists, without anger, urge 

AGAINST THE ASSERTION OF THE OMNISCIENCE OF Jina, —THE 
Jainas are not in a position to urge (against 
the Buddhist).—(3351) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Without anger ’—Free from anger. In fact the Buddhists proceed to 
put forward those arguments only through pity for you, not, through anger 
or arrogance, like yourselves. 

'This' —Because it has been shown that the Syudvdda and other 
teachings propounded by him are defective.—(3351) 


It has been argued under Text 3153,—“ How can any definite conclusion 
be arrived at through such reasonings and cojinter-reasonings, which are un¬ 
certain and swallowed by their own reflections ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3352-3353). 

Because the truth that has been found in the Buddhist doctrine, 
through proofs with well-established premises,—HAS NOT 

BEEN SO FOUND IN ANY OTHER DOCTRINE,—THEREFORE PLEASE 
DRAW AS MANY DEFINITE CONCLUSIONS AS YOU CAN, 
THROUGH VARIOUS REASONINGS AND COUNTER-REASON¬ 
INGS, WHICH ARE WELL-FOUNDED AND NOT 
SWALLOWED BY THEIR OWN REFLECTIONS.— 

(3352-3353) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Yat' — Because. 

‘ Siddhapratibandhena ’—By moans of Premises asserting identity 
and the causal relations, on the strength of the real state of things. 

' Tina ’—Therefore.—(3352-3353) 

It has been argued, under Text 3157,—"Who can reasonably accept 
the existence of a Person who can bo regarded by such reasons as ‘ being 
cognisable ’, etc. etc. ? ” 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (3354-3355). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE IS NO INCOMPATIBILITY, DIRECT OR INDIRECT, 
BETWEEN THE CHARACTER OF ‘ KNOWING ALL THINGS ’ AND THAT 

OF ‘ BEING COGNISABLE, ETC.’—In FACT ‘ COGNISABILITY ’ IS 
PROVED BY THE * ABSENCE OF INCOGNISABILITY NOT BY 
THE ‘ ABSENCE OF OMNISCIENCE ’ ; THIS LATTER THERE¬ 
FORE RETAINS ITS CHARACTER.—(3354-3355) 

COMMENTARY. 

When one desires to establish the denial of one thing by the affirmation 
of another, he should affirm that which may be incompatible either directly 
or indirectly, with what is to be denied,—and not that which is not so in¬ 
compatible. If it were not so, then the affirmation of anything at random 
might lead to the denial of all things. In the case in question, there is no 
incompatibility, direct or indirect, between ' Omniscience ’ and 1 cognisability ’• 
For instance, incompatibility between any two things can be of only two 
kinds—(1) in the form of mutual exclusion, the presence and absence of one 
implying the absence and presence, respectively, of the other,—e.g. between 
Existence and Non-existence, or between Succession and Non-succession ; and 
(2) in the form of impossibility of co-existence; e.g. between Fire and Cool¬ 
ness. —That the former kind of ‘ incompatibility ’ is not there between 
4 Omniscience ’ and 4 cognisability ’ is shown by the words— 4 Cognisability 
is proved, etc. etc.' —It has been pointed out on a previous occasion that there 
is 4 incompatibility ’ of the kind of mutual exclusiveness between those two 
things only of which the cognition of one means the non-cognition of the 
other ; and 4 cognisability ’ is there, as excluding, not 4 Omniscience ’, but 
4 incognisability ’.—(3354-3355) 

The following Text shows that the second kind of incompatibility also 
is not there in the case in question :— 

TEXT (3356). 

Omniscience has never before been seen to appear on the 

APPEARANCE OF ITS COMPLETE CAUSE,—BY VIRTUE OF WHICH 
IT COULD BE SAID TO CEASE ON THE APPEARANCE OF 
THE CHARACTER OF ‘ BEING AN ENTITY ’ 

AND SO FORTH.—(3356) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is only when between two things, one does not appear even when its 
Cause is present in its perfect condition,—by reason of tho presence of the 
other,—that the two arc said to be 4 incompatible \ in the sense of never 
co-existing os regards the case in question, Omniscience has never bofore 
been seen to appoar on the appearance of its Cause in perfect condition,— 
by virtue of which it could cease on the appearanco of the character of 4 being 
an entity ’.—(3356) 
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Question: —“ Why is it thftt Omniscience has not come into existence on 
the prcscnco of a Cause ’ ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (3357). 

Being featureless and uncognised even by itself, it can never come 

INTO EXISTENCE. THUS IT WOULD MEAN THAT BEFORE ITS 

appearance, the Omniscience actually existed (and 

WAS NOT BROUGHT INTO EXISTENCE BY ANY 

Cause).—(3357) 

COMMENTARY. 

If you hold the view that “ Omniscience disappears on the appearance of 
the character of ‘ being an entity * and ‘ oognisability —thon, in that 
case, it would mean that, before the appearance of the character of ‘ being 
an entity \ etc. the Omniscience was ‘ not an entity ’ and was not * cognisable ’ 
ovon by itself; and thus, (a) being a non-entity, it would be featureless, and 
(b) being incognisable, there would be no self-cognition of it; which means 
that the Omniscience is never brought about, and does not exist at all: how 
then can it bo said to have appeared jneviously and then ceased ? Cer¬ 
tainly thore can be no appearance, coming into existence, of what is feature¬ 
less. Nor can there be any basis for the existence of what is not cognised ; 
as all notions of the existence of things are dependent upon their being 
cognised. What is meant by all this is that the reasoning of the Opponent 
involves self-contradiction. 

Then again, if its previous appearance is admitted, then this appearance 
itself, without any effort on our part, establishes the existence of Omni- 
scionce ; hence it cannot bo right to deny it; otherwise thore would bo self- 
contradiction.—This is what is pointed out in the Text, by the words— 
‘ Before its appearance, etc. etc.'; —i.e. if it is admitted that the Omniscience 
existed before the appearance. —(3357) 

It might be argued that,—“ It may be that Incognisability and the rest 
are not incompatible with Omniscience : even so they indicate the non¬ 
existence of the Omniscient Porson.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3358). 

The affirmation of what is not incompatible cannot be rightly 

REGARDED AS SETTING ASIDE THE OTHER. OTHERWISE THE 
PRESENCE OF COLOUR MIGHT MEAN THE ABSENCE 

of Taste.—(3358) 

COMMENTARY. 

Some people argue as follows :—“ Even though ‘ Cognisability \ etc. 
are not incompatible with ‘ Omniscience yet the character of ‘ being 
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a speaker ’ is certainly incompatible with it; because Omniscience cannot 
co-exist along with ‘Speakership’, of which ‘Conceptual Content’ is the 
indirect Causo ; because on tho principle that ‘ one cannot utter words without 
previous cogitation and thinking’. Conceptual Content is the cause of 
Speaking ; and as all Conceptual Content is associated with verbal expression, 
it cannot approhond tho forms of things,—this latter being amenable to 
only such cognition as is free from Conceptual Content; thus during the 
conceptual stage, there being no apprehension of the form of things, there 
can be no Omniscience. Thus Omniscience boing contrary to (incompatible 
with) Speakership, the presence of one would mean the absence of the other, 
due to the non-apprehension of its Cause. So that our Reason is not ‘In¬ 
conclusive’.—This Reason, ‘Speakership’ is implied by the torm ‘ adi ’ 
in the sentence ‘ one who has the characters of being knowable, cognisable, 
etc. etc.’ (under Text 3157). ” 

This is the view anticipated in Texts 3359-3360, and answered in Texts 
3361-3362, as follows:— 


TEXTS (3359-3362). 

IN THIS MATTER, THE ' SPEAKERSHIP ’ OF THE LORD BEING IMPLIED BY 
THE FIRST WORD UTTERED BY HlM, A CERTAIN PARTY THINKS THAT 
THERE IS AN INCOMPATIBILITY BETWEEN SUCH ‘ SPEAKERSHIP ’ 

and ‘ Omniscience and hence concludes that there can 
be no 4 Omniscience ’; because there can be 4 speakership ’ 

ONLY WHEN THERE IS ‘ CONCEPTUAL CONTENT ’, WHILE ONE COULD BE 
4 OMNISCIENT * ONLY IF THERE WERE NO 4 CONCEPTUAL CONTENT ’ ; 
AS A MATTER OF FACT, (HE URGES) AN ENTITY IS NEVER APPRE¬ 
HENDED by a Cognition associated with Verbal Expression.— 
As REGARDS THIS REASONING ALSO, THOSE WHO THINK THAT THE 
4 Speakership ’ of the Omniscient Person follows from cogita¬ 
tion AND THINKING, DO NOT ADMIT THE OMNISCIENT PERSON ON 
THE GROUND OF HlS BEING A 4 SPEAKER * ; NOR ON THE GROUND OF 
HlS CONCEPTUAL KNOWLEDGE ; IN CASE, HOWEVER, THERE IS NO 

4 Conceptual Content there can be no 4 Speakership ’.— 

(3359-3362) 


COMMENTARY. 

Some people hold that tho ‘ Speakership ’ of tho Lord is due to tho 
appearance of tho ‘ Conceptual Content ’; while others are of the opinion 
that, on account of previous impetus, the Lord proceeds to speak even 
without any conceptual idea. 

Under the former view, if what is meant to bo proved is that 4 there can 
be no Omniscience during the conceptual state ’, thon tho argument is super¬ 
fluous ; because these people themselves admit that in the conceptual state, 
the Lord is not omniscient.—If, on tho other hand, what is meant to be 
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proved is the absence of Omniscionce in the non-conceptual state, then the 
Reason adduced is ‘ inadmissible ’; because in that state, there is no speaking 
at all; for the simple reason that in that state there is no Conceptual Content 
that could prompt the Speaking. —(3359-3362) 

Says the Opponent"If it is hold that in the conceptual state, the 
Lord is not omniscient,—then His words would be words uttered by one who 
is not omniscient, and as such, not reliable.” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3363-3365). 

Even so, it cannot be right to regard His Words as those uttered 

BY ONE WHO IS NOT-OMNISCIENT ; BECAUSE HlS NON-OMNISCIENCE 
HAS BEEN DISCARDED BY HlS OMNISCIENCE ; HENCE THERE SHOULD 
BE AGREEMENT. FOR INSTANCE, HAVING EXPERIENCED HEAT, ONE 
SPEAKS OF IT [AND THIS SPEECH IS RECONCILED, IN AGREEMENT, WITH 
THE PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE OR COGNITION] ; FROM THIS THERE IS NO 
DISAGREEMENT WITH THE REAL STATE OF THINGS, BECAUSE THE 
SPEECH IS THE OUTCOME OF THE DIRECT COGNITION OF THOSE 
things. Thus then, at the time when the Lord is omniscient, 
the Reason adduced by the other party is not present ; 

AND AS REGARDS THE TIME OF ORDINARY USAGE, HIS ARGUMENT 
WOULD BE SUPERFLUOUS.—(3363-3365) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though at that time the Lord is not omniscient,—yet that does not 
moan that His words are such as have been uttered by one who is nol-omni- 
scient; —why ?—because this non - om niscience lias been set aside by Omni¬ 
scionce. It is on this account that the Words in question become reliable 
also,—having boen prompted by the Conceptual Content brought about by 
the force of the Cognition of the Omniscient Person, and therefore 
connected, indirectly, with the real state of things; this reliability is just 
like the reliability of the Inferential Conception. 

An example is cited in support of the said idea—‘ For instance, etc. etc.' 

1 Tasmdt '—from the speech coming after the experiencing of heat. 

‘ The speech is the outcome, etc. etc.' —i.e. because the Conceptual Content 
has been brought about, indirectly, by the direct cognition of the Heat. 

The following might be urged—“ If the Omniscient Person has Concep¬ 
tual Cognitions, then there is likelihood of His being mistaken ; because, 
by its very nature, Conception is mistaken, wrong, because it appears as the 
Cognition of a thing as what is not that thing”. 

This is not so. The Lord could be mistaken, only if Ho did not know 
the distinction between the Real and the Imposed (Unreal). As a matter of 
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fact, however, Ho recognises the object of the Conceptual Cognition as only 
imposed (unreal), while He looks upon the roal external object,—which is 
envisaged by tho Non-conceptual Cognition,—as something quite different, 
and real; how then can He bo said to be ‘ mistaken ’ ? 

“If Ho is not mistaken, why does He impose (fancy) tilings during 
tho conceptual state ? ” 

Not so; bocauso Ho is cognisant all the time of the means whereby 
speech is prompted. As a matter of fact, He does not perceive anything 
else,—apart from tho imposing conception—as prompting the speech;— 
nor does He apprehend any other connotation of the Words, apart from what 
is imposed; hence, knowing tho means whereby speech is prompted, He 
takes pity on the world, and, without expounding to others tho things as He 
has actually perceived them. Ho cannot sit idle ; and being urgod by the desire 
to expound them, He creates the imposing conception, —as tho means 
prompting speech,—as also the imposed, in the shape of the connotation 
of Words. 

All this objection tho Author will bring up later on and answer it. We 
have introduced it in the present context, because it had some bearing upon 
it. 

For the same reasons, it cannot be right to regard the Omniscient 
Person as affected by Love, on the ground of His speakership. Because 
speech can proceed from other causes also. Speaking, Movement and such 
actions aro not always due to Love, etc. ; thoy are due to tho more desire 
to speak ; and this Desire to speak is possible also in the Person devoid of 
Love, being duo to His mercy. Hence the Reason adduced is not true. 

“ Mercy itself is only a form of Love." 

Not so ; because Mercy does not bring about any undesirable effects; 
while Love has been described as that attachment of the mind which apper¬ 
tains to things besot with impurities, and which is indicated by the notion of 
‘ I ’ and ‘ mine ’ and of one’s ‘ lasting happiness *; while Hate is the desire to 
harm, against anything that injures the ‘ me ’ and ‘ mine ’;—and tho notion 
of ‘ I ’ and ‘ mine ’ is sheer delusion ; not so Mercy ; because Mercy appears, 
even without any notion of ‘ I ’, through tho repeated perception of parti¬ 
cular forms of Pain and Suffering. It is on this ground that the Scriptures 
have asserted that Persons free from Love and Attachment aro moved by 
Friendliness and other feelings that are based entirely upon Dhartna, etc.— 
(3363-3365) 


The following might be urged—“ If wo had wanted to prove only that 
the knowledge of all things is not always present before Him, then perhaps 
our argument might have boon superfluous, seeking to prove what is already 
admitted. As a mattor of fact however, what we mean to prove is the fact 
that He docs not possess the capacity to know in detail the truth relating 
to all things ; hence our reasoning is not superfluous ; nor is our Reason ‘ In¬ 
admissible ’; because what our Reason moans is tho capacity to use." 

Tho answer to this is as follows :— 

48 
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TEXTS (3366-3367). 

Even if you deny the capacity to know all things, your reason 

STILL REMAINS OPEN TO TOE CHARGE OF ITS PRESENCE IN THE CON¬ 
TRARY OF THE PKOBANDUM BEING DOUBTFUL.—EVEN IF YOU 

wish your Reason to consist in the capacity to use, 

THE SAME DEFECT, OF THE POSSIBILITY OF ITS PRE¬ 
SENCE IN THE CONTRARY OF THE PROBANDUM, 

PERSISTS.—(3366-3367) 

COMM ENTARY. 

In both cases there is nothing to sot aside the possibility of the presence 
of the Reason in the contrary of the Probondum ; and this doubt renders 
the Reason 1 Inconclusive ’.—(3306-3367) 

Other Buddhists have held that words proceed from the Blessed Lord, 
even without conceptual content with reference to this view, the Author 
says— 

TEXTS (3368-3369). 

‘ Even when Tdyin (Buddha) ls free from Conceptual Content, 
His Teachings go on under thf. force of the initial momentum, 

—IN TOE MANNER OF THE REVOLUTIONS OF THE WHEEL ’ ;—EVEN 
AGAINST THE WISE MEN WHO HOLD THIS VIEW, THE ARGU¬ 
MENT OF THE OTHER PARTY IS OF NO AVAIL.—(3368- 

3369) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of the Potter’s wheel, even after the turning by the stick 
has ceased, its revolution continues under the force of the momentum im¬ 
parted to it; similarly in the case of the Blessed Lord, even after the cessation 
of the entire web of conceptual content, His Teaching goes on under the 
force of the momentum originally imparted by His previous Piety. 

Such is the view that has been held by some ‘ wise men *—i.e. the 
Idealist Buddhists. 

As against thoso also, the Reason adduced by the opponent remains 
clearly ‘ inadmissible \—(3368-3369) 

The following might be urged:—“Under the view just referred to, every 
thing is a mere reflection of one’s own apprehension (Idea), hence there can 
bo no real ‘ speakership ’ at all in the case of any man ; in fact, even when 
he does not speak, the reflected idoation appears in another man; so that 
the person remains the dominating cause, and hence people come to regard 
him as the ' speaker ’; and it is this popularly conceived ‘ speakership ’ that 
has been adduced by us as the Reason (for Buddha being not-omniscieni ); 
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either the Roason or the ‘ subject ’ of our reasoning is not in accordance 
with our own doctrine, but in accordance with the popular notion of things. 
Consequently thero can be no ‘ Inadmissibility ’ in the Reason adduced by 
us”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3369-3370). 

THE ‘ SPEAKERSHIP ’ THAT IS POPULARLY CONCEIVED BY MEN,—IF THAT 
IS PUT FORWARD AS THE REASON, THEN IT WOULD BE OPEN TO THE 
CHARGE OF HAVING ITS PRESENCE IN THE CONTRARY OF THE 

Probandum possible.—(3369-3370) 

COMMENTARY. 

Hero also, its exclusion from the contrary of the Probandum being 
doubtful, the Reason becomes ‘ Inconclusive ’.—(3369-3370) 


The following Text clarifies that ‘ Inadmissibility ’ which the opponent 
has urged against the doctrine of the Idealist:— 


TEXT (3370). 

“ When the doctrine in question has no reason in its support, 
—WHAT sort of ‘ inadmissibility ’ WOULD THERE 
BE IN REGARD TO IT ? ”—(3370) 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponent argues as follows :—“ Only those arguments in support of, 
or against, anything, are admissible which sot forth ideas accepted with 
certainty of conviction by both parties,—not what is not accepted by either 
party, or what is doubtful; because arguments of the latter sort would 
need further arguments in support of them. When, thus, the doctrine of 
the Idealist is one that is not vouched for by any Means of Right Cognition, 
how can Inadmissibility be urged (against any Reason urged against it) ? A 
conclusion does not becomo vitiated by the arbitrary assumption of ad¬ 
missibility or inadmissibility; it is effective only when these are vouched 
for by proofs ; and as a matter of fact the doctrine of Idealism has not been 
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established by any Means of Right Cognition ; in fact it has been rejected in 
detail”.—(3370) 


The answer to tho above is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3371-3373). 

Our answer is as follows If ' Speakership ’ by itself, is meant 
to be the Reason, then it is one whose substratum is unknown,— or 
its ‘ Inadmissibility ’ is suspected. In fact, the exact con¬ 
notation of the word being doubtful, the fact remains 

that it is one whose ‘ Inadmissibility ’ is suspected. 

Consequently, if you have to urge such an argument, 
you can do so only as a Reduclio ad absurdum. —And 
IN such an argument what has to be urged must be 

WHAT IS KNOWABLE ONLY FROM THE SCRIPTURES (OF 
THE OTHER PARTY) J AND THERE CAN BF. NO OTHER 
MEANS OF PROVING ITS EXISTENCE.—(3371-3373) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are only two alternative views possible—(1) ‘speakership’ may 
be a Reason, independently by itself—or (2) it may be in the nature of a 
Reductio ad absurdum. —Under the former view, tho substratum of tho 
qualification would be ‘ unknown ’; hence the Reason would be ‘ unknown 
‘ inadmissible If the substratum is meant to be, not qualified, but in 
general,—evon so, until the * speakership ’ has been proved to the satisfac¬ 
tion of the other party, its admissibility must remain doubtful; in 
accordance with the principle that a reason can prove a conclusion only when 
it is itself admitted by both parties. 

‘ Asya ’—i.e. of ‘ speakership ’. 

Thus in order to avoid this difficulty, you have to admit that what you 
have urged is only a Reductio ad absurdum. But even as regards this Re- 
duclio ad Absurdum, what has to be put forward as the Reason is only that 
character which cannot bear any scrutiny and what is knowablo only from 
the scriptures of tho other party; as the putting forward of such a Roason 
would expose tho self-contradiction on tho part of the opponent;—and no 
attempt should bo made to prove such a character; as that could servo no 
useful purpose. 

And so far as the case in question is concerned, ‘ speakership ’ is not a 
character knowable only from the scriptures of the othor party. So that 
your Reason romains 4 Inadmissible ’ under both alternatives.—(3371-3373) 

The following Texts sum up the author’s position and point out that 
the assertions of the opponents are contrary to the real state of things :— 
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TEXTS (3374-3377). 

When reasons such as * Being known ‘ Being an entity ’, 4 Being ’ 

AND SO FORTH ARE INCAPABLE OF SETTING ASIDE THE OMNISCIENT 

Person,—who is there who will not admit His existence ? 
—Thus no reason, either temporal or scriptural, that the 

UPHOLDER OF THE VEDA CAN HAVE IN HIS MOUTH, IS CAPABLE OF 
REMOVING THE POISON OF THE AWFUL SERPENT IN THE SHAPE 
OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE ShSkya. —In FACT, THE FEEBLE AND 
DULL-WITTED BRiHMANA, EVEN WHEN MERELY GLANCED AT BY 
THE POISON FROM THE EYES (OF THAT SERPENT), BECOMES UNABLE 
EVEN TO BREATHE,— WHAT TO SAY OF SETTING IT ASIDE ! ANY 
REASONING, EVEN WHEN SOUND, BECOMES UGLY IN THE MOUTH OF 
THE VEDIC SCHOLAR,—ON ACCOUNT OF ITS ABUNDANCE IN A LOWLY 
SUBSTRATUM ; JUST LIKE THE STRING OF BEADS PLACED AT THE 

FEET.—(3374-3377) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Who wiU not admit His existence V —i.e. as a possibility. That is to 
say, when the mere absence of proofs to the contrary establishes that possi¬ 
bility.—This matter may rest here. 

There is no wonder that the unsound reasoning appearing in the mouth 
of the Y 7 edic Scholar does not shine ; what w strange, however, is that even a 
sound reason when asserted by you, fails to shine, on account of the defective 
character of its substratum.—(3374-3377) 

Question :— 1 How so ? * 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (3378-3379). 

He cannot assert even the infallibility of the concomitance 
between Smoke and Fire ; because, under his view, Smoke exists 

ELSEWHERE ALSO J IN FACT, BEING OF THE ONE UNIFORM NATURE 
OF ‘ ENTITY IT EXISTS IN THE OCEAN ALSO ; AND IF F.IRE 
EXISTS THERE ALSO, THEN WHERE WOULD THE abaence 

(of the Probans) he ?—(3378-3379) 

COMMENTARY. 

That the birth of Smoke is related to Fire, and that it is invariably 
concomitant with Fire is known even to the veriest cowherd ; and yet you, 
by describing the whole world as really ono and uniform in the shapo of 
* Entity are unable to say that Smoko is infallible in its concomitance 
with Fire; because under your view, in the form of 4 Entity ’, it is present 
in water also. 

“ Even so there would be concomitance with Fire.” 
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Answer :—‘ If Fire exists, etc. etc.' —If it is admitted that, under tlic 
principle of all things being one and the same, the Ocean is of the same nature 
as Fire, —then, in the proving of Fire, Water could not be regarded ns that 
where the Probandam ( Fire ) is known to be absent ; and thus there being nothing 
whore the Probandum is absent, on what basis would tho Probans, Smoke, 
be non-existent where the Probandum is absent ?—(3378-3379) 


TEXT (3380). 

Why should not then there be recognition of the form and of the 
EFFECTS OF FlRE IN WATER ALSO ?—THE ONLY OTHER ALTERNA¬ 
TIVE IS THAT THE NATURE OF THE TWO THINGS BEING 
DISTINCT, THE DIFFERENCE AMONG THINGS 
MUST BE REAL.—(3380) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the view is that Fire is really present in Water,—then why is there 
no recognition of the form of the Fire in Water,—or the recognition of its 
effects, in the shape of Burning, Cooking and tho like ? 

If it is said that some sort of difference is also accepted,—then the 
answer is that ‘ the only other, etc. etc.' —This has been discussed in detail, 
under the chapter on SyudvCida. So it may bo allowed to rest here.—(3380) 


It has bocn argued by the opponent under Text 3158, that “ The man who 
assumes the existence of the Omniscient Porson knowing all things through 
a single means of cognition may himself apprehend all things like taste, 
odour and tho rest through the eyes alone.” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXTS (3381-3389). 

The only evidence that is suggested is that of the mental Cognition 
of Omniscience as brought about by the repeated practice 
of the ‘ Truth ’ relating to all things and not the ordinary 

Visual and other Cognitions. Under the circumstances, how 
can it be asserted that the said Person should cognise Taste, 
etc. through the Eye ?— As regards Mental Cognition of things 
like Colour and the rest, it has been accepted, without 

DISPUTE, EVEN BY THE OTHER PARTY ; IN FACT, IT IS ON THE BASIS 
OF THIS MENTAL COGNITION THAT THE REMEMBRANCE OF COLOUR 
AND OTHER THINGS HAS BEEN SAID TO BE PRODUCED.—DURING 
Dreams also, there is Mental Cognition in the s ha pe of the 
APPREHENSION OF ALL THINGS.—THUS THEN, THE OMNISCIENT 

Person being postulated on the basis of Mental Cognition, the 



EXAMINATION OF THE ‘PERSON OF SUPER-NORMAL VISION’. 1499 


SCOPE OF WHICH IS NOT RESTRICTED,—HOW COULD He COGNISE 

Taste, etc. through the Eye ? This objection might apply, 
IF He WERE HELD TO KNOW ALL THINGS THROUGH THE Eye ITSELF. 
AS A MATTER, OF PACT HOWEVER, He DOES COGNISE TASTE AND 
OTHER THINGS COLLECTIVELY, THROUGH THE Mind. —EVEN IN CASES 
WHERE SOME SUPERIOR PECULLVRITY IS FOUND (IN THE COGNITIONS 
of the Omniscient Person), in regard to the perception of 

SUBTLE AND REMOTE THINGS,—IT IS ALL WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE 

said Mind and Mental Concepts ; and it ls not due to the 
FUNCTIONING OP THE AUDITORY ORGAN ON Colour ; ALL THESE 
UNDESIRABLE CONTINGENCIES THAT OTHER PEOPLE HAVE URGED 
AGAINST US ABE NOT APPLICABLE TO US AT ALL ; BECAUSE ALL THE 
SUPERIORITY AND PECULIARITY LIES IN THE mental COgilUion ITSELF, 
AND IT DOES NOT LIE BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THIS COGNITION. THUS 
THEN FOR US, THE THINGS THAT WERE COGNISED IN THE PAST BY 

certain Means of Cognition are precisely the same that are 
COGNISED NOW BY THE SAME MEANS OF COGNITION.—(3381-3389) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it had boon held, (by us) that the Visual and other Sonso-perceptions 
apprehend all things, then there might have boon room for the objection 
that has been urged As a matter of fact, however, when wo postulate the 
Omniscient PePson wo do so on the basis of the fact that at one and the 
same time He knows all things through Menial Cognition, —which apprehends 
all entities, and which is as good as Perception, on account of its distinctness 
and its being in agreement with the real state of tilings,—real Mental Cognition 
having been brought about by the Practice of Meditation upon the Truth 
relating to the impermanent and other characters of all things; and we 
do not hold that Ho apprehends all things through the Visual or other Sense- 
perceptions. 

It cannot be right to assert that—“Mental Cognition is not known to 
apprehend all things”. Because you have yourself explained that there 
is Remembrance of Colour, Sound and other things; and Remembrance is 
certainly a Mental Cognition. —Then again, it is a well-known fact that 
in dreams, there is cognition of Colour and other things; so that the denial 
of Mental Cognition is impossible. Consequently, the peculiarities in the 
cognition of the Omniscient Person falling well within the scope of Mental 
Cognition, what you have urgod does not affoct our position at all.—(3381- 
3389) 

If thoro is axi Idealist who holds the view that the Omniscient Porson 
apprehends all things by Perception through the Eye and other sense-organs 
themselves,—even, under his view, all notions and impressions of disability 
having been removed, all cognitions become applicable to all things and 
consequently all-pervading; as it is only the said Disability that goes to 
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restrict the scope of cognitions. When, therefore, that Disability lias boon 
removed, how could there be any restriction upon the scopo of Cognitions ? 
With this opinion in view, the Author makes tho following statement:— 


TEXTS (3300-3392). 

Or, all Cognition, when pure, would, as a rule, apprehend all 

THINGS ; THOUGH IN A CERTAIN CASE, THERE MAY BE SOME PECULIARITY 

IN THE RESULTANT OF THE COGNITION, DUE TO PARTICULAR CAUSES. 

For instance, the Amalaki IS FOUND to YIELD a smaller fruit ; 

BECAUSE THE AMALAKI GROWING IN THE DESERT HAS BEEN FOUND 

TO YIELD A SMALL FRUIT, IT DOES NOT NECESSARILY FOLLOW 

THAT IT WILL ALWAYS, IN OTHER PLACES ALSO, PRODUCE FRUITS OF 

THE SAME SMALL SIZE.—SIMILARLY, THERE IS THE ASSERTION THAT 

Serpents hear through their eyes.—In fact, the capacities of 

ACTION BELONGING TO ALL THINGS ARK WONDERFUL AND ANYTHING 

MIGHT BE POSSIBLE FOR THEM.—(3390-3392) 

COMMENTARY. 

The nature of things is found to vary and become restricted under 
the influence of a variety of causes; it is not right therefore to deduce that a 
certain thing will always retain the same character that lias been perceived in it 
once; e.g. on seeing that tho Amalaki fruits growing in deserts are very small in 
size, no sane man can conclude that in all plncos,—ovon though there may 
be diverso causes operating,—they would bo tho same.—Hence it is quite pos¬ 
sible that even through the Eye ,—as improved by tho practice of Yoga,—a 
man may become able to see all things. Honco there can bo nothing incon¬ 
gruous in this possibility.—(3390-3392) 

It has been argued by the othor party, under Text 3159, that—“The 
perception of certain things through certain causes in tho past was exactly 
as it is found to appear at the present time”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3393). 

Such an assertion can sound well only when proceeding from 

ONE WHO HAS THE APPREHENSION OF ALL THINGS AT ALL THE 
THREE POINTS OF TIME, AS RESTRICTED IN THEIR 

CAPACITY.—(3393) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘im their capacities restricted '—construe thus—‘to whom all things 
appoar as restricted in the desired manner’.—(3393) 
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Question :—“What is tho assertion that sounds well t” 
Answer :— 


TEXTS (3394-3396). 

[Such an assertion as that]—“The perception of certain things 

THROUGH CERTAIN CAUSES IN THE PAST WAS EXACTLY AS IT IS FOUND 
AT THE PRESENT TIME".—AS A MATTER OF FACT, EVEN AT THE 
PRESENT TIME, IT CANNOT BE KNOWN WHAT THE CAPACITY OF PEOPLE 
IS, BY YOU, WHO ARE A MERE ANIMAL DEVOID OF THE DEFINITE KNOW¬ 
LEDGE OF THE CAPACITY OF ALL THINGS. In FACT, IF YOU HAD THE 
KNOWLEDGE OF THE CAPACITY OF ALL THINGS, OMNISCIENCE WOULD 
INDEED HE YOURS 1 .—NOR CAN IT BE KNOWN BY MEANS OF INFERENCE, 
AS THERE WOULD ALWAYS BE A SUSPICION REGARDING ITS BEING 

otherwise.— (3394-339G) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tiie following might bo urged—"When wo soy that this should have 
been the same in the past, we do not say so on the basis of what wo have 
actually seen, but on the basis of Inference; the inference being in the form— 
‘The means of cognition that is found to apprehend certain things now 
must have done tho same in tho past, because it is a Means of Cognition 

Tho answer to t-liLs is— 'Nor can it be known by Inference' ;—as in tho case 
of tho Amalakl just cited, poculiar effects ore found to be brought about by 
poculiar causes; hence it might bo possible that, through some cause, the 
Moans of Cognition apprehends a different kind of things. Hence the 
Reason adduced would bo‘Inconclusive’.—(3394-3396) 

It has been arguod by tho other party, in Text 3160, that—"Those per¬ 
sons who have boon found to be superior to othors are so only on account 
of intelligence, memory and strength, which vary slightly with varying 
persons,—and not on account of the capacity to porcaive supersensuous 
things". 

Tiie answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3397-3401). 

It is found that on account of the capacity to perceive supersen- 

SUOUS THINGS ALSO, THE PRESENCE OF INTELLIGENCE AND OTHER 
QUALITIES IS PERCEIVED AS ARISING FROM THE FORCE OF THEIR 
LEARNING, ETC. FOR INSTANCE, THERE IS THE ART OF ‘lk?an\hl ’ 

(Thought reading ?) which, properly practised, brings about, 

EVEN DURING THE PRESENT LIFE, THE KNOWLEDGE OF WHAT IS 
PASSING IN ANOTHER MAN’S MIND I AND (WITH ITS HELP) PEOPLE COME 
TO KNOW AND DESCRIBE THINGS PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE, THAT 
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HAVE NOT BEEN EITHER infeircd OR heard of DURING THE PRESENT 
life. Similarly, people are distinctly and truly found to 

BE POSSESSED OF THE CAPACITIES OF CURIOUS INCANTATIONS, 
NiGAS, DEMONS AND SPIRITS OF ALL KINDS.—ALL THIS MAY NOT BE 
seen, and yet there is no proof for denying it. Hence it 
CANNOT BE SAID THAT He DOES NOT EXIST.—(3397-3401) 


COMMENTARY. 

The assertion rnado in 3160 to tho effect that—“it is not on account of 
the capacity to perceivo suporseiumous things that some people are found 
to be superior to others”,—is not true. Because through such arts as that 
of Telepathy, witches and others aro found to be able to rood the thoughts 
of others, and also to have the knowledge of past, present and future things. 

Tho torm 'ddi' ‘others’, is meant to includo the Q&ndJi&ri and others. 

People have also boon found to have tho knowledge of supersensuous 
tilings through the obsession of various elemental, planets, etc.;—all which 
cannot be denied. 

Granting that there is no supernormal vision anywhere,—even so, 
the more fact that the Omniscient Person is not soon cannot prove His 
non-existence. Hence it cannot bo true that He—tho know or of super- 
sensuous things—does not exist.—(3397-3401) 


It has been argued under Text 3101 that—“Even tho intelligent man 
who is capable of perceiving subtle things is superior to other persons, 
without going beyond tho limitations of his own kind”. 

Tho answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3402-3403). 

The Author of the Veda having been established in the manner 

ABOVE DESCRIBED, YOU HAVE TO ADMIT OF THE PERSON CAPABLE OF 
PERCEIVING SUPERSENSUOUS THINGS. In THIS WAY, THE IN¬ 
TELLIGENT MAN WOULD BE ABLE TO SEE SUBTLE THINGS, 

AND WHILE TRANSCENDING THE LIMITATIONS OF HIS 
OWN KIND, HE WOULD BE RISING ABOVE OTHER 

MEN.—(3402-3403) 

COMMENTARY. 

l In die manner described '—by us, undor tho chapter on ‘the Revealed 
Word’. 

Tho author states an argument in support of the above:— 
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TEXT (3404). 

JUST AS THE CAPACITY OF THE EAR AND OTHER SENSE-ORGANS IN RELATION 
TO THEIR OBJECTS, BECOMES IMPROVED BY SPECIAL EXERCISE, 
MEDICATION AND OTHER MEANS,—SO WOULD BE THE 
CASE WITH THE MIND ALSO.—(3404) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the potency of the sense-organs—Ear and the 
rest—relating to their objectives, becomes improved by particular exercises 
and by the application of particular unguents, etc.; and in the same manner 
it is quite possible that the capacity of the Mind also should become improved 
by certain special moans.—(3404) 

The following Text shows how the capacity of the Ear, etc. is improved 
by exercise:— 

TEXT (3405). 

For example, VULTURES ARE able to see things lying at a VERY 

GREAT DISTANCE: AND PEOPLE ARE ENABLED TO PERCEIVE HIDDEN 
TREASURES AND OTHER THINGS BY THE USE OF UNGUENTS 
AND COLLYRIUM WITH MAGICAL POWERS.—(3405) 

COMMENTARY. 

The words— 'People are enabled, etc.' —point out the improvement caused 
by medication. 

* Unguents, etc. with magical powers' is construed with 'is seen' of the 
previous sentence;—the Instrumental Ending connoting cause or instrumen¬ 
tality.— (3405) 

Having thus shown that particular exercises and methods bring about 
an improvement in the powers of perception,—the author applios the same 
principle to the case in question:— 

TEXT (3406). 

IN THE SAME MANNER, THROUGH SPECIAL EXERCISES, ONE WOULD BE 
ENABLED TO SEE THE CELESTIAL AND OTHER BEINGS, AS ALSO 
THINGS SUBTLE, HIDDEN AND SO FORTH,—IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH HIS OWN LIMITATIONS.—(3406) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘Jn accordance, etc., etc.' —There aro such natural limitations as— 
‘ Vision of such and such a person turns downwards, not upwards ’ and so forth; 
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and if, in accordance with such well-known limitations, poople have the 
Cognition of the Mahurnjikas and other celestial Beings,—who can prevent 
it?-—(3406) 


The following Text shows the superiority acquired by means of Mystic 
Practices:— 


TEXT (3407). 

Through particular practices of Yoga , the mind of the Mystics 

AND THEIR COGNITIONS COME TO BE OF SUPERIOR ORDER. 

There can be nothing incongruous in this.—(3407) 
COMMENTARY. 

If the superior powers among men is denied on the ground that the said 
practices and medication, etc. ore impossible,—then such denial is entirely 
superfluous. This is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXTS (3408-3409). 

If what you deny is the impossibility of the superiority of 
. KNOWLEDGE IN CASES WHERE THE SAID PRACTICE AND MEDITATION, 
ETC. ARP. ABSENT,—THEN SUCH DENIAL IS MOST IMPROPER. As 
IT IS ONLY NATURAL THAT WHEN THE CAUSE IS NOT THERE 
THE EFFECT SHOULD NOT BE THERE.—JUST AS THE 
KNOWLEDGE OF OTHER SCIENCES DOES NOT 
FOLLOW FROM THE KNOWLEDGE OF ANY 
ONE SCIENCE ONLY,—IN THE SAME 
MANNER, EACH STEP TOWARDS 
SUPERIORITY IS NOT GAINED IF 
THE CORRESPONDING CAUSES 
ARE NOT THERE.— 

(3408-3409) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Superiority '—among the celestial Beings. 

This same argument sets aside what has been said by the other party 
under Text 3162, regarding the ‘auditory perception of Sounds, etc. etc.’— 
What is meant is that mere non-perception of the said superiority cannot 
justify the denial of it—(3408-3409) 
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It has been argued, under Text 31G4, that—“Similarly great superiority 
is found among men in the matter of scientific discussions, but that does not 
provo that the man is an expert in all sciences”. 

Tho answer to this is ns follows:— 


TEXTS (3410-3413). 

When the existence of the Omniscient Person is asserted, it is 

NOT ON THE BASIS OF HlS KNOWLEDGE OF ANY ONE PART OF THINGS,— 
IN VIEW OF WHICH THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE VEDA AND THE ALLIED 
SUBJECTS COULD MAKE HEAVEN, ETC. PERCEPTIBLE TO HlM. WHAT 
WE FIND IN HlM IS A SUPERIOR GRADE OF WISDOM, MERCY AND SUCH 
QUALITIES BROUGHT ABOUT BY CONSTANT PRACTICE,—AND FROM 
OUR KNOWLEDGE OF THESE QUALITIES WE DEDUCE OUR KNOWLEDGE OF 
His other kinds of superiority also. And as these are 

QUALITIES OF THE MlND, THERE IS EVERY POSSIBILITY OF THEIR 
RISING TO THE HIGHEST STAGE.—LlKE THE CRUELTY (OF WICKED 
PEOPLE), THE KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS REACHES THE HIGHEST 
STAGE, THROUGH CONSTANT PRACTICE ; THUS IS THAT WISDOM ATTAIN¬ 
ED WHICH CONSISTS IN THE KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS ; AND IT 
REMAINS INCOMPLETE WHILE EVEN A SINGLE THING REMAINS 

UNKNOWN.— (3410-3413) 


COMMENTARY. 

Wo do not accept the view that there is knowledge of all things, on 
the basis of the knowledge of a single thing, in view of which you have asserted 
that* merely that does not secure the knowledgoof other sciences’ (Text 3164). 
What we do hold is that, through constant practice, the highest stages of 
wisdom ore roachcd; and from that we gather that other kinds of superiority 
are also brought about by the knowledge of supersensuous things, through 
the rising grades of that some practico. That this is so has been already 
proved before; it is further supported,—the argument being formulated as 
follows: all qualities of tho Mind reach their highest stage through constant 
practice,—like the cruelty and other qualities of the Vodic Sacrificere (?);— 
and Wisdom is a quality of the Mind; hence this is a Reason based upon tho 
nature of things.—The Reason adduced here cannot be regarded as 
‘Inconclusive’; because Wisdom, which consists in the comprehending of the 
nature of things, cannot reach its highest stage without the knowledge of 
all things .—Nor can the Reason be rogarded as ‘Inadmissible’ on the ground 
of its qualification being unknown; because it lias already been proved before 
in detail that constant practico is what is quite feasible.—The word ‘ Kustha ’ 
is synonymous with ‘highest stage’.—(3410-3413) 
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TEXTS (3414-3415). 

Then again, the grains that originally grew out of the seeds of 

THE SAME KIND, TURN OUT GRADUALLY TO BE VASTLY SUPERIOR, 
THROUGH THE SUPERIOR TREATMENT THAT THEY RECEIVE. AND 
AS IN THE CASE OF THE Vrlhi AND OTHER GRAINS, SO IN THE 
case of Mercy, Wisdom and other qualities also, 

IT IS QUITE POSSIBLE THAT WHEN THESE LATTER, 

ENDOWED WITH THE SAID CHARACTER, REACH 
THEIR HIGHER STAGES, THERE RESULTS 

omniscience. —(3414-3415) 

COMMENTARY. 

Or, the grains that originally grew out of the same kind of seeds are 
found, on undergoing special treatment, to become vastly superior; and just 
as this happens in the caso of grains, so it docs in tho case of the qualities 
of Morey, Wisdom, otc. also. So this is a Reason based on tho nature of things. 
As before, here also the Reason is not ‘Inconclusive’ or ‘Inadmissible’. 
'Mali' —wisdom. 

'Endowed with the said character' —i.o. originally growing out of the samo 
kind of cause.—(3414-3415) 


TEXTS (3416-3418). 

In THINGS THAT ARE LIABLE TO DETERIORATION IN THE PRESENCE OF 
THEIR OPPOSITES,—THERE COMES ABOUT AN UTTER DETERIORATION, 
—AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF THE IMPURITIES IN GOLD.—AFFLIC¬ 
TIONS, WRONG NOTIONS OF COGNISABLE THINGS AND SO FORTH, ARE 
ALL ENDOWED WITH THE SAID CHARACTER (OF DETERIORATING IN 
THE PRESENCE OF THEIR OPPOSITES): HENCE ON THE DESTRUCTION 
of these, Cognitions become free from impurities. If it is 

POSSIBLE FOR THESE, ENDOWED AS THEY ARE WITH THE SAID 
CHARACTER, TO HAVE IMPURITIES,—THEN IT IS EQUALLY POSSIBLE 
FOR THEIR OPPOSITE TO UPROOT THAT IMPURITY.—(3416-3418) 

COMMENTARY. 

Or, things that have been found to deteriorate in the presence of their 
opposites are liable to utter deterioration when their opposite rises to its 


EXAMINATION OF THE ‘PERSON OF SUPER-NORMAL VISION’. 1507 


highest stago of development; os is found to bo the coso with the impurities 
of gold;—Love, Hatred and the rest ore found to deteriorate in the presence 
of the knowledge of ‘Soul-less-ness’;—hence this is a Roason based upon the 
nature of things.—Tho Reason adduced cannot be regarded as ‘Inadmissible’; 
because it has been proved that the knowledge of ‘Soul-Iess-ness’ is destruc¬ 
tive of Love, etc.—Nor can tho Reason bo regardod os‘Inconclusive’; because 
when the opposite of something rises to the highost point, that thing cannot 
continue to exist. Otherwise, if a thing were unable to entirely uproot another 
thing,—how could it bring about oven a slight deterioration in this lottor ? 
For instance, the diamond, even when lying in the midst of flaming fire, 
does not undergo any deterioration at all.—Nor can tho Reason be held to 
bo ‘Inconclusive’ on tho ground of the impossibility of the opposite rising 
to the highest stago of development; because it has boon already proved in 
dotail, that such high development is quito possible. 

Or, those things that are liable to deterioration in tho presence of their 
opposites, are likely to have opposites that are capable of utterly uprooting 
them,—as in the case of tho impurities of gold;—the Afflictions and the 
wrong notions of knowable things are liablo to deterioration in the presence 
of their opposites; hence this is a Reason based upon tho nature of things. 
Here also tho charge of ‘Inconclusivenoss’ and ‘Inadmissibility’ may be 
rebutted as in the previous cases. 

1 Adi' includes tho ‘wrong notions of action’.—(3415—3418) 


TEXTS (3419-3420). 

In SOME CASES, THERE IS ABSOLUTE DETERIORATION OF THINGS THAT 
OBSTRUCT THE PERCEPTION OF TRUTH, AS IS FOUND IN THE CASF. 
OF THE EXTERNAL AS WELL AS INTERNAL DARKNESS. WHEN 
THERE IS DETERIORATION OF THIS, TRUE KNOWLEDGE 
APPEARS UNTRAMMELLED AND PROCEEDS TO APPLY TO 
THE WHOLE CIRCLE OF KNOWABLE THINGS.— 

(3419-3420) 

COMMENTARY. 

Or, things that sorve as obstacles to the Perception of Truth are liable 
to absolute deterioration,—e.g. the external and nocturnal darkness,—and 
Afflictions and Wrong notions of things, etc. are obstacles to the perception 
of Truth; so that this is a Reason based upon the nature of things. 

That this Reason is not ‘Inconclusive’ is pointed out by the words— 
•when there is deterioration of this, etc . etc.'—'of this '—of the internal darkness 
(of Ignorance).—(3419-3420) 
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TEXTS (3421-3424). 

Or, those that subsist in a lasting substratum, having come 

ABOUT IN IT SOMEHOW, AND—SO LONG AS THERE IS NO FORCE TO 
THE CONTRARY, THEY DO NOT NEED ANY FURTHER EFFORT TOWARDS 
BRINGING THEM ABOUT AGAIN,—THESE, BY THE EXCELLENCE OF 
THE TREATMENT THEY RECEIVE, REACH THE HIGHEST STAGE OF 
PERFECTION AS FOR EXAMPLE, THE PURIFICATION OF GOLD J— 
KNOWLEDGE, MERCY AND SUCH QUALITIES ARE ALL OF THE SAID 
KIND ; SO THAT WHEN THESE HAVE REACHED THE HIGHEST 
STATE OF PERFECTION, THERE IS BRILLIANT OMNISCIENCE.—NOR CAN 

this Reason be held to be fallible (false) in view of the two 
cases of Jumping and Water-heating ; because Jumping follows 
not from the jumping itself, but from Strength and Effort.— 
(3421-3424) 

COMMENTARY. 

Or, if there are things that subsist in a lasting substratum, and have 
had some peculiarity produced in thorn somehow,—if there is no force to tho 
contrary,—they do not stand in need of further effort for their production; 
and if they receive excellent treatment, they proceed to the highest stage of 
porfoction; os is found in tho case of tho purification of Gold and such things; 
—Knowledge, Mercy and such things (i.e. those under discussion) have, tho 
character just described—hcnco this is a Reason based upon the nature of 
things. 

' Nor can this Reason be said to be fallible, in view of the cases of Jumping 
and Water-healing'; i.e. by reason of tho qualifications that have been added 
in tho above statement of the Reason. Neither Jumping nor Water-heating 
is produced only once; nor do they not need another effort for producing 
them again; nor do they subsist in a lasting substratum. 

Or, it may be said that there is no ‘fallibility’ in tho Premiss because of 
tho further qualification that ‘it should proceed from a seed of tho same 
kind’ (see Text 3414).—This is what is pointed out by the words—‘ Jumping 
follows, not from the jumping itself, etc. etc. ’,—i.o. the Jumping is not produced 
by the Jumping. 

Question: —“From what then, does it proceed ?” 

Answer :—‘Jumping proceeds from strength and effort'; —i.e. when there is 
strength, and also effort, then there comes Jumping; it does not como when 
thore is Jumping itself. Those two—Strength and Effort—have their capa¬ 
cities restricted and fixed; consequently, tho Jumping also has its character 
restricted and fixed. 

The following might bo urged—“If Jumping proceeds from Strength 
and Effort, not from Jumping itself, then, the Jumping-capacity that comes 
to man after practice, should bo his oven prior to that practice”. 
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This does not affect our position. What happens is that boforo the 
practice, tho body was disabled by the presence of too much fat, and hence 
the same degree of Jumping could not be attainod. Subsequently however, 
by repeated effort, the said disability gradually disappears, and the Jumping 
is attained exactly in accordance with the man’s strength.—That such 
is the case must bo admitted; as otherwise, the Jumping would proceed from 
tho Jumping itself, and in that case there could.be no fixity in its degree 
of excellence.—(3421-3424) 


Or, tho Jumping also being dependent upon particular causes, there 
can be no fixity in its degree of excellence, and hence this case could not in¬ 
validate our Reason.—This is what is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXTS (3425-3427). 

Or, the Jumping also is something that is capable of reaching 

THE HIGHEST STAGE OF PERFECTION,—WHICH WOULD PROCEED 
FROM ITS OWN CAUSES, THROUGH CONCENTRATED EFFORT AND 
STRENGTH: THIS CAPACITY IS NAMED ‘MANOJAVA’ (MlND-FORCK). 
It is in connection WITH such capacity that we hear (and 

READ) OF SUCH FACTS AS THAT THE LORD REACHES REMOTE PLACES 
BY MERELY THINKING OF IT.—THE MERE FACT THAT SUCH POWER IS 
NOT SEEN CANNOT PROVE THAT IT DOES NOT EXIST; NOR CAN THE 

Opponent put forward any reason that could annul such an 
idea.—(3425-3427) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, wo also admit that, through Concentration of Mind and the 
uso of great strength, Jumping reaches the highest degree of perfection; as 
for instance, we read of tho Lord having the power called ‘Mind-Force’, 
by moans of which one becomes as swift in his movement as the Mind; that 
is why it has been named * Mind-Force’. 

Nor is there any reason annulling the possibility of this Power. 

Nor can more non-perception of it justify its denial; as in that case, 
great incongruities would result.—(3425-3427) 


Further, it is actually seen that when peculiar conditions are produced 
in the Receptacle, the Movement reaches very superior excellence; so that 
from that also we could deduce such perfect movement in the case of the 
Blessed Lord.—This is what is shown in the following— 

49 
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TEXTS (3428-3430). 

The young Rdja-hamsa (Swan) is unable to move out of the house 
EVEN ; BUT THROUGH PRACTICE, IT BECOMES ABLE TO GO BEYOND 
T HE OCEAN ALSO. JUST AS THIS MOVEMENT OF HIS IS THE RESULT OF 
THE EXERCISE OF THE PARTICULAR CONDITIONS OF THE RECEPTACLE 
(I.E. THE Body),—SDHLAELY, WHY CANNOT SIMILAR, OR EVEN 
HIGHER, POWERS BE POSSIBLE (IN THE BLESSED LORD) ? At THE 
PRECEDING STAGE OF THE 'Bodkisaitva \ HOWEVER, He IS NOT ABLE 
TO ATTAIN SUCH POWER OF MOVEMENT \ BUT THE GREAT SAGE WOULD 
CERTAINLY ATTAIN IT ON HlS REACHING THE HIGHEST STATE OF 

‘ Communion ’.-(3428-3430) 

COMMENTARY. 

The young ono of the Swan, in the beginning, is unable evon to go out 
of its neat; but later on, after even slight practice, its wings having grown, it 
flies even beyond the seas. In the same manner, it is quite possible that other 
people, through the exercise of the conditions attaching to the body, attain 
similar process of movement. 

“That the bird is enabled to go to distant places, is duo to the growth 
of wings, not to Practice". 

Even after the wings have grown, the young bird is not found to 
fly up into the air all on a sudden. What happens is that when it begins 
to fly from one branch to the other of the tree, it flics, at first only to 
a short distance,—then, having got rid of all fear and doubt, it flies to 
remoter rogions. 

Then again, just as in the case of the swan, after it has acquired a parti¬ 
cular substratum, it acquires the powers of movement that it did not possess 
before,—similarly in the caso of the Blessed Lord also, it is quite possible 
that, though He did not possess tho particular power at the stage of the 
‘ Bodhisallva' , yet, when He attained a particular stago of Communion, He 
secured a particular substratum which enabled Him to acquire the movement 
in question.—This is all that is meant by the Text; the mention of 'Practice’ 
has no significance. 

Tho argument may be formulated as follows:—That Practice which is 
related to the roceptacle of a particular condition leads up to the power of 
going very very far,—as is found in tho case of the Practice by tho young 
Swan;—the Practice of human beings also is capablo of being related to the 
receptacle of a particular condition;—hence this is a Reason based upon 
the nature of things.—(3428-3430) 

It has been argued above, by the other party, under Text 3168, that— 
“The man who can jump into the sky to the height of 15 feet, can never 
jump to the height of 8 miles, however much ho may practise jumping”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXT (3431). 

If A MAN IS ABLE TO JUMP TO THE HEIGHT OF 15 FEET, HE COULD 
CERTAINLY ACQUIRE THE CAPACITY TO JUMP TO GREATER HEIGHTS, 

THROUGH SIMILAR MEANS.—(3431) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Text proceeds to show that the Author’s Reason is not 
falsified by the case of the ‘Heating of Water’; because of the qualifying 
phrase ‘having a lasting substratum’ (in Text 3421):— 


TEXT (3432). 

While the Water is being heated, it is gradually undergoing 
DESTRUCTION (EVAPORATION); THUS THE SUBSTRATUM BEING NOT 
‘LASTING’, WHAT AND WHERE WOULD THE ‘PERFECTION ’ LIE? 

—(3432) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question .'—“How is it known that Wisdom and other qualities have a 
lasting substratum ? ’ ’ 

Answer :— 


TEXT (3433). 

Of mental qualities , the substratum consists in the ‘chain of 

Consciousness ’; and this never ceases to function through 
its connection with its receptacle.—(3433) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘This’ —i.e. The Chain of Consciousness. 

‘Function through, etc. etc .’ —i.e. from functioning through its connection 
with its receptacle, in the shape of the Bodhisattva; because what is meant 
is a particular ‘Receptacle’. 

What is meant is as follows:—It has been proved that there is another 
‘Region’ (Plane);—the Bodhisallvas are persons thoroughly imbued with great 
Mercy, and they live for the sole purpose of saving all beings from the meshes 
of Birth and Rebirth; the ‘Chain of Consciousness’, therefore, that subsists 
in them is all tho more 4 lasting ’. That ‘ Chain of Consciousness ’, on the other 
hand, which subsists in the Disciples is not so ‘lasting’; because these latter 
enter into NirvSna sooner, and hence thoir Mercy is not so intense; 
which fact leads them to make no effort to continue to live on (for tho 
benefit of living Beings).—(3433) 
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Question: —“How is the second qualification {being brought about some¬ 
how, under Text 3421) known to exist 1" 

Answer :— 

TEXT (3434). 

AS THE FLOW OF QUALITIES GOES ON APPEARING IN THE ‘CHAIN 

of Consciousness so it goes on becoming more and 

MORE LUMINOUS—(3434) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question: —“How is this also known?” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (3435). 

This 'Consciousness’ is of the same nature as the ‘perception 
of Truth’, and hence it is luminous, by its very nature ; 
because impurities are all held to be adventi¬ 
tious.—(3435) 

COMMENTARY. 

All this has been explained by us already,—that all these, Wisdom, 
Morey and the rest, by their very nature, are of the same essence as tho 
Perception of Truth; and ns such they constitute the nature of ‘Consciousness’. 
It thus becomes established that, as these Wisdom, etc. are of tho very 
essence of Consciousness—when they havo been once brought about, they 
continue to function automatically.—(3435) 

Question: — "How is it known that the second qualification, ‘ which is of 
tho same essence as the Perception of Truth ’, belongs to Consciousness ?” 
Answer :— 

TEXTS (3436-3437). 

If Consciousness were restricted to the cognition of something 

APART FROM ITSELF, THEN, AS IT ITSELF WOULD NOT BE COGNISED, 
THERE COULD BE NO COGNITION OF THINGS. CONSEQUENTLY 
Consciousness has to be regarded as essentially 
‘self-cognised’, specially because it is illumina¬ 
tive. Hence this Consciousness remains as 
something free from all imposition.— 

(3436-3437) 

COMMENTARY. 

Primarily, tho most important form of Consciousness consists in self¬ 
cognition;—this has to be admitted by all parties. Otherwise, if Consciousness 
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wore cognised by another cognition, then, as its own apprehension would be 
impossible, there could be no cognition of things. Consequently ‘self¬ 
illumination’ is tho most important character of Consciousness. This‘self’ 
of the Consciousness is something entirely ephemeral; hence, by implication, 
it follows that Consciousness is of tho nature of the ‘Perception of Truth’.— 
(343(5-3437) 


The following might bo urged—“Consciousness may bo of the nature of 
tho Perception of Truth; oven so, inasmuch as things destroyed are liable 
to appoar again,—all tho Reasons that have been adduced are irresistibly 
Inconclusive’.” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3438-3440). 

When, thus, the ‘Path’ has become identified with Him, there 
CAN BE NO SUPPRESSION OF IT BY LOVE. HATRED AND OTHER DEFECTS, 
SINCE THEY HAD BEEN ALREADY FEEBLE BEFORE. TlIE ‘PATH’ 
—WHICH IS DESTRUCTIVE OF ALL DEFECTS,—HAVING BECOME 
THUS IDENTIFIED,—THERE CAN BE NO LOSS OF IT WITHOUT 
EFFORT J AND THERE CAN BE NO SUCH EFFORT, AS ITS GOOD 
POINTS HAVE BEEN PERCEIVED.—THUS IT IS THAT JiTUL IS UNDER¬ 
STOOD to be the Omniscient Person adorned by a pure and 

FIRM HOST OF GOOD QUALITIES, WHOSE SOUL CANNOT BE SHAKEN BY 

THE STORM OF DEFECTS.—(3438-3440) 


COMMENTARY. 

Even before tho identification of the ‘Path’, the impurities of Love, etc., 
already feeble on account of thoir adventitious character, are unable to 
suppress that Path; how then can they suppress the Path when it has becomo 
identified and absorbed? 

Further, when the quality of the Mind has becomo absorbed, it cannot 
be removed without effort; just as the cruel nature of the Vedic sacrificer and 
the Demon (?) cannot be removed. Nor is it possible for any wise man to 
make an effort to got rid of what has been found to be possessed of good 
qualities.—‘Why ?”—Because its good points have been perceived. This has 
been already explained before. 

'Apakylla' is Defect.—(3438-3440) 

Or again, the character of ‘being an entity’ and so forth, which you have 
put forward (under Text 3157 el seq.) as reasons for denying tho existence of 
the Omniscient Person,—are themselves enough to prove His existence. In 
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order to show this, the Author proceeds to point out the Invariable Con¬ 
comitance of the said characters (with Omniscience ):— 


TEXTS (3441-3443). 

Whatever things are conceived become clearly manifest, at 
THE COMPLETION OF THE CONCEPTION ; AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF THE 

OBJECTS OF DESIRE ;—ALL THINGS ARE CONCEIVED BY GREAT 
SAGES, FOR A LONG TIME AND SEVERAL TIMES, IN THEIR REAL 

form, as ‘ Void ‘No-Soul' and so forth. That the 
‘Void’, ‘No-Soul’ and the rest are the real 

FORMS HAS BEEN PROVED BEFORE. HENCE 
AS ARISING OUT OF THE CONCEPTION OF 
REALLY EXISTENT THINGS, THE SAID 
CONCEPTION HAS BEEN RIGHTLY 
REGARDED AS RIGHT AND 

valid.—(3441-3443) 

COMMENTARY. 

The principal argument to be expounded later on, may bo formulated 
thus:—Things that are possessed of tho characters of'being ontity’, ‘being 
cognisable’ and so forth are those that become clearly manifest in a single 
cognition which forms the highest stage of conception;—e.g. the loved 
woman, tho son and the thief who are conceived of by men who are obsessed 
by the feelings of love, etc.,—all things are possessed of the said characters of 
being entity’ and tho rest;—-hence this is a Reason based upon tho nature 
of things.—The Reason adduced here cannot be said to be ‘Inconclusive’; 
because whatever thing, real or unreal, is conceived of, is always found to 
bring about, at the culmination of the conception, the clear cognition of 
that thing; e.g. the man in love has the clear cognition of the woman he 
loves;—all things are conceived of in their real form, for a long time, by persons 
who are absorbed in mercy;—honce this is a Reason based on the nature of 
things. 

This shows that Conception is invariably concomitant with the resultant 
dear cognition. 

Question The clear cognition of things is indepondont of other things; 
how is it known that- the ‘Void’, ‘No-Soul’ and the rest constitute the 
real form of things ?” 

Answer : - That the Void, No-Soul and the rest, etc. etc.'— (3441-3443) 


The Author now proceeds to show that the cognition of the ‘Void’ 
and tho rest is vouched for by Perception itself:— 
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TEXTS (3444-3446). 

The cognition in question is vouched for by * Perception because 

IT is clearly manifest, and is in keeping with the real nature 

OF THINGS ; JUST LIKE THE APPEARANCE OF Blue AND OTHER THINGS, 

ARISING FROM THE CONTACT OF THE EYE AND OTHER SENSE-ORGANS. 

THE SINGLE CLEAR APPEARANCE OF ALL THINGS IN A SINGLE COGNITION 

IS QUITE POSSIBLE,—WHICH PLEASE UNDERSTAND ; ALSO BECAUSE 

THINGS ARE SO CONCEIVED OF, LIKE THE WOMAN, THE SON AND THE 

thief; Conception too is not difficult to get at, as it can 

PRESENT ITSELF BEFORE ONE BY MERELY WISHING FOR IT.—(3444- 

3446) 

COMMENTARY. 

As it is clearly manifested, it cannot be merely fanciful;—as it envisages 
tilings vouched for by moans of Right Cognition, it cannot be incompatible 
with the reality; hence it must be regarded as a valid form of Perception, 
like the Visual and other perceptions. 

Thus it having been proved that it arises from mere conception and is 
clearly manifest, it also becomes proved that all things become clearly 
manifested simultaneously in a single cognition; and thus the Invariable 
Concomitance bocomes established, and wo got the Premiss that ‘all things 
can appear clearly in a single cognition at ono and the samo time’.— 
The argument may bo formulated as follows:—Things that are conceived of 
are capablo of being clearly manifested in a single cognition;—e.g. the 
Woman and other things;—all things are conceived of;—hence this is a 
Reason based upon the nature of things. 

The Reason cannot be regarded as ‘Inadmissible’;—this is pointed out 
by the next sentence— 'Conception too is not, etc. etc.' —That is, the possibility 
of conception having been proved before, the Reason cannot be regarded as 
‘Inadmissible’.—(3444-3446) 

Having thus established the Invariable Concomitance by pointing out 
that the capacity of bein/j clearly manifested is connected with mere concep¬ 
tion, the author now proceeds to point out the main purport of his 
argument:— 


TEXTS (3447-3449). 

All things must be regarded as clearly manifested by the 

ONE COGNITION THAT REPRESENTS THE HIGHEST STAGE OF THE 
CONCEPTION,—BECAUSE OF SUCH REASONS AS ‘BEING ENTITIES’, 
‘BEING EXISTENT’ AND THE LIKE,—LIKE THE BELOVED WOMAN 
AND OTHERS.—SIMILARLY, WHEN THE CERTAINTY REGARDING A 
THING IS CAPABLE OF BEING PROVED BY SUCH REASONS AS ‘BEING 
AN ENTITY’, ‘BEING EXISTENT’, ‘BEING PRODUCED’ AND THE LIKE,— 
—WHO IS THERE WHO WILL NOT REGARD IT AS WELL-ESTABLISHED ? 
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—Here then is fully established the existence of the 
Omniscient Person, who is the crest-jewel of all Suras and 
Asuras, and whose single cognition comprehends ALL THAT is 
knowable.—(3447-3449) 

COMMENTARY. 

The highest stage of the development of tho Conception is represented 
by the cognition in question. Even in the absenco of co-ordination, the 
Bahuvnhi compound is based upon the sense of the words. Tho meaning thus 
is that—all things are such as are clearly manifested in the single cognition 
that represents the highest stage of the Conception.—And the Person in 
whose one cognition all things become clearly manifested in this way is one 
‘whose single cognition comprehends all that is knoivable', and who is ‘ the 
crest-jewel of all Suras and Asuras —and this Person is thus proved to 
be ‘omniscient’.—(3447-3449) 


TEXT (3450). 

Dharma and other things must have been known to some Person, 
WITHOUT ANY VERBAL EXPRESSIONS,—BECAUSE THEY HAVE BEEN 
TAUGHT BY TRUTHFUL MEN,—LIKE THE PURITY OF GOLD AND 
SUCH THINGS.—(3450) 

COMMENTARY. 

Or, things that have been taught by truthful men must have been 
known to some one,—like the purity of gold and such things;—and Dharma 
and other things have been taught by truthful men;—hence this is a Reason 
based upon the nature of things.—(3450) 

The following might be urged—“It is possible that tho Teachers have 
taught Dharma, etc. after learning it from tho Veda; hence your argument 
is futile”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXT (3451). 

It HAVING BEEN PROVED THAT THE VEDA IS THE WORK OF A HUMAN 
BEING, OUR ARGUMENT IS NOT PROVING WHAT IS ALREADY PROVED 

(and hence futile). Mere random teaching of what 
IS NOT KNOWN CANNOT BE ALWAYS TRUE.— (3451) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the chapter on the ‘Revealed Word’, it has been proved that tho 
Veda is the work of a human being; hence our present argument is not ‘futile’. 
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It might be argued that—“Toachings can be imparted at random, 
without knowing the things taught; so that your Reason is‘Inconclusive’.” 

The answer to this is —‘Mere random leaching , etc. etc .'—It is not possible 
that anyone, without knowledge, should go on talking, and that too against 
all forms of Right Cognition.—(3451) 


TEXTS (3452-3453). 

The supersensuous potency of Gestures, Magic Circles and Incan¬ 
tations TO CURE THE ATTACK OF GHOSTS AND WITCHES, TO REMOVE THE 
EFFECTS OF POISONS ;—ALSO THE SAGES AND Oaruda AND SUCH 
BEINGS ;—IF THE CLEAR KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THESE THINGS 
BY DIRECT PERCEPTION, AS APART FROM WORDS AND 

Inference, did not belong to these Persons,- 

—HOW IS IT THAT THEY HAVE SPOKEN OF ALL 

this ?—(3452-3453) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, the knowledge of Incantations and other things as possessing 
the capacity to remove the effects of Poison, etc.,—things that are entirely 
beyond the reach of the senses,—if these things were not directly known to 
Buddha and others, how is it that they have spoken of them ? This needs 
to be explained.—(3452-3453) 

“It may be that they have spoken of these things after having come to 
know them through Inference." 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3454). 

His knowledge could not have been derived through Inference, 

AS THERE HAD BEEN NO PREVIOUS PERCEPTION; AND HENCE NO 

relationship with the Inferential Indicative could 
BE RECOGNISED.—(3454) 

COMMENTARY. 

Nothing can form the object of Inference of which the relationship to 
the Indicative has not beon recognised; and it is not possible to have any 
definite notion of the relationship of any Inferential Indicative to a thing 
winch is entirely beyond perception.—(3454) 


1518 


tattvasangraha: chapter xxvr. 


TEXTS (3455-3457). 

Nor could He derive His knowledge by hearing it as asserted 
BY ANOTHER PERSON J AS THE CASE OF THE LATTER ALSO WOULD BE 
OPEN TO THE SAME OBJECTIONS.—NOR CAN THE CONFORMITY (OF 

the Teaching) with the real state of things be merely acci¬ 
dental. Because the teaching is avowedly in regard to 
Dharma ; hence it could not be attributed to any other 
MOTIVE ; AND IT IS ONLY WHEN SOMETHING HAS BEEN DONE WITH 
A DIFFERENT MOTIVE THAT SUCH ‘ACCIDENT’ MAY BE SUSPECTED ; 
E.G. WHEN A THIRSTY MAN IS GOING IN SEARCH OF THE RIVER,—IF 
HE COMES BY A TREE, THAT CAN BE SAID TO BE ‘ACCIDENTAL’.— 

(3455-3457) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be said that—“His knowledge has been derived from the 
assertions of another person".—But that cannot be right, as the case of this 
latter also would be open te the same objections. For instance, the following 
consideration arises here also: How did the other person know it ? There 
can bo no teaching, without knowledge;—if he learnt it from another 
person;—and so on, there would bo an infinite regress; thus there 
being a case of the blind following the blind, all would have to be regarded 
as ignorant, and no teaching would be right and sound. This has been 
thus declared.—‘ In regard to such matters (as Dharma), the assertion of man 
cannot be reliable, as it would bo like the assertion of the blind regarding 
colour. * 

The following might be urged—“ The Conformity of tho Teaching to tho 
real state of things might bo purely accidental 

Tho answer to this is that— 'Nor can, etc. etc.' —The compound is to be 
expounded as—that of which accidental conformity is tho character. It is 
only when tho effort made for one thing leads one to another thing that tho 
conformity to this latter may be accidental; e.g. when a man is going along 
in search of the river-side, if he comes by the shade of the tree. In the case 
in question, however, the Teaching has not boon imparted with any other 
motivo; as tho Blessed Lord has clearly introduced His teaching with the 
words—*0 Bhikfus, I shall now teaoh you Dharma', and thon proceeded to 
expound His Teachings regarding Dharma and other matters; so that it is 
clear that His teaching has not proceeded with any other motive. 

‘ VShinV is Rivor;—‘ Vidruma' is Tree,—or Coral.—(3455-3457) 

It might be argued that—" it is possible that tho Teaching might have 
proceedod from Delusion; and hence the Reason put forward is‘Inconclusive". 
The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXT (3458). 

Nor is the Teaching the assertion of demented people with dis¬ 
ordered minds; because it is found to be in a regular 
sequence and is an excellent fulfeller of its 
purpose.—(3458) 

COMMENTARY. 

Demented persons with disordered minds cannot make any such long 
assertions as nppoar in well-ordered soquonco, os a connected whole accom¬ 
plishing the purposes of man. 

Thus it becomes established tliat there has been some one who possessed 
the direct knowledge of Dharma and allied matters.—(3458) 

The following might be urged—“It might have been established in a 
general way; but even so, what you wished to prove was the fact that Buddha 
had the knowledge of Dharma ; how is that proved ” 1 

In answer to this, the Author proceeds to show that the Blessed Lord 
did possess the knowledge of Dharma :— 


TEXTS (3459-3461). 

When a Person who, intent upon the Truth, which is neither 

HEARD OF NOR INFERRED, EXPOUNDS IT,—SUCH AN EXPOUNDER 

MUST BE REGARDED AS ONE WHO HAS HAD DIRECT KNOWLEDGE OF 

that Truth; for example, when the man who has actually 

SEEN WATER, POINTS IT OUT TO OTHERS ;—THE GREAT SAGE, INTENT 

upon the Truth, has actually expounded, with firm convic¬ 
tion, the Truth which had never been heard of or inferred,— 

WHICH IS BEYOND THE REACH OF THE SENSES, THE POTENCIES OF 

WHICH, LIKE THOSE OF GESTURES, MAGIC CIRCLES AND THE LIKE, 

ARE NOT KNOWN TO OTHERS.—(3459-3461) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be thus formulated:—One who, intent upon the 
Truth, teaches the truth regarding unheard of and un-inferred things, he 
must be regarded as being directly cognisant of the real essence of those 
things,—e.g. the man who, having actually seen water, points it out to 
othors;—the Blessed Lord has actually taught such Truths;—hence this is a 
Reason based upon the nature of things. 

The truthfulness of tho Teachings having been already established, the 
Reason cannot be said to be ‘Inadmissible’.—Nor is it ‘Inconclusive’— 
as has been shown already.—And as all our Reasons are present wherever 
tho Probandum is present, the Reason cannot be regarded as ‘Contradictory 
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‘ ParujUota, etc .'—Tho Gesture, etc. whoso potency is not known to other 
people.—(3450-3461) 

It has been argued by the other party, under Text 3169, that—“Even 
when tho superiority of knowledge proceods very far, it can comprehend 
only a little more than others, it can never comprehend things beyond the 
senses”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3462). 

Thus, when there is superior knowledge, and it proceeds on 

THE BASIS OF PROPER MEANS, IT CAN COMPREHEND ALL THAT 
IS MORE THAN OTHERS,—EVEN THAT WHICH IS BEYOND 

THE SENSES.—(3462) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued under Text 3170, that—“While the man is seated 
in a hut, the Sense-perception that he has has its range restricted within 
that hut, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3463-3464) 

When a man is seated in a hut, the sense-perception that he has 

HAS ITS RANGE RESTRICTED WITHIN THAT HUT, IT DOES NOT EXTEND 
TO ANOTHER HUT;—ALL THIS YOU COULD BE IN A POSITION TO 
ASSERT WITH CERTAINTY ONLY WHEN YOU HAD THE 
DIRECT APPREHENSION OF THE CAPAOITY OF ALL THINGS; 
OTHERWISE, ON WHAT COULD SUCH CERTAINTY 

be based ?—(3463-3464) 

COMMENTARY. 

When you made this statement you made it entirely on the basis of that 
assertion itself; for people of limitod vision, mere non-apprehension cannot 
justify any certainty regarding the incapacity of all men to cognise super- 
sensuous things.—(3463-3464) 


The following might bo urged—"When we declare the incapacity of 
men to cognise suporsonsuous things, wo do not do so on the basis of mere non- 
approhonsion; in fact, we do it on the basis of inference from such reasons 
as ‘boing human' and so forth. For instance, all men are incapable of per- 
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ceiving things remote, concealed, otc.,—because they are human, because 
they are entities, because they are cognisable,—like myself". 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3465-3466). 

If you dedoce the incapacity of other persons, in regard to a 

CERTAIN EFFECT, FROM YOCR OWN EXAMPLE,—ON THE BASIS OF SUCH 
REASONS AS ‘BEING HUMAN’ AND THE LIKE,—THEN YOU LAND 
YOURSELF IN ABSURDITIES.—In THIS WAY, YOOR OWN 
STUPIDITY HAVING BEEN ASCERTAINED,—FROM YOUR 
OWN EXAMPLE, ALL LEARNED MEN MIGHT BE 

REGARDED AS STUPID.—(3465-3466) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘NishchayV, ‘deduce’, is to be construed with ‘KaryV, ‘in regard to a 
certain effect’. 

The Reasons cited are all ‘Inconclusive’; as loading to absurdities.— 
Because in this same manner, it may assorted as follows:—‘All men are 
stupid, because they are human, otc. etc.,—like yourself’.—And yot there 
can be no such deduction. Because Dharma is not found in one man, it 
cannot bo deduced that it cannot be foimd in any man; because men are 
found to bo differently circumstanced.—(34G5-346C) 


As rogards Rtuparna's assertion, quoted under Texts 3172-3173—to the 
effect that—"All men do not know all things, otc. etc.",—that also is a 
mere assertion mado without reasons.—This is what is pointed out in the 
following— 


TEXT (3467). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THERE IS NO LIMIT TO THE KNOWLEDGE OF MAN. 
Hence the statement in question is a mere assertion 
MADE WITHOUT ANY REASON.—(3467) 


COMMENTARY. 

Or, it may be that the statement made by Rluparna is in regard to 
men like ourselves; in that cose, there being no incompatibility between 
this view and our doctrine of the Omniscient Person,—it has no bearing on 
the present discussion.—This is what is pointed out in the following— 


1522 


tattyasangraha: chapter xxvi. 


TEXTS (3468-3472). 

Or, it may be that the statement made by Rtuparna was with 

REFERENCE TO COMMON DULL-WITTED PERSONS LIKE HIMSELF, 
WHOSE MINDS HAVE NOT BEEN PDRIFIED.—In SUPPORT OF THE 
POSSIBILITY OF THERE BEING AN OMNISCIENT PERSON, WE HAVE 
ALREADY STATED THE PROOF IN DETAIL;—ARGUMENTS TO THE 
• CONTRARY BROUGHT FORWARD BY OTHER PARTIES HAVE ALSO BEEN 
REFUTED.—IN FACT, EVEN IF THE PROOF IN SUPPORT OF HlS 
EXISTENCE HAD NOT BEEN PUT FORWARD, THE MERE ANNULMENT OF 
THE ARGUMENTS TO THE CONTRARY WOULD HAVE ESTABLISHED THE 
PROBABILITY OF HlS EXISTENCE. BrOAUSE WHERE NOTHING AGAINST 
A CERTAIN IDEA IS PERCEIVED, NOR ANYTHING IN SUPPORT OF IT,— 
THERE ARISES A DOUBT REGARDING IT; WHICH INDICATES ITS PRO¬ 
BABILITY. IN FACT, IT IS ONLY WHEN THIS PROBABILITY IS THERE, 
THAT THERE CAN BE SUCH AN ASSERTION TO THE CONTRARY (MADE 
BY THE Mim&msaka) as that—“it is by means of the Veda alone 
that Dharma can be known ”,—(3468-3472) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Svasamdn '—People like—similar to—himself.—(3468-3472) 

It has been argued, under Teal 3174, that—“The capacity of Perception 
has never been found applicable to the future, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3473). 

Even in regard to future things, the capacity of Perception 
WOULD BE APPLICABLE, IN THE CASE OF MYSTICS,—AS HAS 
BEEN POINTED OCT IN THE CHAPTER ON ‘THE THREE 

Points of Time’.—(3473) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘As has been pointed out in the chapter, elc. etc —This is what has been 
said under that chapter:—All things, directly or indirectly, bear to each other 
the relation of cause and effect; the Present thing is always, directly or 
indirectly, the effect of the Past, and the cause of the Future thing. What the 
Mystics do is to apprehend all things by direct Perception, and thereby 
determine the Past and the Future entity also, on the basis of the ‘chain of 
entities', past and future, which are related as causo and effect respectively, 
■—by means of conceptions that are object-les3 and honce not entirely in 
conformity with reality, or purely worldly,—which follow on the wake of the 
said Perception. 
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This is what has been declared in Texts 1853-1855 under the chapter 
on the ‘Three points of Time’—[For translation see, in loco, above].—(3473) 

The abovo is not accepted by the Sautruntika (section of Buddhists), 
who hold that, the Blessed Lord has the direct perception of all things. Hence 
the Author sots forth the view of the Sautrantika in the following— 


TEXT (3474). 

Or, through the powers of Yoga, the mental Perception of Mystics 

WOULD CLEARLY ENVISAGE THE PAST AND THE FUTURE ALSO, 
INDEPENDENTLY OF INFERENCE AND THE WORD 

-(3474) 

COMMENTARY. 

When one has a true dream, even though the cognition is object-less, 
yet it is there, independently of Inference and Word,—appearing through the 
peculiar nature of its substratum, and it is in conformity with the real state of 
things. In the same maimer, in the case of mystics, through the powers 
of Meditation and Communion, the Past and the Future thing becomes 
clearly porceptible, independently of Inference and Word. This Perception 
is held to be a valid proof (of omniscience).—(3474) 

The following might be urged—“Perception lias been held to envisage 
the Specific Individuality of things; there is no Specific Individuality that is 
Past or Future; then how can the knowledge of those envisage the Specific 
Individuality'' ? 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3475-3476). 

AS APPREHENDING ITS OWN MANIFESTATION, IT ENVISAGES A Specific 
Individuality ; and as envisaging a clear and distinct manifesta¬ 
tion, it is held to be Perception. —Thus there is some 
one who perceives supersensuous things directly. 

And as there is no eternal Word, one does not 
perceive anything through that.— 

(3475-3476) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though it is true that there is no Specific Individuality that is Past or 
Future, yet, inasmuch as the cognition apprehends itself, it has been 
declared in the scriptures to be envisaging the Specific Individuality; hence 
there is no incongruity in this. 
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And os this cognition is clear ond distinct, and is free from conceptual 
content, and is in conformity with the real state of things,—it fulfills all the 
conditions of ‘Perception’, and hence it becomes established that it is 
Perception —(3475-3476) 

Not accepting this view (that the Lord has the direct Perception of all 
things), the Author asserts the following, in answer to what the other party 
has assorted under Text 3175 to the effect that—"He alone sees things who 
sees them through the eternal Word”.— 


TEXT (3477). 

The wise men have declared that the knowledge of the Sage 

OF SUPERSENSUOUS THINGS PROCEEDS FROM THE INFERENCE 
STAGED BEFORE,—NOT FROM ANY REVEALED 

Word.—(3477) 

COMMENTARY. 

The wise men—i.e. the Buddhists—have declared that the knowledgo of 
supersensuous things, belonging to the Blessed Lord, which directly envisages 
all tilings, is brought about by the force of his meditations,—through the 
aforementioned Inference, independently of the Revealed Word;—and that 
it does not proceed from any scriptures compiled by men. Hence as this 
view is not accepted by us, the objection does not affect us.—(3477) 

It has been argued, under Text 3178, that—“ the boginninglessness that 
is asserted in regard to tho composer and the utterances emanating from him 
is itself based upon two invalid notions, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3478-3479). 

Beginninglessness is not asserted in regard to the Composer 

OR TO THE UTTERANCES EMANATING FROM HIM,—FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
PROVING THEIR VALIDITY; BECAUSE BEGINNINGLESSNESS BELONGS 
TO THE INVALID (WRONG) COGNITION ALSO; FOR INSTANCE, 

the Unbelievers and their words,—as also the 
Vedas and their expounders,—are not valid 

AND RELIABLE, EVEN THOUGH THEY MAY BE 

BEGINNINGLESS.—(3478-3479) 

COMMENTARY. 

When we assort Beginninglessness, it is not as a reason for reliability ; 
because such a reason, as present in tho absence of the Probandum also, 
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would bo ‘Inconclusive'. Honce, the objection that you have urged has been 
urged by imputing to us a view that is not hold by us.—(3478-3479) 


Then again, it is you yourselves who assort the bcgirminglessness of the 
Vedas and their Expounders as a reason for the reliabilty of the Veda; so 
that all the objections that you have urged are clearly applicable to you.— 
This is what is pointed out in the following— 


TEXT (3480). 

In fact, the beginninglessness of the Expounders and of the Eternal 
Sentences that is asserted by you for the purpose of proving 

THEIR RELIABILITY, IS DENIED BY US AS A SHEER COUNTER¬ 
BLAST.—(3480) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound is to be expounded as—‘The expounders’ and ‘the 
eternal sentences’. ‘Expounder’ stands for those who expound the meaning 
of the Vedas.—(3480) 


Question :—“How is the Beginninglessuess denied ?” 
Answer ;— 


TEXT (3481). 

The Expounders stand on the same footing as the Composers ; and 
dependent upon them is the Reliability of the Vedas ; because 

THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE MEANING OF THE VEDAS IS DERIVED 
FROM THE EXPLANATIONS PROVIDED BY THE SAID 

Expounders.— (3481) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Dependent upon them' —i.e. upon the Expounders. 

“How 80 ?” 

Because the knowledge of the meaning of the Vedas is derived from tho 
explanations provided by those Expounders,—therefore the validity and 
reliability of tho Vodas are dependent upon those persons.—(3481) 

Question: —“What is the harm if that is so ?” 

Answer :— 

50 
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TEXTS (3482-3484). 

In this way, the Vedic Sentences, being dependent upon other 

THINGS, CANNOT BE RELIABLE.— As REGARDS THE EXPOUNDERS, 
AS THEY DO NOT THEMSELVES PERCEIVE DhfimUl, THESE ALSO 
CAN NEVER BE RELIABLE. Of SUCH EXPOUNDERS, EVEN THOUGH 

beginninglessness may be postulated, it would be in a position 

THAT IS NOT RELIABLE ; AND HENCE IT WOULD NOT BE DIFFERENT 
IN CHARACTER FROM THE BEGINN1NGLESSNESS OF THE UNBELIEVERS 
AND OTHERS. THUS THERE BEING NO DIFFERENCE DISCERNIBLE, 
ALL THIS COMES TO BE ON THE SAME FOOTING ; SO THAT NEITHER 
ReUobUUy NOR U nr diability would be beginningless.—(3482-3484) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Can never be reliable' —That is Reliability can never be theirs. 

When, iu this way, the Vedic Sentences themselves, being dependent 
upon other things, cannot bo reliable,—tlieir Expounders would bo like u 
group of blind people, liaving no knowledge of dharma ; and as such these 
also would be unreliable. 

Thus what has been assorted by the other party, to the effect that— 
“Reliability (Validity) and Unreliability (Invalidity) would thus be be¬ 
ginningless”,—cannot bo right.—This is what is pointed out by the words— 
‘Na manalixipraindnaive, tie. etc.' —Only if the reliability of the Expounders 
and the Veda liad been established, could the said Reliability be beginningloss; 
as a matter of fact, however, that itself lias not boon established; hence it is 
not right to assert that both these are beginningless. —(3482-3484) 

Then again, when we asserted tliat the Vedas and their oxpounders stand 
on the same footing as Buddha and His Touchings,—it was merely as a 
counterblast; as a matter of fact, there can bo no equality between the 
Blessed Lord and His Teachings on the one hand and tho Vodas and their 
expounders on the other; there is really a great difference between thorn.—Tills 
is what is pointed out in the following— 

TEXT (3485). 

IN FACT, THERE IS THIS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE SAGE AND THOSE 
Words,—that He perceived the Dharma Himself and 
EXPOUNDED THEM THROUGH MERCY.—(3485) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been already proved that the Blessed Lord had the direct per¬ 
ception of Dharma and taught it. Hence what the opponent has asserted 
(under Text 3179) regarding the unreliability of one who has never himself 
perceived Dharma, is‘inadmi s sible*.—(3485) 
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Tho following might bo urged—“How is it known that the Lord Himself 
expounded tho Dharma ?” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3486). 

That is described as 'JJharma' by all wise persons from which 
follows ‘Prosperity’ and the ‘Highest Good’.—(3486) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘The Highest Good ’—‘follows from which’—such is the construction. 
'Prosperity' is Happiness, and 'Highest Good' is Final Liberation. 

‘ This is what is described as Dharma' —as is clour from the assertion (in the 
Vaishefika-Sulra) that ‘Dharma is that from which follows the fulfilment of 
Prosperity and the Highest Good’.—(3486) 

[Says tho Opponent}—“It may bo that Dharma is the moans of accom¬ 
plishing Prosperity and the Highest Good; but how is the Word of Buddha 
tho means of knowing Dharma, —by virtue of which He should be recognised 
as ‘cognisant with Dharma' ?” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3487). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, WHEREVER THE RULES LAID DOWN BY HlM 
RELATING TO INCANTATIONS AND COMMUNION AND SUCH THINGS, ARE 
PROPERLY FOLLOWED IN PRACTICE, ONE BECOMES ENDOWED 
WITH EVEN SUCH PERCEPTIBLE QUALITIES AS WISDOM, 
HEALTH, POWER AND SO FORTH.—(3487) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho compound is to bo expounded as—‘The rules relating to Incanta¬ 
tions and Communion’ which ‘have boon laid down by tho Blessed Lord’. 
The term 'yoga' stands for Communion. 

'And sucJt things' is meant to include Gestures, Magic Circles and so 
forth. 

‘Even perceptible qualities' —i.e. during the present life itself,—and not 
only in tho other regions, after death. This is what is indicated by the word 
'even'. —(3487) 

Having thus shown that the words of Buddha ore conducive to 
‘Prosperity’, the Author proceeds to show that thoy are also conducive 
to tho ‘Highest Good’:— 
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TEXTS (3488-3494). 

From the realisation of the Doctrine of the ‘Soul-less-ness of 

ALL THINGS’ AS TAUGHT BY HlM, FOLLOWS THE CESSATION OF THE 
whole mass of Afflictions due to the notion of things having 
- such existence. This notion of the reality of things appears 
in the form of ‘self’ and ‘things related to the self’; 
I IT IS ONLY WHEN THERE ARE NOTIONS OF ‘I’ AND ‘MINE* THAT THE 
whole mass of Afflictions becomes operative.—The said percep¬ 
tion OF * SOUL-LESS-NESS ’ IS THE ENEMY OF THIS NOTION OF REALITY J 
HENCE WHEN THE FORMER BECOMES DULY ABSORBED AND REALISED, 
| THE LATTER DISAPPEARS ; THEREFORE THE ENTIRE MASS OF 
Afflictions DUE TO THAT NOTION of REALITY CEASES, ON account of 
THE ABSENCE OF ITS CAUSE J AND WHEN THAT CEASES, THERE IS 

no more Birth due to that. Thus there being absolute 

LIBERATION FROM BlRTH, THIS STATE IS SPOKEN OF AS THE ‘FlNAL 

Goal’.—Thus the perception of ‘Soul-less-ness’ is the door to 
Unrivalled ‘ Good ’.—All other Philosophers have held that 
Liberation follows from the cessation of the ‘I-notion’ ; but 
if there is a ‘Soul’, this ‘I-notion’ can never cease ; because 
its efficient oause would always be there ; so the objective 
of that notion too would not be abrogated. If it were 
abrogated, there would be negation of it, which would mean a 

COMPLETE VOLTE-FACE ON THEIR PART.—(3488-3494) 


COMMENTARY. 

It is accepted by all that Liberation consists in the absolute cessation of 
the series of Births and Rebirths. But the only means of attaining this 
consists in the Teachings of the Blessed Lord; as it is only here—and no¬ 
whore else,—that wo have the ‘teaching of the doctrine of no-SouV, which is 
the solo destroyer of ‘Afflictions’ which ore the source of‘Birth and Rebirth’; 

1 and all other Philosophers are wedded to the false doctrine of the ‘Soul’. 
Thus it is tho word of the Blessed Lord alone which, as being the moans 
of attaining Prosperity and Highest Good, can be the indicator of Dharma; 
hence it is this alone that should be depended upon by all who seek their 
own welfare.—Such is the purport of the whole text. 

Tho meaning of the words is now explained:— 

Question :—“How do you know that the mass of Afflictions arises from 
the notion of tho real existence of things?” 

Answer: — 'The. notion of the reality of things, etc. etc. ’—This has been 
already explained by us beforo. 

Question: —“If the mass of Afflictions arises from the notion of the 
real existence of things, even so, how is it set aside bv the perception of 
‘Soul-less-ness’?” 
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Answer;—'The said perception of Soul-less-ness, etc. etc.'—'Notion of 
reality' —i.o. tho notion of existence; i.e. the idee that things are really 
existent,—of this, tho 'perception of Soul-loss-noss’ is the ‘enemy’— 
opponent.—This also has been already explained by us before. 

'The former' —i.o. tho Perception of ‘Soul-loss-noas’;— the latter' —i.e. 
the notion of the real existence of things. 

'Due to that' —duo to tho notion of real existence. 

'On account of the absence of its cause' —i.o. on the cessation of its cause 
in the. shape of the notion of roal oxistoneo. 

4 When that ceases' —i.o. when the mass of Afflictions disappears. 

'Due to that' —i.e. due to the Afflictions. 

'There is no more Birth'-, — : when the cause is not thoro, tho effect cannot 
appear; if it did, it would do so without cause. 

'Absolute liberation from it' —i.o. from tho Afflictions or from Birth, 
there is absolute liberation, there being no more Birth; as it has been 
declared that ‘Final Liberation consists in absolute emancipation from it’. 

Says tho Opponent—“Under other systems also tho Perception of Truth 
has been hold to be the means of ‘Highest Good’, and tho ‘Ten Noble Paths’ 
also have boon laid down ns leading to ‘Prosperity’. Why then should the 
doctrine of Soul-less-ness bo the only way to Liberation ?” 

Tho answer to this is as follows:— 'All other Philosophers etc. etc. —For 
instance, all ‘thought-phases’ having their source in the 'I-notion', there isj 
Liberation on the cessation of this notion;—on this point all men seeking 
for Liberation are agreed. This cessation of the‘I-notion’, however, is not 
possible under tho other philosophical systems; as they are all obsessed 
with the falso notion of ‘Soul’, and this notion of‘Soul’ is the very root 
of the said ‘I-notion’. So long as this ‘Soul’ is there obsessing the men,— 
and this, in its perfect state, is the cause of tho ‘I-notion’,—and its own 
objective, in the shape of tho ‘Soul’ has not been abrogated,—how could 
tho said ‘I-notion’ ceaso ?—This has been thus declared—‘So long as thej 
Mind is beset with the I-notion, tho series of Birth and Rebirth does not cease ;j 
and so long as the idea of the Soul is there, tho I-notion does not cease; 
there is no other Toacher, except Thyself, who teaches the doctrine of no-' 
soul; henco there is no other Path to Peace except the one declared by Thee’. 
The reason for this lies in the fact that the properties of the Mind cannot be 
pulled out like thorns and thrown away; they have arisen from the wrong 
notions of things, and as such thoy automatically coase on tho cessation of 
their cause in the shape of the said wrong notions. 

It might be argued that—“the Yogin does abrogate it”. 

Tho answer to that is— 'If it were abrogated, etc. etc.' —If the ‘Soul’ 
were abrogated (and repudiated), it could be repudiated only in the words 
‘it does not exist’; as otherwise, there would be no point in repudiating it. 
Bocause if, after having accepted the ‘ Soul ’, one were to repudiate it as the 
‘source of pain’, then such repudiation would be useless; because the repudia¬ 
tion of a thing is done for the purposo of abandoning it; and no abandoning 
could be possible of what one regards as his over-lasting self; hence the said 
repudiation would bo useless.—Nor can those other philosophers repudiate 
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tho ‘Soul’ as being non-existent; because when they have regarded the 
Soul as existent, if they regard it ns non-exislent, —this would mean a com¬ 
plete volte-face on their part,—(3488-3494) 

Further, there may bo repudiation of it either as being the source of 
suffering or as something else; even so thore could bo no cassation of the 
I-notion whoso sole root lies in tho notion of tho ‘Soul’.—This is what is 
pointod out in the following:— 


TEXT (3495). 

The notion ‘I am not’ cannot be right if the *V really exists. 
Or else, it is not true ‘that one who knows the Truth 
MUST attain Nirvdnfi. —(3495) 

COMMENTARY. 

• ‘/am not' —This idea that ‘I am not’ cannot bo right,— 'if the I really 
exists', —i.e. if the Soul exists. 

Hence that your ‘knowor of Truth’ attains Nirvana cannot bo trno; 
because Liberation has boon held to follow from tho cessation of the ‘I- 
notion’, and so long ns the ‘Soul’ is there as the object of that notion, there 
can bo no cessation of tho ‘I-notion’; how then could there bo Liberation ?— 
(3495) 

The following Texts sum up the Author’s position :— 


TEXTS (3496-3497). 

Thus then, under other systems, there is just a little ‘Welfare’ 
(Prosperity) secured through the destruction of the ‘Ten 
Sins’;—the attainment of the Highest Good there is 
none in the least; and the reason for this lies in 
the fact that all these are associated with the 
notion of the ‘real existence’ (of the Soul) 

AND HENCE THE ROOT OF THE ‘AFFLICTIONS’ 

IS NOT REMOVED.—(3496-3497) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Through the destruction of the Ten Sins'— These sins are—(1) Killing G f 
hfo, (2) Taking what has not been given. (3) Indulgence in (sexual) desire 
(4) Dishonest Bohaviour, (5) Lying. (6) Backbiting, (7) Cruelty, (8) In’ 
coherent Talking, (9) Malice or Deceitfulnoss, and (10) Wrong knowledge.— 
Or they may bo tho following:—(1) Not saving others, (2) Not giving, (3) 
Not serving, (4) Lying, (5) Harsh words, (6) Injuring others, (7) Neglect of 
study, (8) Faithlessness, (9) Mercilessness, and (10) Undue Desire.—The 
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‘opposites’ of those aro the ‘Ton noblo Paths’.—-When those said ‘Ton sins’ 
aro destroyed, there follows Dispassion and thenco the ‘Ten Noblo Paths’. 

'Just a little ’—Inasmuch as it is preceded by the aforesaid 'volte face' 
—the man lapses away very quickly. 

The ‘root of the Afflictions’ is the notion of the existence (of the Soul).— 
(3490-3407) 

Tho superiority of the Lord’s Teaching is shown further, even though 
this also brings about Wolfaro (Prosperity)— 


TEXT (3498). 

On the other hand, thf. ‘Ten Noble Paths’ that have been taught 
by Tayin (Buddha) are embedded in True Knowledge 

AND HENCE THEY ARE SUFFICIENTLY POWERFUL. 

—(3498) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘Powerful’—as leading to lasting and excellent results.—(3408) 

Question :— “ Why cannot tho teachings of others also bo regarded ns 
' powerful ’ ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (3499-3500). 

Those others are clothed in the notion of the real existence (of 
the Soul) and involve a ‘ Volte face': —as such they are not 

PURE ; CONSEQUENTLY PURE RESULTS DO NOT FLOW FROM 

them.—Thus then, if one does not himself perceive 
in the Great Sage the Teacher of the essence of 
Dharma, and consequently remains ignorant 
of Dharma, —how can he attain peace of 
mind ?—(3499-3500) 

COMMENTARY. 

Pure results follow only from pure causes, not from impure ones. 

'The Great Sage'— i.o. the Highest. Best,—among the sagos of various 
grades (?).—(3499-3500) 

It has been argued under Text 3185 that—“Tho omniscience of Buddha 
and others on tho one hand, and tho etornality of tho Veda, on the other, are 
asserted as standing on the same footing, etc. etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXTS (3501-3502). 

The ‘Omniscience of Buddha ’ and the ‘f.ternality of the Veda’ 
have not been declared by any wise man to stand on the 
same footing; and this because the said eiemality is im¬ 
possible. The argument against it has been already 

POINTED OUT, AS CONSISTING IN THE INCOMPATIBILITY 
INVOLVED IN ‘SIMULTANEITY’ AND ‘SUCCESSIVE¬ 
NESS’ BY REASON OF THIS IT CANNOT BRING 
ABOUT ANY such EFFECTS as Cognition 
AND THE LIKE.—(3501-3502) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Tiiyin' —is the Blessed Lord Buddha. 

If the Veda could bo eternal, thon alone it could bo said that “the 
omniscionco of Buddha and the etornality of the Veda (stand on the same 
footing)”; as a matter of fact, however, that itself is not possible; as 
arguments to the contrary have boon already adduced above. The Author 
recalls the same arguments in the words, * consisting in the incompatibility, etc. 
etc ’—What this means has boon already explained before.—(3501-3502) 


It has been argued undor Text 3186 that,—“Tho Omnisciont Person 
is not seen by us at tho present time, etc. etc.” 

Tho answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3503-3504). 

As REGARDS THE ARGUMENT THAT THE OMNISCIENT PERSON IS NOT SEEN 
AT THE PRESENT TIME—BY YOU OR BY ALL MEN—THIS HAS BEEN 
ALREADY ANSWERED IN DETAIL. As REGARDS NON-PERCEPTION 
BY YOU, THAT, BY ITSELF, IS ‘FALLIBLE’, ‘INCONCLUSIVE’; 

AS REGARDS NON-PERCEPTION BY ALL OTHER MEN, 

THAT MUST REMAIN ALWAYS DOUBTFUL._ 

(3503-3504) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued further by Kumfirila (ShlokavGrtika) that—‘That 
He existed in the past cannot be presumed in the way in which it is presumed 
that He did not exist in the past”. 

The answer to this is os follows:— 
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TEXT (3505). 

“His existence in the past cannot bf, presumed in the way in which 

His non-existence has been presumed’’—this assertion in 

REGARD EVEN TO THE PAST CANNOT BE RIGHT ; BECAUSE 
SUCH DENIAL IS IMPOSSIBLE(3505) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho assertion that—“Tho denial can be made to the effect that the 
Omniscient Person did not exist in the past,—in tho same way, it cannot be 
presumed that Ho did exist in tiro past";—Such an assertion is most improper; 
because oven in reference to the past, the denial of the said Person is not 
possible.—Tho term ‘ even ’ implios that it is not possible in reference to the 
Present and the Future also. It has been already pointed out that the mere 
fact that a certain thing is not soon cannot justify the conclusion that it 
does not exist.—(3505) 

The following Texts anticipate and answer the Opponent’s argument.— 

TEXTS (3506-3507). 

The following might be urged—“The period that is past was 
devoid of TnE Omniscient Person,—because it was a period of 

TIME,—LIKE THE PRESENT TIME WHICH IS ACTUALLY PER¬ 
CEIVED”.—This argument however, is not right, as its 
CONTRARY IS OPEN TO DOUBT *, INASMUCH AS THERE 
CAN BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING THE PRESENT 
Time being devoid of the Omniscient 
Person.—(3506-3507) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho argument of the other party may be thus formulated—“The Past 
must be regarded as devoid of the Omniscient Person,—because it is 
a period of time,—like the Present Time” 

In this argument, inasmuch as nothing has been adduced to show that 
the contrary of tho Probandum is impossible,—there will always bo a 
doubt regarding the existence of such a contrary, and consequently, the 
Reason would remain ‘Inconclusive \ The Corroborative Instance also would 
be ‘Inadmissible’, as tho presence of the Probandum would be doubtful. 
-(3506-3507) 

Granting that the Corroborative Instance is admissible (and the 
Omniscient Person does not exist at the present time),—even so, more appre¬ 
hension cannot rightly prove the existence of what is desired,—This is pointed 
out in the following:— 
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TEXT (3508). 

It is quite possible that what existed in the Past is not there in 
the Present because the whole set of its causes is not 
present. Why should it not be that sucn A 
Person existed in the Past,—like Rama 
and others ?—(3508) 

COMMENTARY. 

What truth can thoro bo in any such premiss as that ‘wlmt does not 
exist in the Present could not have existed in the Past’. For instance, tho 
mere fact that Rama, Bharata and others do.not exist at the present time 
cannot justify tho inference that they did not exist in the past. Thus, in 
view of tho case of Rdma and others, the Reason put forward by the other 
party is ‘Inconclusive’.—(3508) 

It has boon argued under Text 3186, that—“no Indicative is recognised 
as part of the Subject which could load to His inference”. 

Tho answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3509). 

‘Wisdom’ and the rest have been made the ‘subject’, and then 
the Inferential Indicative has been set forth; hence it 

IS NOT TRUE THAT ‘NO INDICATIVE IS RECOGNISED’.—AND YET 
WE ARE NOT SEEKING TO PROVE THE existence (OF THE 

Person).—(3509) 

COMMENTARY. 

Undor Text 3414 above. Wisdom, etc. have been mndo tho ‘subject’ of 
tho Reasoning, and tho necessary Inferential Indicative has boon assorted; 
bonce it is not right to assort that “no Indicative is recognised”. 

But existence is not what we are proving; all that wc are proving is tho 
fact of thoro being higher stages of tho Wisdom, etc.; it is the highest stage 
of such Wisdom that constitutes‘Omniscience’.—Consequently the objections 
that have been urged aga : nst tho proving of the existence of the Omniscient 
Person are not applicable at all.—(3500) 


It has boon argued under Text 3187, that—‘There is no scriptural 
declaration affirming an eternal Omniscient Person, etc. etc. ”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXT (3510). 

WE ARE NOT AFFIRMING THE EXISTENCE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON 
ON THE BASIS OF SCRIPTURAL DECLARATIONS. WHEN THE IN¬ 
FERENTIAL Reason is available, who would make an 
ASSERTION ON THE BASIS OF VERBAL AUTHORITY ?—(3510) 


COMMENTARY. 


So long as Inference on the basis of the capacity of things is available, 
who would seek to establish the existence of things on the basis of mere verbal 
assertion which is entirely dependent upon the whim of man ? It is for this 
reason that we are not proving the existence of the Omniscient Person on the 
basis of scriptural declarations;—in fact, we aro doing it on the basis of 
Inference; and this has been already explained before.—(3510) 


Nor is it true (as asserted by the Opponent) that—‘ thero is no scrip¬ 
tural declaration affirming the eternal Omniscient Person” ;—this is what is 
pointed out in the following :— 


TEXTS (3511-3512). 

But if you regard the Veda as reliable, then, how is it that you, 

DELUDED PEOPLE, DO NOT APPREHEND THE Omniscience OF THE 

Blessed Lord? As a matter of fact, in the Vedic 
Rescensional Text called ‘ Nimilta ’, the learned 
Brahma nas clearly read of the Revered Great 
Sage as ‘omniscient’.—(3511-3512) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, there is a particular Vedic Rescensional Text under the name 
'Nimilta'; and thorein, the Blessed Lord, Shakya-Muni is dearly spoken of 
as‘omniscient’.—How is it then, that you, dull-witted people, while taking 
your stand upon the Veda, are denying Him ?—(3511-3512) 

The following Text [joints out how He is spoken of in the said Vedic 
text:— 
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TEXTS (3513-3514) 

(He is described as] one who, having shown Himself in a dream 

AS A SIX-TUSKED WHITE ELEPHANT, WAS BORN AS ONE GOING TO BF. 

a BodhisaUva, the ocean of fine qualities, his fame 

PROCLAIMED, OMNISCIENT, FULL OF MERCY, ATTAINING 
THE STATE OF IMMORTALITY, PURE, THE FATHER OF 

THE WHOLE WORLD.—(3513-3514) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Hia fame proclaimed' —i.e his fame well-known to the whole world. 

'Attaining the state of Immortality' —i.e. on reaching the state of Nirvana, 
which consists in the cessation of all Afflictions along with the Disposi¬ 
tions. 

' Pure '—consisting of constituents free from all impurities. This indicates 
that superiority of the Blessed Lord which is conducive to his own welfare 
and which consists in the destruction of all Ignoranco; the phrase, 'The 
Father of all' indicates that superiority which is conducive to the welfare of 
others.— 'Father', Teacher and Controller ,—of the world ;—because He 
establishes the Three forms of Right Knowledge.—(3513-3514) 


Tho following Texts anticipate and answer the rejoinder of the other 
party, to tho above:— 


TEXTS (3515-3516). 

If this Rescensional Text just mentioned is not accepted as such, 
—THEN, FOR THAT, WE CAN DISCOVER NO REASON EXCEPT SHEER 
HOSTILITY ON YOUR PART. BECAUSE accentuation AND OTHER 
PROPERTIES THAT BELONG TO THE VEDIC TEXT ARK ALL 
POSSIBLE IN REGARD TO THIS TEXT ALSO: SPECIALLY AS 
THESE PROPERTIES ARE DEPENDENT UPON THE 
MERE WHIM OF MEN.—(3515-3516) 

COMMENTARY. 

'This' —i.e. the Rescensional Text named ‘ Nimitta \ 

The second lino beginning with—‘Then, for that, etc. etc.’ states tho 
answer to the Opponent’s position.—(3515-3516) 


The following text sets forth the Opponent’s rejoinder 
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TEXT (3517). 

“As A MATTER OF FACT, NO SCRIPTURAL TEXT TO THIS EFFECT CAN BE 
FOUND ; BUT IF SUCH AN ASSERTION WERE eternal, THEN IT COULD 
BE ONLY COMMENDATORY ; AND IF IT REALLY SPOKE OF A 
Person, then it would be not-btbrnal.”—(3517) 

COMMENTARY. 

'To this effect' —i.e. speaking of the Omniscient Person. 

Question: —“Why cannot it be found ?” 

Answer: — ' JJ it is eternal, etc. etc.' —If the scriptural text speaking of the 
Omniscient Person is eternal, thon it must be purely commendatory,—so that 
it must be takon as really having an entirely different meaning. If it is not 
held to bo merely commendatory, then it must be non-eternal —(3517) 

Question: —Why should it bo commendatory, if eternal ? 

Answer :— 

TEXT (3518). 

“If THE SCRIPTURE IS ETERNAL, THEN THE ASSUMPTION OF THE OMNISCIENT 
Person is futile: as people would learn Dharma from 
the Scripture itself.”—(3518) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tatkalpand' —assumption of the Omniscient Porson. 

Question: —Why is it futile ? 

Answer :—‘ As people, etc. '—Tatah' —from the Eternal Scripture itself.— 
(3518) 

The author's answer to the above argument of the other party is as 
follows:— 

TEXTS (3519-3520). 

In fact, etemality does not belong even to the Veda well-known 
as such ; because it represents Cognition following after effort , or 
the result of successive Cognitions and so forth.—But in case 
the well-known Veda is accepted as reliable, you 
have to accept the other Rescensional Text also 
as reliable, because that also is Veda .— 

(3519-3520) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though the $gveda and the rest are well-known as Veda, yet it is not 
well known that they aro eternal. 
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“How so?” 

‘ Because, otc. ole. ’; 'jat' stands for 1 yasnuit ‘because’;—the Cognition 
after effort, or the successive Cognition, is all not-otemal; just like the 
Jar and other things;—so also is the Veda;- -hence it is a Reason based upon 
the nature of things.—The charges of 'Inadmissibility', etc. against this 
Reason have been fully refuted under the chapter on the ‘Revealed Word’; 
hence it is not done over again hero. 

‘ Elasya ’—of the well-known Veda. —(3619-3520) 

“But the fact of the other Rescensional Text (put forward) cannot bo 
admitted”—says the Opponent. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3521). 

It behoves yod to prove beyond doubt that the Text in question 
is not ‘Veda’; as otherwise, the reason that you have put 
forward (against the Omniscient Person) that He is 

NOT MENTIONED IN THE ‘VEDA* BECOMES DOUBTFUL.— 

(3521) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Otherwise' —i.o. if you do not establish the fact that it is not Veda ; in that 
cose, what you have asserted regarding the Omniscient Person being uot 
mentioned in the ‘Veda’, becomes open to doubt and hence ‘Inadmissible’ 
(as Reason).—(3621) 

It has been arguod undor Text 3517 that—“if the Text in question refers 
to tho Person, then it is not-otemal—The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3522). 

The Veda may be eternal; it may also refer to the Omniscient 
Person. But if it refers to thf. Person, why should it, on 
that account, become not-eternal ?—“Because it would, 
in that case, be associated with what is perishable” 

—[Says the Opponent].—(3522) 

COMMENTARY. 

On being asked—‘Why should it become not-eternal'!' —tho Opponent 
replies— 'Because it would, etc. etc. ’—i.e. because it would be associated with- 
related to—something that is porishablo, evanescent.—(3522) 

The following text points out the Tnconclusivenesa’ of the Opponent’s 
answer:— 
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TEXT (3523). 

If that be so, then how are all such things as Clarified Butter, 
NxvA ka-Corn ani> Fire, which are not-eternal, —spoken of 
in the Veda, which is eternal ?—(3523) 


COMMENTARY. 

'Ajya' is Clarified Butter;— Nivdra is a particular kind of Corn;— 
Chdmikarajala' is Fire.— 'Tina' —by the Veda. —(3523) 

The following lexis anticipate and answer the Opponent's rejoinder:— 


TEXTS (3524-3520). 

If it is urged that—“in these cases also, there is the Universal, 
which is eternal”, —then (the answer is that) that also has 
been discarded. Then again, if the Word expresses the 
Universal alone, then it cannot bring about the Cognition 
OF THE PARTICULAR THINGS, CLARIFIED BUTTER AND THE REST. 
If it expresses this latter also, then does it not LOSE ITS 
etemalily 1 Further, in regard to the Omniscient Person 

ALSO, THE SCRIPTURAL WORD COULD RETAIN ITS ETERNALITY IN 
THE SAME WAY, EVEN THOUGH DENOTING THE PERSON (WHO IS 
NOT-ETERNAL).—(3524-3525) 

COMMENTARY. 

[The other Party says}—“In tho wise of the Clarified Butter and other 
things, there is the Universal which is expressed by the word; so that thoro 
could be no incongruity”. 

This cannot be right; because under the chapter on tho ‘Universal’, 
the Universal has been rejectod in detail. 

Granting that tho Universal is there; even so, as the word ‘Clarified 
Butter’ would express the Universal only, it could not bring about the 
notion of tho Individual; and in that case, the denoting of tho Universal 
would be useless, so far as that man is concerned who seeks to do some act 
that could bo accomplished only through the Individual. 

“The Individual is cognised because it is unseparable from the 
Universal”. 

That cannot be; becauso, as a matter of fact, there is no such remoteness 
in the Cognition. That is to say, it does not so happen that when tho word 
is uttered, the Cognition that comes about first is that of the Universal,— 
and then later on, follows the Cognition of tho Individual as inseparable 
from that Universal. What actually happens in ordinary experience is 
that the Cognition of tho usefully effective thing (which is the Individual) 
follows from the word immediately (directly); in fact, people use tho word 
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lor the purpose of speaking of that useful thing itself. Hence it cannot, 
be right to say that “the Cognition of the Individual does not follow from 
the word directly". 

If the word denoted the Universal only, and not the Individual, then 
a sane man would not be prompted to activity by the Word which denotes 
something not connected with that activity,—and such a word would bo 
like the Injunction of milking the Bull! 

If, in order to avoid this contingency, it is admitted that there is denota¬ 
tion of the thing in its individual aspect also,—then how would tho Veda 
escape from the contingency of losing its etemality ? 

Further, it may be that primarily the words denote Universal*?—and 
thoro is denotation of Individuals only as inseparable from Universal.?. 
Even so, however, thore would bo nothing incongruous in tho Scripture 
speaking of the Omniscient Person being eternal. —This is what tho Author 
points out in the words—‘ Then too, in regard, etc. etc. ’ That is to say, oven 
when tho Omniscient Person is one only, a multiplicity might be assumed 
on tho basis of varying states; and thereby it would be possible for Him to be 
spoken by moans of a word denotative of the Universal;—what to say then 
when there is an immeasurable lino of Omniscient Persons ?— (3524-3525) 

Then again, if you do not accopt tho Resconsional text called ‘ Nimitta' as 
Veda, —yet, ovon so, your assertion, that “tho Omniscient Person is not 
mentioned in the Veda", becomes doubtful at any rato.—-This is what is 
pointed out in the following— 


TEXTS (3526-3527). 

AS REGARDS THE WORDS OF THE VEDA, AS THEY ARE SELF-SUFFICIENT, 
THEIR MEANING COULD NOT BE ASCERTAINED FROM THE VEDA ITSELF; 

—NOR FROM THE LEARNER BY HIMSELF,—OR FROM SOME OTHER 
PERSON,—WHO MIGHT BE UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF 

Delusion and other disabilities. Under the 

CIRCUMSTANCES, HOW COULD THERE BE ANY CER¬ 
TAINTY REGARDING THE ASSERTION THAT— 

‘WHAT IS MEANT BY THE VeDIC WORDS— 

Agnihotram juhuyal svargakamah —is 
not that Jina is omniscient'i — 

(3526-3527) 

COMMENTARY. 

The words of the Veda, on account of their etemalily, must be self- 
sufficient, independent; honce what these words mean cannot be ascertained 
from the Veda itself; because the Veda nowhere says 'My meaning is this — 
—not that '-,—nor could it be ascertained from tho learner by himself;—or 
from some other person, in the shape of an expounder; because all these 
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men, according to you. might lx> under tho influence of Delusion and other 
disabilities.—Under tho circumstances, it is quite possiblo to take the words 
relating to tho Agnihotra as meaning that ‘the Blessed Lord is omniscient’. 
'Any certainty, etc. etc.' —i.e. no certainty at all.—(3526-3527) 

It has been argued under Text 3195, that—“It is not possible to com¬ 
prehend all the things cognised by all men”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXTS (3528-3529). 

That one is ‘Omniscient’ is understood only from the clear 

TEACHING THAT He IMPARTS REGARDING HEAVEN AND THE HIGHEST 
Good: because that bears testimony to His knowledge 
OF THE MOST IMPORTANT MATTERS. Of WnAT USE IS 
THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE NUMBER OF SANDS OF THE 

seas? What then have we got to do with 
His knowledge of other things ?— 

(3528-3529) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued under Text 3200 that—“The descriptions that aro 
met with of Omniscient Persons in the Punlnas, etc. should b© understood in 
the figurative sense”. 

The answer to this is as follows :•— 

TEXTS (3530-3531). 

That the descriptions should be understood in the figurative 
sense, like THE Mantra and Arthavada texts,—would be right 
ONLY AFTER THE ACTUAL EXISTENCE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON 
HAD BEEN REJECTED.—As A MATTER OF FACT HOWEVER, THERE IS 
NOTHING TO ANNUL THE IDEA OF SUCH A PERSON \ WHILE, ON THE 
CONTRARY, HlS EXISTENCE HAS BEEN ACTUALLY PROVED IN GREAT 
DETAIL. SO THAT THE IDEA OF ALL THIS BEING figurative MUST 
REMAIN DOUBTFUL: INASMUCH AS IT IS POSSIBLE FOR IT TO BE TRUE 

IN ITS PRIMARY SENSE.—(3530-3531) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the existence of the Omniscient Person had been rejected by proofs, 
then no other explanation being possible, the assertions in question might 
be taken in their figurative sense;—not otherwise, if the primary meaning 
were in any way possible. It cannot be right to regard the eternal Word 
to be mere Arthavada; becauso an assertion is taken as an Arthavada only when 

51 
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somo othor meaning is intended; in a case therefore where there is no such 
intention, thore being no speaker desiring to make the assertion,—that condi¬ 
tion cannot bo fulfilled.—(3530-3531) 


It has been further argued, under the samo Text 3200, that—“tho 
‘untrammelled knowledge’ spoken of may be taken os referring to cortain 
particular things only, not to all things”. 

Tho answor to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3532). 

In case the ‘untrammelled’ nature of His knowledge is regarded 

AS TRUE, IN REFERENCE TO SUCH THINGS AS Dharma AND THE LIKE, 
—THEN CLEARLY THE BUDDHISTS HAVE WON THEIR CASE.—(3532) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—“How havo the Buddhists won their caso?" 

Answer :— 


TEXT (3533). 

Because it has been proved before that it is the Lord’s knowledge 

RELATING TO PROSPERITY AND HIGHEST GOOD, ALONG WITH 
THESE MATTERS (Dharma AND THE REST), WHICH IS 
‘ UNTRAMMELLED ’:—THIS IS QUITE CLEAR EVEN 
TO THE VERIEST PIPER.—(3533) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been proved before that the Lord’s knowledge of the Highest 
Good is ‘untrammelled’. Hence it must bo known to all men, down to the 
veriest piper, that Ho possesses the knowledge of Dharma and allied matters; 
so that, by his own words, the opponent- admits the “Omniscience’ of the 
Lord, (after admitting His knowledge of Dharma and such matters) — 
(3533) 


It has been argued under Text 3205, that—"The knowledge spoken of 
may be that of his own self”. 

But even so, as such knowledgo is possible for tho Lord Himsolf what 
has been urged is nothing undesirable for us.-This is what is pointed out in 
the following— 


EXAMINATION OF THE ‘PERSON OF SUPER-NORMAL VISION*. 1543 


TEXT (3534). 

AS REGARDS THE KNOWLEDGE OF SELF, BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE PRACTICE 

of Meditation,—this also has been already proved to be 
‘untrammelled ’ in TnE case of those Persons.—(3534) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Thisalso' —i.e. tho knowledge of self. 

‘ Tesam '—of the rovered Buddhas. 

‘ Already' —Under Text 3434.—(3534) 

Says the Opponent—“The knowledge of self there mentioned is that 
consisting in self -Cognition, not that of the Spirit functioning within. How 
then can our argument be futile (proving what is already admitted)?” 

Tho answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXT (3535). 

That alone is knowledge of self which consists in the perception of 

THE PURE SELF,—AS THEREIN THE ONLY COGNITION IS THAT 

of pure Consciousness freed from all adventitious 
impurities.—(3535) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question: —“How is it known that there is knowledge of pure Con¬ 
sciousness only ?” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (3536-3537). 

It has been shown before that all Cognition is in the form devoid 
of THE Apprehender and Apprehended ; it is free from the two aber¬ 
rations. This is the Cognition or knowledge that has been 
EXPOUNDED BY THE Buddhas. THAT IS WHAT PROVES THESE 
TO HAVE BEEN POSSESSED OF VAST WISDOM AND OF 
KNOWLEDGE NOT CONDUCIVE TO BlRTH AND RE¬ 
BIRTH AND IT IS THE TEACHINGS INCULCATED 
UNDER THE GUIDANCE OF THESE PERSONS 
THAT ARE LUMINOUS TO THE PRESENT 

day.—(3536-3537) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Before '—Under tho chapter (23) on the ‘External World’. 

'Samsara, etc .'—i.o. whose knowledge is not conducive to Births and 
Rebirths.—(3536-3637) 
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Question: —“What or© those Teachings that were promulgated under 
Their guidance ?” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (3538-3540). 

In regard to the luminous Consciousness, not marred by the two 

FORMS,—WHO COULD ENTERTAIN ANY WRONG NOTIONS, IF HIS MIND IS 

NOT DELUDED BY THE TWO FORMS ?—As SOON AS THERE IS RECOGNI¬ 
TION OF THE ‘SOUL-LESS-NESS' OF BOTH,—ALL THOSE DEFECTS OF 

Love, Hate and the like which have thelr source in the 

THOUGHTS OF WOMEN AND SUCH THINGS, DISAPPEAR WITHOUT EFFORT. 

—This is the Highest Truth which the ‘Expounder of unity' 

PROPOUNDED,—WHICH BRINGS ALL KINDS OF PROSPERITY, FAR 

BEYOND THE REACH OF KlshdVa AND OTHERS.—(3538-3540) 

COMMENTARY. 

'If his mind is not deluded, etc.' —i.e. who lias got rid of all obsession of 
tho apprehender and the apprehended. 

‘ As soon as there is recognition, etc. etc.'— i.e. the recognition of the 
fact that the (1) Body and (2) All other things are without soul-,— or it may 
moan the recognition of the 'nairatmya' —unreality— 'of both ’—i.e. of the 
apprehended as well as the Apprehender. 

4 Far beyond the reach of, etc. etc. '—Kishava' stands for Hari ( Vifnu).— 
'And others' includes 'Jshvara' and the rest.—(3538-3540) 

Question: —"Why is not the self-Cognition of Kishava and others also 
regarded as pure ?” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (3541-3543). 

Other people recognise the ‘Soul’ as something permanent, 

RESEMBLING THE PURE ROCK-CRYSTAL J THIS IDEA OF THESE PEOPLE 
IS CLEARLY WRONG, AS THE EXISTENCE OF THE PERMANENT ‘SOUL’ 
HAS BEEN REJECTED. If THE COGNITION ENVISAGING THE SOUL 
PROCEEDS FROM ONE’S OWN SOUL, THEN THERE SHOULD BE THE 
Cognition of all souls at one and the same time.—If it does 
NOT PROCEED FROM ONE’S OWN SOUL,—OR IF IT IS REGARDED AS 
ETERNAL,—THEN IT COULD NOT ENVISAGE THE SOUL AT ALL:—BEING, 
IN THIS RESPECT LIKE THE COGNITIONS OF OTHER PERSONS — 

(3541-3543) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Other people'—Kishava and others. 

Under tho Chapter on the ‘Soul’, the existence of the Soul has been 
rejected; any Cognition of it must bo wrong and hence impure. 
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Further, the knowledge of these people relating to the eternal Soul that 
is spoken of,—does this knowledge or Cognition proceed from the person's 
own Soul or not? These are the only two alternatives possible. In the 
former case, all his Cognitions should appear simultaneously, as their efficient 
cause would be there.—In the latter case, is the Cognition eternal or not- 
oternal ? In both cases, that Soul would only be a replica of his own Soul, 
and hence, like the Cognition of other people, it could not c-nvisago that 
Soul.—(3541-3543) 


It has been argued under Text 3207, that—“His knowledge consists 
in the direct perception of His pure Self, and when the source of that know¬ 
ledge is not pure, the knowledge itself is called Ignorance 
The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3544-3546). 

HlS KNOWLEDGE DOES not CONSIST IN THE DIRECT PERCEPTION OF HlS 
PURE SELF ; BECAUSE THAT IS DEVOID OF THE CHARACTERISTICS OF 

the ‘Cognisable’, as has been proved in detail.—If the Soul 
(self) is held to be of the nature of Cognition (Consciousness), 

—THERE CAN BE NO APPREHENSION OF IT AS SUCH ; BECAUSE OF THE 

difference between the ‘seen’ and the ‘seeing’.—If then 
the said Cognition is held to be self-illumined, then it comes 
to be ‘Self-Cognition’, and as such it would mean that the 
Cognition is amenable to direct perception.— (3544-3546) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Soul is held to be unconscious in its essence, then the Cognition 
that approhonds it must bo regarded as impure: as it has been proved under 
the chapter on the‘External World’ that by their very nature, all Cognitions 
are devoid of the apprehended and the apprehender. 

If, on the other hand, the Soul is held to be of the nature of Conscioxisness 
itself, then there would be non-difforenco between what is seen (cognised, 
i.e. the soul) and the seeing (Cognition, Consciousness); so that they could 
not be related to oach other as the apprehended and the apprehender ; which 
would mean that the Cognition could not bo regarded as apprehending the 
Soul. Because it is only when there is some difference between the subject 
and the object that they can bear to each other the relation of the apprehender 
and the apprehended. 

If, lastly, the idea is that, being luminous, like the lamp, the Cognition 
apprehends and envisages itself,—then there would be ‘self-Cognition’, 
which you do not admit; and it would set aside your idea that Cognition 
cannot be perceived. This is what is shown by the words— 'It would mean 
that Cognition is amenable to direct Perception'. —(3644-3546) 
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It has been argued under Text 3208, that—“If it bo hold that Brahma, 
Vifnu and Shim aro the embodiments of the Veda, etc. otc. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3547-3549). 

There can be no connection between BrahmA (and others) and 
the Veda;—( a) because there is difference between them, 

(5) BECAUSE BOTH ARE REGARDED AS ETERNAL, AND (o) BECAUSE THERE 
IS NO MUTUAL DEPENDENCE;—JUST AS IN THE CASE OF ANY OTHER 

thing.—Thus it is absurd to talk of Brahma, etc. being ‘ Embodi¬ 
ments of the Veda ’.—Equally absurd it is to speak of the Veda 
as ‘consisting of all knowledge’ ; FOR THE simple reason that 
the meaning of the Veda cannot be ascertained.—It has 
BEEN EXPLAINED THAT (FOR US) THE OMNISCIENT PERSON IS RE¬ 
COGNISED independently by Himself ; and He is not assumed 
on the ground of Brahma and others being ‘Embodiments of 
the Veda’.—(3547-3549) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Brahma and others had any connection with the Veda, then alone 
could they bo regarded os the ‘Embodiment of the Veda'; as a matter of 
fact, there can ho no connection between those and the Veda. Because 
there can be only two kinds of connection or relationship among things—( 1 ) 
that of identity and (2) that of cause and effect,—as has been oxplainod 
before;—as the two—Brahma and Veda—are held to bo different, the relation 
between them cannot be that of Identity. —Nor can it be the relation of 
Cause and Effect ; because both are regarded as eternal, and as such cannot 
derive any benofit from one another, as neither could be in need of the 
other. 

'The idea of the Veda consisting of all knowledge' —this has to be con¬ 
strued with ‘is absurd' of the previous sentence. 

“Why is it absurd?” 

Because ‘ the meaning of the Veda cannot be ascertained' ;—if the meaning 
of the Veda were ascertained, then alone could it be assumed that it consists 
of all knowledge. This ascertainment however cannot bo got at through any 
Cognition, as has been pointed out already. 

Nor again do we accept the Omniscient Porson on the strength of the 
Veda,—as you do. In fact, the Cognition of the Lord is self-bom, and 
hence Ho is omniscient, by Himself;—as wo have already explained before.— 
(3647-3549) 

It lias boon argued in Text 3209, that— “Where on one side aro Buddha 
and others who are mortal, where op the other are the throe excellent Vedas, 
etc. etc.”. 
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The answor to this is that the ‘mortality’ of the Lord has not been 
proved.—This is what is pointed out in the following— 


TEXT (3550). 

Being Beyond the ‘Metempsychic Cycle’ consisting ok the ‘five 
states’, the Buddhas are not held by us to be ‘mortal’. 
What has been regarded as their ‘birth’ is only 

THE CREATION OF THEMSELVES BY 

themselves.—(3550) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘Hell’, ‘Regions of the Dead’, ‘Regions of Beasts’, ‘Region of Celestials’ 
and ‘the Human Regions’—are the ‘fivo states’ that make up the ‘Metom- 
psychic Cycle’;—the Blessed Lords all lie beyond this five-foldCyclo; so that 
their ‘mortality’ cannot bo admitted. 

Question :—“How is it then they are heard of as having been born in 
the family of Shuddhodana and others ?” 

Answer :—‘ What has been regarded, etc . etc .'—(3550) 

The following Text supports this same idea by scriptures 


TEXT (3551). 

‘It IS IN THE DELIGHTFUL CITY OF Akanislha, FREE FROM THE HABITATION 
OF UNCLEAN BEINGS,—THAT THE Buddhas BECOME AWAKENED ; 

AND WHAT IS AWAKENED HERE (IN THIS WORLD) IS 
ONLY THEIR OWN CREATION’.—(3551) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Akaniqfha' is the name of a certain region‘free from the habitation 
of unclean Beings’—■ Ashuddhdvasakdyika ’ are celestial beings;—here only 
such peoplo dwell who are noble and pure;—on the top of this rests the 
Maheshvara-Bhavana (the Palace of the Supreme Lord);—it is in this Palace 
that there appear the BodhisaUvas who have passed through the ‘ten stages’ 
and reached the highest;—what is perceivod here in the world is only what 
is created under their supervision. 

Such is the assertion met with in the scriptures. (3551) 

It might be argued by the Opponent that—“Wo do not admit of what 

has been assorted here”. 

The answer to that is as follows;—* 
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TEXTS (3552-3553). 

How TOO DO YOU ASCERTAIN, INDEPENDENTLY, THE SAID 'MORTALITY'? 
Certainly not on the basis of the ‘ scripture ’ of other people ; 

AS WHAT THAT SCRIPTURE SAYS HAS JUST BEEN POINTED OUT.— 

Nor do we postulate our ‘Omniscient Persons’ as 
rivals to the ‘Omniscient Persons’ postulated 
by others; who could ever conceive of 

ANY RIVALRY BETWEEN REAL ENTITIES AND 

‘sky-flowers’ ?—(3552-3553) 


COMMENTARY. 

If you hold to the ‘mortality’ independently, then your Reason is 
doubtful—hence—Inadmissible’. In fact, you have no proof in support of 
the idea of the Blessed Lord being mortal, —by virtue of which the said 
mortality could be regarded as independently ascertained. Hence the 
‘mortality’ has to be asserted by you on the basis of the scripture of the 
other party; and what the scripture of the other party has to say on the 
point has just boon shown.—Thus the ‘mortality’ of the Blessed Lords 
remains ‘unproven’.—(3552-3553) 


Question :— “How is it known that these other Omniscient Persons are 
like sky-flowers ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (3554). 

It HAS BEEN PROVED BY US THAT ANY Eternal BEINGS, BEING DEVOID OF 
ALL CAPACITY, MUST BE FORMLESS. HENCE IT FOLLOWS THAT THE 

‘Three-eyed Deity’ and other such Beings, who are held 

BY OTHERS TO BE OMNISCIENT, DO NOT EXIST 

AT ALL.—(3554) 

COMMENTARY. • 

The other party holds Shankara and others to be Eternal Beings;—and 
it has been proved by us that eternal entities cannot have any capacity at 
all; as any effective action on their part,—either successively or simultaneous¬ 
ly—would be incompatible;—‘being devoid of all capacity’ again is what 
characterises non-existence ; honce it follows that Shiva and other eternal 
beings posited by the other party are non-existent. Thus it is that it is 
known that they are ‘like sky-flowers’. 

‘Tryambaka ‘Three-Eyed Deity V is Shankara, Shiva.— (3554) 
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Further, Shiva and others may be there. Evon so, they belong to a 
very inferior order; hence we are not making any comparison between these 
and the Blessed Lords.—This is pointed out in the following :— 


TEXTS (3555-3556). 

Then again, the knowledge of those Persons is all wrong, 

BECAUSE IT INVOLVES NOTIONS OF THE ‘SOUL’ AND SUCH OTHER 

things. The knowledge of the Buddhas, on the other 
hand, IS not wrong ; as has been explained in detail. 

There is therefore no comparison made between 

THESE TWO SETS, ON THE GROUND OF GREATER OR 
LESS PROXIMITY; WHO COULD INSTITUTE ANY 
COMPARISON BETWEEN THE BLIND AND 
THE MAN WITH PERFECT EYES?— 

(3555-3556) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(3556-3556) 

It has been argued under Text 3210, that—“the three Deities, Brahmi 
and the rest, are mentioned in the eternal scripture of tho Veda; and the 
oternality of these does not militate against the eternality of the Vedas”. 
The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3557). 

IN FACT, THE ETERNALITY OF ALL SUCH THINGS AS QUALITY, ACTION, 

God, as also of the Vedas, has been totally rejected. 
Consequently we do not admit of any eternal 
* SCRIPTURE ’.—(3557) 

COMMENTARY. 

By establishing tho ‘Perpetual Flux’ as affecting all things, it has been 
proved that nothing can bo eternal. Hence all this (about eternality) is 
wholly irrelevant.—(3557) 

It has been argued under Text 3215, that—"If any person were seen at 
the present time to be similar to the Omniscient Person, then the existence 
of that Person could bo cognised through Analogy”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXTS (3558-3561). 

We do not hold that the existence of the Omniscient Person is 
proved by Analogy; because it has been shown that Analogy 
is not a reliable means of cognition. Hence the said existence 
could not be proved by it. It is only when the existence of a 
thing has been cognised, that its similarity can be perceived; 

AND WHAT IS DESIRED TO BE PROVED IN THE PRESENT CONTEXT IS 

the existence of the aU-biov;ing Person ;—and this cannot 

BE PROVED BY MEANS OF ANALOGY. Hf.NCE YOUR DENIAL OF 
THIS (IN REFERENCE TO THE SAID PERSON) IS ENTIRELY FUTILE.— 

If all men have been perceived by you to be not-omniscient ,— 
then omniscience belongs to you yourself, since you perceive 

ALL MEN, THOSE NEAR YOU AS WELL AS THOSE REMOTE;—AND SINCE 
YOU PERCEIVE THE CAPACITY OF COGNITIONS APPEARING IN THE 

‘Chain’ of all other men.—(3558-3561) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, no reliability attaches to Analogy, ns a means of 
cognition,—by virtue of which the Buddhist could seek to prove the existence 
of the Omniscient Person by its means.—-Even if Analogy were reliable, it 
would be of no use in the proving of the said existence. Because all that 
Analogy proves, for instance, is merely the similarity of the Oavaya in the 
well-known object, Cow; in the case in question, however, the Omnisciont 
Person is not a weU-known object, —as, according to you. Ho is still to be 
proved; consequently when, under your view, tho Existence of the Omniscient 
Person is put up as what is to be proved,—thero can bo no room for Analogy; 
so that, thoro boing no possibility of its applying to the case in question, 
your denial of it is entirely futile; as it is only what is regarded as possible 
that is deniod. 

It has been argued under Text 3216, that—“Having found that all mon 
of tho prosent day are not-omniscient, it is definitely concluded, through 
Analogy, that all mon are not-omniscient". —The answer to this is that— If 
all men, etc etc' —If all men have been seen by you, then your denial of 
the Omnisciont Person involves self-contradiction. Because, when you 
admit that you yourself see all mon, far and near,—and also that you have 
dofinite knowledge of tho cognitive capacity of the ‘chain’ of other men,— 
you clearly attribute Omniscience to yourself; because your said admission 
would imply your perception of all things far removed in time, placo and 
nature; as such perception can never belong to one who is not omniscient. 
And yet in denying such Omniscience, you are putting forward arguments, 
and are actually denying it; so that there is self-contradiction on your 
part; just liko the assertion ‘your mother is barren’.—(3558-3561) 

The following Text points out that the Person also that is adduced by 
the other party is ‘Inadmissible’, ‘Unproven’:— 
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TEXTS (3562-3564). 

Even if the Person were standing before you, how could you 

HAVE THE CERTAINTY THAT ‘He IS NOT OMNISCIENT’? If YOU 
HAD THIS KNOWLEDGE, YOU WOULD BE COGNISANT OF THINGS BEYOND 
THE SENSES!—If YOU DEDUCE THE FACT OF ALL PERSONS BEING 
N OT-OMNISCIENT FROM SEEING THAT YOU YOURSELF ARE NOT SO,— 
THEN, THERE WOULD BE THIS INCONGRUITY THAT (YOUR) BRAHMA 
AND OTHER DEITIES WOULD DEDUCE THE Omniscience OF ALL PERSONS 
FROM THEIR OWN OMNISCIENCE.—IF IT BE URGED THAT—“THERE IS 
CONVICTION REGARDING THE PRESENCE OF SUCH QUALITIES IN ALL 
MEN ONLY WHEN WE DO NOT PERCEIVE ANYTHING TO THE CONTRARY ”, 
THEN OUR ANSWER IS THAT IN REGARD TO THE MATTER UNDER CON¬ 
SIDERATION, THE MERE SUSPICION TO THE CONTRARY HAS THE SAME 
EFFECT AS THE ACTUAL PERCEPTION OF THAT CONTRARY.—(3562- 

3564) 

• COMMENTARY. 

That is, oven when the man is standing beforo ono, one sees only his 
body, and if the observer is himself not-omniscient, he cannot know that 
the man before him is not-omniscient. 

* BhavV —i.e. if there were the certainty that tho man is not-omniscient. 
If, in order to save the Reason from being ‘Inadmissible’, the conviction 
regarding all men being not-omniscient be taken as deduced from one's own 
non-omniscience;— then there would bo incongruities and the Reason would 
become ‘Inconclusive’.—This is what is pointed out by the words—‘7/ you 
deduce, etc. etc.'.— The compound ‘ ulmdsarvajiialadr?tau' is to be expounded 
as— drflau ’—from the perception— asarmjHatdydh—ol non-omniscience— 
'dltnani', —in yourself. 

The following might be urged—“In the case of the proving of the pre¬ 
sence of a certain quality in all men, the idea is rendered impossible by the 
perception of the diversity of wisdom, etc. among men; hence no attempt is 
made to prove it; in the case of non-omniscience, however, tho idea is not 
rendered impossible by anything; hence there could be no such incongruity 

as has been indicated". . 

This is not right. Just as a Reason cannot prove that of which the 
contrary has been perceived, similarly it cannot also prove that of which the 
contrarv is suspected; and in this respect, the suspicion of the contrary does 
not differ from the perception of tho contrary. Consequently, there can be 
no proving of non-omniscience, because its contrary is open to suspicion.— 
(3562-3564) 

It has been argued, under Text 3217, that— 1 the teaching of Buddha 
and others is capable of another explanation also, etc. etc.’’. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXT (3565). 

Who else except the fool can regard the Teaching op the Buddhas 

AS HAVING ITS SOURCE IN DELUSION,—WHEN IT HAS BEEN 
PROVED TO BE THE FLAWLESS EXPOSITION OF THE PATH 

to Heaven and the Final Goal?—(3565) 
COMMENTARY. 

It cannot bo admitted that the Teaching is capable of another explanation. 
Because the flawless exposition of the Path to Heaven and Final Liberation 
cannot have its source in Delusion;—and that the Teaching of the Blessed 
Lord is flawless has been proved by all the investigations and tests herein 
made. 

'Fool' —i.e. Kvmdrila. He is a fool if he entertains the idea referred to. 
—(3565) 

It has been argued, under Text 3225, that—“The teaching of Buddha, 
etc. might have been for the purpose of deluding their disciples, etc. etc.”. 
The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3566). 

It is indeed a great delusion that has been brought about by 
Buddha in His disciples who, during the present life itself, 
have attained, through it, Prosperity, as also the highest 

STAGE OF THE ALLEVIATION OF ALL AFFLICTIONS OF THE 

Mind !—(3566) 

COMMENTARY. 


4 Dfisfe '—during the present life. 

'Prosperity' —in the shape of lasting health, vigour and so forth;—these 
'they have attained '—such is the construction. 

'Alleviation oj all afflictions of the Mind' —i.e. the cessation of Love, 
Hatred and other defects. 

'Through it' —-Through the proper following of the Teachings of the 
Lord, regarding Mantras, Meditations, etc. 

'A great delusion has been brought about' —This is figurativo; the sense 
is—if you regard this as ‘delusion’, then it is you yourself who oro deluded,— 
inasmuch as you regard what is not delusion, as delusion. —(3566) 

It has been argued, under Text 3226, that —“If it were based upon the 
Veda, then they-should have imparted it to the oxpounders of the Veda itself, 
etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXT (3567). 

The Teaching of the Buddhas is certainly not based upon the 
Veda ; because it has been described as ‘flawless’, while 
the Veda is full of flaws.—(3567) 

COMMENTARY. 

It cannot be possible for the flawless Teaching to be based upon what is 
full of flaws. —(3567) 

It has been argued, under Text 3227, that—“ Because the Teachings were 
imparted by them to the illiterate Sh&dras, therefore it is concluded that 
they arc defective and illusory”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3568-3569). 

The said Teaching of the Buddhas is not for any selfish purpose ; 

IN FACT, THE WHOLE EFFORT WAS MADE FOR THE BENEFIT OF OTHERS. 

Thus it was that the all-merciful Buddhas taught that 
Path to all men,—having made up their minds to bring 

ABOUT THE WELFARE OF THE WORLD, AND THUS BEING 
THE DISINTERESTED WELL-WISHERS OF 

ALL BEINGS.—(3568-3569) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Padam *—this is the name given to that Path to Prosperity and Highest 
Good which consists in the cultivation of all good qualities.—(3568-3569) 

The following text shows that it is in the case of Manu and other teachers, 
who imparted the teaching to Vedic scholars alone, that it is possible for 
the teachings to have been propounded for the purpose of deluding those 
people:— 

TEXT (3570). 

Those teachers who were under the influence of greed, fear, 

HATRED, JEALOUSY, ETC. AND WERE DEVOID OF MERCY,—IT IS THE 
TEACHING OF SUCH PERSONS WHICH COULD BE PARTIAL 

AND LOCAL.—(3570) 

COMMENTARY. 

On the other hand, the Teaching of the Blessed Lord was imparted to 
all men down to the veriest child;—and such Teaching only boars testimony 
to their high-souled character.—This is pointed out in the following 
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TEXTS (3571-3573). 

Those Teachers, ox the other haxd, who were led by mercy 

ALONE,—WHO HAD A CLEAR PERCEPTION OF THE TRUTH,—WHO HAD 
NO FEAR OF ANY CONTRADICTION,—DEPARTED THEIR TEACHINGS TO 
ALL. AS A MAN, THROUGH IGNORANCE, GOES ON BEING AFFECTED 
BY DEFECTS, SO THERE GROWS IN THE LORDS, MERCY TOWARDS HIM. 

_They do not desire to establish any such connection with 

men as that of Vivaha (Marriage) or Avaha (Home-coming of 
the Bride) and so forth ; the only thought in their mind is 

THAT OF DOING GOOD TO OTHERS. THAT IS WHAT HAS BEEN SO 

well SUNG OP.—(3571-3573) 


COMMENTARY. 

'Avaha '—is the coming of tho Bride to the house of the Bridogroom.— 
(3571-3573) 


Question :—“What has been so well sung of ?” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (3574). 

‘The wise ones view with equal regard—the BrShmana equipped 

WITH LEARNING AND CHARACTER, THE BULL, THE ELEPHANT, THE 

DOG AND THE dog-eater. '—[Bhagavadglld].— (3574) 
COMMENTARY. 

In fact, by having openly and arrogantly used the expression “to 
illiterate Shudras ”, through pride of caste, you have yourself shown your 
own great illiteracy and stupidity. For instance, (1) do you put forward 
the assumption that there is a distinct genus of the name of ‘ BrShmana ’ 
and thereupon you, Brahmarias carry on your backs a million loads of 
superiority? Or (2) is it on the basis of your superiority in the matter of 
having liad all your Birth and other Sacraments duly performed ? Or (3) 
on tho basis of your liaving been born of a Brdhmana Mother and Brdhmana 
Father?-—If it is the first, then this ornament of yours is only like that 
caused by tho ‘sky-lotus’.—-This is what is pointed out in tho following:— 
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TEXTS (3575-3577). 

Hundreds of times has the ‘genus’ (Universal) been rejected; 

WHENCE T HE N IS THIS PRIDE DUB TO ‘ CASTE ’ (GENUS) ? SPECIALLY 
WHEN NO SUPERIORITY OVER OTHERS IS PERCEIVED IN IT, WHY 
SHOULD IT BE REGARDED AS Superior ? IN FACT, MEN BELONGING 
TO OTHER CASTES ALSO ARE FOUND, ON THE PRESENCE OF PARTI¬ 
CULAR QUALITIES, TO BE THE RECEPTACLE OF QUALITIES OF Self- 
control AND FREE FROM ALL IMPURITIES. If, BY REASON OF THEIR 
CONNECTION WITH THE PARTICULAR (BrXHMANA) CASTE, THEY HAD 
BEEN SUPERIOR TO OTHERS, IN THE MATTER OF POSSESSING THE SAID 
QUALIFICATIONS, THEN ALONE COULD THEY BE ADMITTED TO BE 
REALLY SUPERIOR,—NOT IF THEY MERELY BELONGED TO THE 

Brdhmana caste, but in actual life were like fowlers, 
AND OTHERS.—(3575-3577) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wo grant that there is such a ‘caste’; even so, your pride would be 
justified if there wore some superiority perceptible in you, duo to that caste. 
As a matter of fact, however, we do not perceive any such superiority in 
you.—This is what is pointed out by the words— specially when no superiority, 
dc. etc.' —‘ others' —i.e. people othor than Brahmanas, —i.e. tho Shudra, etc. 
—superiority over these—none is perceived. That is to say, in tho Brdhmana, 
wo do not find any superiority over tho Shudra, etc. in regard to their 
Intelligence, Memory, etc., or to their Blood, Urine, etc.; thus no superiority 
being perceptible, how could the casto be regarded as superior on the basis 
of that superiority’,—by virtue of which, through arrogance born of your 
caste-pride, you assert that ‘they should have imparted it to the Vedic 
scholars alone—not to Shudras' ?—In case, by belonging to the Br&hmana- 
caste, you were, by your very nature, superior persons, endowed with such 
powers as self-control, fulfilment of wish, Mercy and so forth, and had all 
evUs removed from you,—then you would certainly bo superior beings; 
otherwise, if you simply belonged to tho Br&hmana-easte and led tho life of 
the Fowler, the Fisherman, the Cobblor, etc.,—what superiority could be 
yours’—(3575-3577) 

The following Text points out the objections to the second alternative (the 
superiority of tho Brihmana in the proper performance of his sacraments):— 

TEXT (3578). 

AS REGARDS THE WELL-KNOWN SACRAMENTS OF THE Birth-rUe AND THE 

REST,—THEY ARE ALL PURELY ILLUSORY (ARTIFICIAL) AND ARE 
TO BE FOUND EVEN AMONG OTHER PEOPLE,—EVEN THOSE 
WHO ARE ARTIFICIAL BRiHMANAS.—(3578) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Among others' —i.e. among the artificial BriLhmai>as. 

4 Illusory ’—purely artificial, liko the Naming-rite. 
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Under the third alternative also (that of superiority being due to birth 
from Brdhmana parents),—no prido is proper; because, as has been pointed 
out before, there is no difference between the body of the Brahmana malo 
and female and that of the Shudra male and fomale,—both consisting of the 
same unclean ingredients of Semen, Blood and so forth.—(3578) 

Then again, the fact of your being born of a Brahmapa Father is always 
open to doubt; lienee there should be no pride on that score also.—-This is 
pointed out in the following— 

TEXTS (3579-3580). 

A VERY LONG TIME HAS ELAPSED AND WOMEN ARE VERY UNSTEADY ; HENCE 

IT CANNOT BE CERTAIN IF THERE IS Brdhmana-hood IN YOU. 

For you, there is no one who is cognisant of 

SUPERSENSUOUS THINGS ; NOR HAS EVEN THE 

Veda declared the purity of 
YOUR GENEALOGY— (3579- 
3580) 

COMMENTARY. 

After the lapse of a long time, it is just possible that though not belonging 
to a Br&hmapa family, you may have become a Brahmana. —Or even if 

your ancestors were Brahmanas, your.; so that it is possible that your 

birth may bo defective. Because, as a rule. You do not admit that 

there is any man capable of perceiving supersensuous things,—through whom 
certainty on this point could be obtained. Nor lastly, does the Veda declare 
the purity of your genealogy.—(3579-3580) 

Then again, it is not only for yourselves that it is not right to indulge 
in arrogance due to your Brahmana-hood, which is open to doubt; as regards 
Manu and other teachers also,—as they could not know who were real 
Brahmanas, the Teachings, if imparted to Brahmanas alone, must have 
been imparted under a delusion.—This is pointed out in the following— 

TEXT (3581). 

Thus, Manu and other teachers, not knowing who were real 

Brahmanas, could not have imparted the teachings to 
Brahmanas alone: because they could not be 
sure of it.—(3581) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Avijhdta '—-Those who could not bo sure of the Brdhmana-hood of 
any one. 
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‘ Tadanishchayit' —Because they could not bo sure of pooplo being 
Brahmanas. —(3581) 

Then again, the fact that Manu and others imparted their teachings 
to you alono does not redound to your credit; in fact, it only indicates the 
dullness of your intelligence.—This is pointed out in the following:— 

TEXTS (3682-3583). 

We suspect that Manu and other teachers, for some reason, came 

TO REALISE THAT WHAT IS STATED IN THE VEDA IS NOT QUITE REASON¬ 
ABLE AND NOT QUITE COMPREHENSIBLE BY ITSELF,—AND ALSO 
THAT THE BrIHMANAS, HAVING BECOME DULL-WITTED BY 
THE READING OF THE VEDA, WERE INCAPABLE OF 
DISCRIMINATING THINGS FOR THEMSELVES;—AND IT 
WAS FOR THIS REASON THAT THEY EXPOUNDED 
THEIR TEACHINGS TO THE BrahmaTUlS 

ALONE.—(3582-3583) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Vedddhitijada' —Those who have become 'jatfa' —dull-witted—by the 
'adhili' —reading—of the Veda; i.o. those whose powers of discriminating 
things had been set aside by the reading of the Veda. 

‘ For some reason’. —Somehow.—(3582-3583) 

It was for this reason that Manu and others, realising the irrationality 
of the Veda, etc., declared, in reference to their own words, that they were to 
be rogarded as so many ‘commandments’ (to bo obeyed without question).— 
This is what is shown in the following:— 

TEXTS (3584-3585). 

[They have declared that]—“the Purana, the Dharmashdstra 
PROPOUNDED BY Manu, THE VEDA WITH ITS SUBSIDIARIES, AND THE 
science of Medicine,—these four are self-sufficient 

COMMANDMENTS, AND SHOULD NEVER BE ATTACKED WITH 
REASONINGS”,—THIS THREAT, IN REGARD TO THE SELF- 
SUFFICIENCY OF THEIR AUTHORITY, WE THINK, WAS 
PRONOUNOED BY THEM TO THE DULL-WITTED 
PEOPLE FOR THE SAME REASON. Or ELSE, 

HOW COULD A MERE VERBAL STATE¬ 
MENT MAKE ANYTHING SELF- 
SUFFICIENT IN ITS AUTHORITY ? 

-(3584-3585) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Purina' —the literary works known under that name;— 'm&navo 
dharmah' —the code composed by Manu; —‘ the Veda with its subsidiaries ’— 
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i.o. with its six subsidiaries, Grammar and the rest.—‘ Chikilsitam'—tho 
science of Medicine. 

‘ For fo* same reason', -i.e. on account of having found that tho teaching 

of the PurSna, etc. was irrational and that your Bruhmanas were dull- 
witted.—(3584-3585) 


TEXTS (35SG-3587). 

Those great Teachers on the other hand who were quite sure of 
TnK reasonableness of their own teachings and who were 

CONFIDENT ALSO OF THEIR OWN POWERS TO EXPOUND THOSE 
TEACHINGS,—HAVING SHAKEN OFF ALL FEAR, AND BRINGING 
ABOUT THE LOWERING OF THE ARROGANCE OF THE 
MADDENED ELEPHANTS IN THE SHAPE OF THE 

False Philosophers—always roar like 
lions, as follows.—(3586-3587) 


COMMENTARY. 

Tho ‘false Philosophers’ are likened to the ‘maddened elephants’; and 
the Roaring has the capacity to bring about the lowering of the arrogance 
of those elephants. 

'Thus ’—i.e. as described bolow.—(3586-3587) 


Question :—“What is that lion-like roar?" 
Answer :— 


TEXT (3588). 

0 BhikfUS, MY words should be accepted by the wise, NOT OUT 

OF REGARD FOR ME, BUT AFTER DUE INVESTIGATION,_JUST AS 

GOLD IS ACCEPTED AS TRUE ONLY AFTER HEATING, CUTTING 
AND RUBBING’.—(3588) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, even the Blessed Lords have imparted their teachings to real 
BrShmanas ; this was not done by Manu and others.—This is pointed out 
in the following:— 
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TEXTS (3589-3590). 

Those who are BrAhmanas in reality , by reason of having removed 

ALL THEIR SINS, AND WHO HAVE PRACTISED THE TEACHING OF 

‘No-Soul’,—are all within the purview of the Great 
Sage Himself; it is for this reason that it has been 
declared that ‘Herein is the Shramana’ who 
has been described under four classes; and 

THE TEACHINGS OF OTHERS ARE ENTIRELY 

devoid of the Shramana-Brahmayas .— 

(3589-3590) 

COMMENTARY. 

The connotation of the term ‘ Bruhtnana' is ‘one who has removed all 
sins’; and such Brdhmanas are possible only under tho teaching of the Great 
Sago, whore they aro taught the practice of ‘ Soul-less-ness ’; this is not 
possible under any other teachings, as these latter do not provide any means 
for the destroying of sins.—It is for this reason that the Blessed Lord has 
declared that ‘It is here that there is Shramana', —the Brdhmana —and the 
teachings of others ore devoid of real Brdhmanas in tho shape of Shramanas. 
—Of these Shramanas, there aro four classes— 'Srotdpanna' (joined the 
stream) and tho rest; and Br&hmaijas also, with tho same characteristics, are 
of the same four kinds.—(3589-3590) 


It has been argued under Text 3230 that—“If proofs were adduced to 
prove that there is someone who is omniscient, then this would fall short of 
your Proposition”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3591). 

It HAS BEEN EXPLAINED THAT THE PROVING OF THE PROPOSITION THAT 
‘THERE IS SOME MAN WHO IS OMNISCIENT’ IS NOT VITIATED 
BY THE DEFECT OF FALLING SHORT OF OUR PROPOSITION. 

—(3591) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question: —“By what part of your work has this beon explained?”. 
Answer :— 
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TEXT (3592). 

This has been explained by us above (under Text 3308) where it 

HAS BEEN ASSERTED THAT—IT IS WITH A TOTALLY DIFFERENT 

MOTIVE THAT THE WISE BUDDHISTS MAKE AN ATTEMPT TO 
ESTABLISH THE KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS, EVEN THOUGH 
SUCH ATTEMPT PROVE FUTILE.—(3592) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, we ere not proving the existence of tho Omniscient Person 
with a view to ascertain that a certain teaching has been propounded by tho 
Omniscient Person, and then and therefore to follow that teaching in practice. 
In fact, we ourselves seek to attain the position of the Omniscient Person and 
to that end wo seek to prove that it is possible to get rid of the Defects and 
attain the excellent qualities (that mark the Omniscient Person). And the 
reason for this lies in the fact that the Buddhists have recourse to activities 
tending to the fulfilment of the several aims of man,—not on the strength of 
more words, but on tho basis of Inferences from the capacity of things. It 
has already been explained in what way such reasons as ‘cognisability’ and 
the rest can lead to conclusions. 

It has been argued under Text 3238, that—“When He has passed 
through the Ton Stages, and Love and other Dofects have become destroyed, 
then rapt in meditation.... He would not be able to impart any 
teachings"—Tho answer to this is that this argument also has been put 
forward by you, through your ignorance of our doctrine. The Blessed Lord 
is not held by us to bo standing upon tho Ten Stages-, what we hold is that 
tho Ten Stages are occupied during the BodhisaUva-Stage, and boyond and 
above that lios the BuddJia-Slage, the state of Perfect Enlightenment, 
Buddha-tiood .— (3592) 

It has been argued undor Text 3240, that—“What has been assorted by 
one who knows only a part cannot be the assertion of the Omniscient Person”. 

The following Text points out that this also has been already answered:— 


TEXT (3593). 

AS REGARDS THE ARGUMENT THAT “WHAT IS ASSERTED BY ONE WHO 
KNOWS ONLY A PART CANNOT BE REGARDED AS THE ASSERTION 

of hie Omniscient Person”,—the answer to this has 

ALREADY BEEN GIVEN, THAT IT WOULD BE DUE TO THE 
ACTUAL PRESENCE OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS. 

. —(3593) 

COMMENTARY. . . . 

The same explanation is reiterated in the following— 


EXAMINATION OF THE ‘PERSON OF SUPER-NORMAL VISION \ 1561 

TEXTS (3594-3595). 

The man of limited vision, having perceived a few desirable 

THINGS, FIXES THEM IN HIS MIND, AND SUBSEQUENTLY DESCRIBES 
THEM, ON THE BASIS OF THOSE PERCEPTIONS;—AND YET IT IS 
NOT THAT HIS WORDS DO NOT PROCEED FROM HIS KNOWLEDGE 
OF THOSE THINGS J THE SAME WOULD BE THE CASE WITH 
THE ASSERTION OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON; THE . 
DIFFERENCE WOULD LIE IN THE DIFFERENCE 

BETWEEN THE BASIS OF THE TWO ASSER- , 

TIONS.—(3594-3595) 

COMMENTARY. 

'The man of limited vision’ —i.e. ono who is not omniscient. 

‘ Proceed from his knowledge, etc. etc.' —tho knowledge of those things— 
Heart, etc.—from winch procoods the assertion. The two negatives ‘na-na 1 
indicate that the words do proceed from the said knowledge of the things. 

'The same, etc. etc.' —That also would bo reliable as proceeding from 
the said actual knowledge. 

Question: —“ If this is so, then what would bo the difference between the 
words of the man who knows little and the words of Buddha, tho Omniscient?” 
Answer: —‘ The difference would lie, etc. etc.' —(3594-3595) 


The same idea is further clarified:— 


TEXT (3596). 

What forms the source of the words (of Buddha) is the knowledge 
OF ALL things; while the SOURCE of the words of the 

OTHER PERSON CONSISTS IN THE KNOWLEDGE OF 

ONLY A FEW THINGS.—(3596). 

COMMENTARY. 


‘Asya ’—of the words of Buddha. 

' Tasya '—of the words of tho man who knows only a part of things.— 
3596) 


The opponents urge the following objection:— 
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TEXT (3597). 

“There being no Conceptual Content in His case,—how could 

THERE BE ANY DESIRE IN HIM to Speak ? INASMUCH AS He HAS 
RENOUNCED ALL ACTIVITY, THERE CAN BE NO CONCEPTUAL 

Content for Him.”—(3597) 

COMMENTARY. 

There can be no ‘desire to apeak’ on the part of a person in whom no 
Conceptual Content is possible; because the said desire is only a form of 
Conceptual Contont. The Desire thus being invariably concomitant with 
‘Conceptual Content’, how could it exist in the absence of this latter? 
Certainly when the‘tree’ is absent, the 'Shimshapd' cannot be there. For 
the Omniscient Person, any Conceptual Content is impossible; because all 
obstacles in the shape of the Afflictions, etc. have disappeared, and Conceptual 
Content is, by its nature, wrong, mistaken. Consequently if He had the 
Conceptual Content, the Omniscient Person would have to bo regarded as 
‘ mistaken ’.—(3597) 

The Author answers this objection in the following— 


TEXT (3598). * 

It cannot be so; because, as regards the Conception that is 

BESET WITH AFFLICTIONS, NO SUCH IS POSSIBLE IN HlS CASE, AS 

ALL ‘OBSCURATION ’ HAS DISAPPEARED FROM HlM. WniLE THAT 

Conception which is favourable to the world’s 

WELFARE AND HENCE ‘ HEALTHY WHO WOULD 

PREVENT THAT?—(3598) 

COMMENTARY. 

Conceptual Content is of two kinds—(1) that which is favourable 
to troubles, and hence ‘ beset with Afflictions’, and (2) that which is favourable 
to the appearance of ‘freedom from greed’ and such qualities, and honco 
’‘Healthy’.—Of these that which is ‘beset with Afflictions’ can never be 
present in persons who have got rid of all obscurations in the shape of the 
Afflictions,—because the cause of this is not present there; while that which 
is ‘Healthy’, that is not incompatible with the man who has got rid of the 
obscurations; hence if this‘healthy’ Conceptual Content does appear, through 
the mercy of the Blessed Lord,—as it would be favourable to the welfare of 
the world and hence ‘ healthy ’, why should any one object to its appearance ? 
—(3598) 

Tho following might be urged—“As a matter of fact, all Conceptual 
Content, by its nature, appears in the form of the conception of a thing 
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as beneficial, when it is not beneficial, —and hence it is wrong, mistaken; 
consequently any appearance of it would be incompatible with the character 
of tho man who has got rid of his obscurations". 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3599-3600). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, HE POES NOT RECOGNISE THE CONCEPTUAL CONTENT 
AS BENEFICIAL (USEFUL); He KNOWS IT TO BE BASELESS; He IS 

like the Magic-Performer. The Magic-Performer knows 

THAT THE IDEA THAT HE HAS PRODUCED ENVISAGING THE 

REAL Horse is really without an objective basis; 

AND HENCE HE HIMSELF DOES NOT BECOME 

mistaken or misled by it.—(3599-3600) 
COMMENTARY. 

If He had apprehended tho Conceptual Content, which is devoid of 
objective basis, as having an objective basis, then alone He would be regarded 
as mistaken. As a matter of fact, however, He is like the magic-performer, 
and regards the Conceptual Content only in tho form of the conception itself; 
how then can He be regarded as ‘mistaken’ ?—(3699-3600) 

It has been argued, under Text 3243, that—“such assertions sound well 
only when addressed to people imbued with faith,—we, however, are wanting 
in that faith, and hence ask for reasons". 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


I TEXT (3601). 

When the Brdhmana (opponent) has asserted—that “such asser¬ 
tions SOUND WELL ONLY WHEN ADDRESSED TO PEOPLE IMBUED 
WITH FAITH”,—he HAS NOT SAID ANYTHING RELEVANT 
TO THE SUBJECT UNDER CONSIDERATION.- (3601) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question .—“Why ? What is tho subject under consideration,— to which 

our remark is not relevant?” 

Answer 
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TEXTS (3602-3605). 

The subject under consideration was the statement that “the 
Omniscient Person, being excluded from all things, could 

NOT BE ABLE TO IMPART TEACHINGS ”.—To THIS, THE WISE MEN 
MADE THE ANSWER—‘If He HAD NO POWER TO IMPART TEACHINGS, 
WHAT WOULD HAPPEN ? THE PROPER REJOINDER FOR YOU SHOULD 
HAVE BEEN THAT—“lN THAT CASE THERE WOULD BE NO RELIABLE 

Scripture”.—What you have asserted is—“It may be so, but 

HAVE YOU SEEN HlM ACTUALLY SPEAKING ? ”—NOW IF, IN THIS, YOU 

are urging a Reductio ad Absurdum against us, then it should 

ONLY MEAN AS FOLLOWS I—"iF HlS SPEAKERSHIP IS NOT ADMITTED, 
THEN THERE COULD BE NO GETTING AT THE SCRIPTURE; HENCE IF 

the Scripture composed by Him' is admitted. His 'speakership 
also will have to be admitted.”—(3602-3605) 


COMMENTARY. 

The Author thinks that the Opponent will say that—“what I have 
asserted is only a Reductio ad Absurdum, and not an independent argument 
by itself”;—and consequently he proceeds to lend support to the idea that 
what the Opponent has urged is a Reductio ad Absurdum, with the words 
'what you have asserted, etc. etc .'-What you have asserted is that—“Bein C 
excluded from all things, the Person could not have the capacity to teach”- 
m connection with this, you have to be askod-He may not have the capacity 
to teach, what is the harm in that ?-Being thus asked, what the Opponent 
would say, the Author himself states-' The proper rejoinder for you should have 
been that in that case there would be no reliable Scripture '.—'The answer to this 
rejoinder is-Thoro may bo no reliable Scripture, what is the incongruity 
m that ?—He has not been seen speaking, by which thoro would be incom- 
payability with a perceived fact.-Being thus questioned, you should have 

T 7 TaT PrOVin8 **,«"**** having myself seen that the 
Scripture had been composed by Him; you yourself regard your Scripture 
as composed by Him; and this is not possible if you do not admit His speaker - 
step; hence when you must insist upon the fact of the Scripture having 
been composed by Him, you must, admit His speakership also”.—This is the 
undesirable contingency that is presented to the Buddhist by moans of the 
Reductio ad Absurdum. —(360^-3605) 


•Having thus supported the idea of the Reductio ad Absurdum, the 
Author now proceeds to show how the putting forward of this Reductio ad 
Absurdum is not pertinent to the subject under consideration:— 
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TEXTS (3606-3610). 

If that is so, then, the Principle accepted by all Relationalists 
is that a Reductio ad Absurdum (in this case) can be urged only 
ON THE BASIS OF A CHARACTER THAT IS ACCEPTED ON MERE FAITH; 
IF IT WERE BASED UPON WELL-KNOWN REASONS, THERE WOULD BE 
INDEPENDENT (DIRECT) ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT. AS A MATTER OF 

fact, the Scripture that is postulated by the other party 
(the Buddhist) as composed by the Omniscient Person, is as 
thus described—‘without any appurtenances, the Teachings 
of that Person proceed freely even from the walls,—as if 

THEY WERE COMING OUT OF THE Chintdmani GEM —THUS THEN IT 
IS PURELY THROUGH supervision THAT He IS REGARDED AS THE 

‘composer’ of THE Teachings; hence His speakership NEED 
NOT BE ASSOCIATED WITH ANY CONCEPTUAL CONTENT.—THUS 
THEN, WHEN YOU ASSERT THAT—“WE ARE WANTING IN THAT FAITH 
AND HENCE ASK FOR REASONS”—YOU DO SO WITHOUT KNOWING 
what IS MEANT by Reductio ad Absurduvi.— (3606-3610) 

COSD1ENTARY. 

That character which the other party admits on the basis of the Scripture 
alone,—that alone should be urged in the Reductio ad Absurdum; —such is the 
well-recognised principle. Now, if the other party (Buddhist) had held the 
fact of the Scripture being composed by tho Person on the ground of His 
speakership, —then there could bo some point in urging that—"if Ho is not 
the speaker, then the Scripture could not have been composed by Him”. 
As a matter of fact, however, when Buddha is regarded as tho composer 
(Author) of the Scripture, it is only as a Supervisor, an over-lord,— 
not as tho actual speaker .—Consequently, tho argument that you have urged 
in tho form of tho Reductio ad Absurdum ,—that “if He is the composer of 
the Scripture, Ho must be the speaker ”,—is one that has been urged by you 
without knowing what is meant by ‘ Reductio ad Absurdum '.— (3606-3610) 

It has been argued, under Text 324(1, that—"Teachings issuing from 
walls could not be accepted as taught by a Reliable Person”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXT (3611). 

Why should words issuing from the walls not be accepted as 

TAUGHT BY A RELIABLE PERSON,-WHEN THEY ARE PROMPTED 

by His ovER-LORDsmr ?—(3611) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the teachings had not been prompted by tho over-lordship of the 
Omniscient Person, then they might not be accepted as those of a Reliable 


1566 


tattvasangraha: CHAPTER XXVI. 


Person. When, howevor, it has been admitted that they do proceed under 
His supervision, then why should not they bo regarded as taught by Him ? 
-(3611) 

It has been arguod, under tho same Text 3244, that—“there would be 
no confidence in these Teachings”. 

Tho answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3612-3619). 

Being devoid of teachings of mixed character and those of 
slaughter and such other evil things,—how could these teach- 

INGS BE THE WORK OF SPORTIVE GOBLINS AND OTHERS ? In THEM, 
THERE IS NO TEACHING OF MIXED CHARACTER; NOR OF SLAUGHTER 
AND OTHER EVIL THINGS, WHICH ALONE COULD BE THE WORK OF 
SPORTIVE GOBLINS AND OTHERS.—ALL THAT LIES WITHIN THE 
PURVIEW OF THE TWO MEANS OR FORMS OF RIGHT COGNITION IS IN 
STRICT ACCORD WITH THESE; AND NOTHING OF THE SLIGHTEST THING 
CONTRARY TO THEM IS VOUCHED FOR BY THE TWO MEANS OF COGNI¬ 
TION. Even in regard to absolutely supersensuous things, the 
said Teaching is not annulled by anything past or future; it 

PROMPTS THE MANIFESTATIONS OF SUCH QUALITIES AS COMPASSION 
AND THE LIKE; IT IS ENDOWED WITH ALL FORMS, EXPOUNDS RIGHT 
BEHAVIOUR; IT IS CONDUCIVE TO VARIOUS FORMS OF WELFARE HERE 
AND ELSEWHERE; IT TEACHES THE ANTIDOTE TO ALL KINDS OF 

Love, Hatred and the rest; it opens the gate to the City of 
Nirvana.— 1y such Teaching could be the work of playful 
persons or demons, then these same may be the ‘Enlightened 
Beings’, as fulfilling all the conditions of‘enlightenment’! 
Merely by giving a different name to a thing, its real form 

DOES NOT BECOME ALTERED. In FACT, IF A MAN WERE TO CALL THE 

cultured ‘ uncultured’,—he himself would be subject to the 
DERISION OF ALL GOOD PEOPLE.—(3612-3619) 


COMMENTARY. 

Ii thore wore teaching of dancing, music, slaughter, incest and such 
thmgs-as to bo done,-then, in as much there would be found the work of 
playful goblins and such persons,-it might come within tho range of possi- 
b.l.ty to think of at as tho work of these persons; as a matter of fact, however, 
the words of the Blessed Lord are found to be-not incompatible with any 
forms Of right cogmt.on,-free from self-contradictions,-fit for noble 
poople.--prompt.ng men to Compassion and other such qualities,-conducive 
to the attainment of Heaven and Final Liberation;-all this has been fully 
explained bofore.—How could such teaching be the work of playful goblins ? 
-If you apply the name ‘goblin’ to men also, you may do so; but mere nam- 
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ing does not deprive the thing of its nature. On the contrary, you yourself, 
by behaving like an uncultured person towards the highly cultured Blessed 
Lord, would be open to the derision of good men. 

Such in brief is what is meant by the Text as a whole. The meaning 
of the words is as follows—‘ Teachings of mixed character' —e.g. those of 
singing, etc;— 'slaughter' —killing of animals ;—‘evil things' —like sensuality, 
dishonesty and the like.— 'In accord with the two means or forms of right 
cognition'-, —the two moans are Perception and Inference; 'accordance with 
these' —is saying nothing contrary to theso;— 'malam' —found to be;— -in 
all matters contained therein' —matters within the purview of the two Means 
of Right Cognition,—it is in strict accord with these latter; such is the con¬ 
struction of the sentence.—‘ Right behaviour' —which is excollent, in the be¬ 
ginning, middle and end; such as Continence and the like.— 'Sarvdnusha- 
yasandoha' —the entire mass of perception, thoughts and ‘Afflictions’. 
'Fulfilling all the conditions'—Having all the characteristics of the‘enlightened 
Person’.—This has been thus described—‘When all that had to bo known 
becomos known, all that had to be reflected upon has become reflected upon, 
all that had to be abandoned has become abandoned,—then the Person is said 
to have become Buddha, Enlightened' .—(3612-3619) 

On the contrary, it is the Veda that is liable to bo regarded as tho work 
of playful goblins,—in as much herein we find the teaching of incest and 
other improper acts in connection with the Gosava and othor sacrifices. This 
is what is pointed out in the following— 


TEXTS (3620-3621). 

Tn fact, it is in the case of words that are marked by the mention 

OF SEXUALITY, DISHONEST BEHAVIOUR, ANIMAL-SLAUGHTER AND SO 
FORTH, AND WHICH SPEAK OF MANY BARBAROUS ACTS,— 
THAT THERE IS ROOM FOR SUSPICION REGARDING THEIR BEING 
THE WORK OF ROGUES, DEMONS AND THE LIKE. SUCH 
WORDS ARE LIKELY TO PROCEED ONLY FROM 
PERSONS WHO ARE ADDICTED TO SUCH 

practices.—(3620-3621) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Bhujanga '—is Bogue. —(3620-3621) 

It has been argued, under Text 3249, that—“One and the same cognition 
has nover been found to apprehend such mutually contradictory things as 
the pure and the impure and so on”. 

The answer to this is as follows;— 
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; TEXT (3622). 

The simultaneous apprehension by one and the same cognition 

OF MUTUALLY CONTRADICTORY THINGS,—LIKE THE PURE AND THE 
IMPURE AND SO FORTH,—HAS ACTUALLY BEEN FOUND. 

Because they are not incompatible with 

Cognition. —(3622) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though there ore somo things that are mutually incompatible, yet, 
they aro quite compatible with the Cognition ; as is clear from the fact that 
sovoral mutually incompatible things are actually perceived at one and tho 
same time.—(3622) 

The same idea is further clarified:— 


TEXTS (3623-3624). 

In the case of things that are mutually exclusive by their nature, 
OR IN THOSE THAT CAN NEVER COEXIST,—THERE MAY BE incom¬ 
patibility ; but there is no incompatibility in both figuring 

IN THE ONE AND THE SAME COGNITION; BECAUSE THERE 
IS PERCEPTION THROUGH THE EYE OF 8UCH 
CONTRARIES AS (fl) THE PURE AND THE 
IMPURE THINGS, (6) THE SERPENT 
AND THE PEACOCK AND SO 

forth.—(3623-3624) 


COMMENTARY. 

Incompatibility among things is of two kinds-(l) mutual exclusiveness, 
and1 (2) non-coexistence. Those things that aro mutually exclusive,— their 
unification is clearly incompatible; those again that are non-coexistent, their 
coexistence «s incompatible. But by figuring in the same cognition, things 
do not become either unified or coexistent.. Hence there is no incompatibility 
in their figuring in the same cognition. In fact, it is actually seen that even 
incompatible things figure in the same cognition; for instance, the Pure and 
the Impure things, which are mutually exclusivo.-and the Serpent and the 
1 eacock, winch can nevor live together,—are perceived, through the Eye 
at one and tho same time.—‘And so forth' includes such pair of opposites'as 
Light and Shade and tho rest.—(3623-3624) 


Says the Opponent—^“If then, there is nothing incompatible in con- 
traries figuring m the same cognition, then it should bo possible for Pleasure 
and lam, or Love and Hale, to figure in the samo cognition". 

Tho answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXT (3625). 

That there is no simultaneous cognition in the case of Pleasure 
ahd Pain,—that should be understood to be due to the 

REQUISITE CAUSE BEING ABSENT; THERE IS NOTHING 
INCOMPATIBLE IN IT.—(3625) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Should be understood —That Ploasuro and Pain are not cognised at 
ono and tho same time is due to the fact that thoy do not appear at ono 
and the same time, on account of the causes of both not being present,—not 
on account of any incompatibility. —This is what should be understood to be 
tho case.—What is moant is that tho causo of the non-cognition of both 
lies in the absence of thoir causes, notin their mutual incompatibility.—(3625) 
In the caso of those things also where tho Incompatibility is real,— 
and not merely conceptual, as in the caso of Pure and Impure,—there is 
figuring in the samo cognition.—This is what is shown in the following— 

TEXT (3626). 

The various colours,—Blue, Yellow, White, etc.—though 

MUTUALLY INCOMPATIBLE, ON ACCOUNT OF THE DIFFERENCES 
OF PLACE, ORIGIN, ETC.—ARE ACTUALLY SEEN AT ONE 
AND THE SAME TIME.—(3626) 

COMMENTARY. 

The .construction is— 'incompatible, on account of the differences of place, 
origin, etc.' — 'Difference of place' consists in both not occupying the same 
point in space;— 'difference of origin or nature' —‘nature* in the shape of the 
Blue, etc. and ‘origin* in the shape of the blue components. —(3626) 

It has boon argued under Text 3250,— “Who can apprehend each one 
of tho endless things, past, present and future,—even in hundreds of years T” 
Tho answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXT (3627). 

The Omniscient Person whose existence we have established is 

ONE WHO COMPREHENDS WITHIN A SINGLE COGNITIVE MOMENT THE 
ENTIRE ROUND OF ALL THAT IS TO BE KNOWN; IT IS FOR THIS 
REASON THAT NO SUCCeSSU/H IS ADMITTED IN THIS CASE. 

—(3627) 

COMMENTARY. 

In this connection some people belonging to our own party, while sup¬ 
porting the opinion of the Idealist, argue as follows:—If tho entire round of 
cognisable things is ombraced within a singlo cognitive moment, then that 
would imply a limit on tho number and extent of things; and this would 
militate against the accepted idea that the number and oxtent of things 
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oro endless. Because when all things would be embraced within the orbit of 
a single cognition,—how could they be saved from the contingency of not 
being endless?—This has beon assertod thus—‘Being embraced within a 
single cognition, there is nothing outside that limit; and thus the idea being 
that things are only so many , they cannot be ondless, they become limitod’. 
—Under the circumstances, the idea of the simultaneous cognition of all 
things would be open to the same objection that has beon xirgod against the 
idea of their successive cognition. 

There is no force, however, in this argument. If this argumont is 
put xip on the basis of the opinion that Cognitions are formless,-—then it is 
all irrelevant. Because, whenever a thing, on becoming cognised, thereby 
acquires existence, —all that is comprohonded by the cognition of the 
Omnisciont Person is that it is existent, and is, therefore, said to bo embraced 
by it; aud it is not meant by this that it covors the place occupied by the 
thing, in the way that the cloth covers a number of jars. The mere fact 
that certain things aro apprehended by a single cognition does not deprive 
the things of their own nature or character; whereby, by reason of being 
apprehended by a single cognition, thoy would ronounce their endless 
character. When various things, like the Blue, the Yellow and so forth, 
appearing in a single picture, become apprehended by a singlo cognition, 
—they do not cease to be tnany; nor do thoy become merged into one another; 
in fact, they are apprehended by the cognition exactly as they are,—not in 
any other form. In the same manner, the World which has existence is 
apprehonded by the cognition of the Omniscient Person exactly as it exists .— 
As a matter of fact, thero is no ond to the extent of the worldly region in 
any direction; hence it is approliendod as limitless,—not as limited. How 
then could it bo regarded as having an end ? 

It might be urged that—“If the apprehension of the entire world is 
admitted, then, how could thero bo no apprehension of the limits?” 

It is not so, we reply. Whore is there any such universal Proposition 
that ‘wherever thoro is apprehonsion of tho entirety of things, there must 
be apprehension of the limits also’? As a matter of fact, of all the things 
that exist, there is not one which has existence and has its form unappro- 
hended by the cognition of tho Omniscient Person; in fact all things 
appoar and disappear only as having thoir forms apprehended by the con¬ 
sciousness of the Omnisciont Person; not a single thing is left out. This is 
what is meant by His apprehending ‘all things in their entirety’. This also 
is what is meant by all things being ‘embraced in a single cognition’; other¬ 
wise, the fact of all things being spoken of as‘all’ may also bo not admitted,— 
in order to avoid their having limits. So thero is nothing in this. 

It has been argued that—“on account of the things being all included 
under a singlo cognition, there would follow the corollary that there is nothing 
apart from all these; how then would it be denied that the said things have 
their limit?” 

This also is not right. Under the view of people who regard Cognition 
as formless, there can be no actual ‘inclusion’ of things within the Cognition; 
aU that happens is that they become indicated by tho Cognition merely as' 
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existing. —Nor has the ‘ endlessness ’ of things beon accepted on the ground of 
their not being comprehended under Cognition; by virtue of which, if they 
became apprehended, they would come to have limits. All that has been 
held is that the extension of space being limit loss, the Region ‘containing’ 
the things is ‘limitless’, ‘endless’; as the Region of pure ‘Existence’ is 
* endless ’, also because there can be no limits to the enumeration (of things). 
Nor is there any incompatibility between ‘ being apprehended’ and the‘absence 
of limits’ for the filling up of space;—on account of which ‘incompatibility’, 
things would havo to bo rogarded as 'not apprehended’.—If it is asked— 
“If Ho does not comprehend all things within His Cognition, how can 
He bo omniscient ?”,—the answer is that, it would be so, for that very reason; 
that is, it is just l>ocauso Ho does not apprehend things as limited that Ho 
Incomes omniscient; ot herwise, if He had apprehended the limitless things as 
limited. Ho would l>a clearly mistaken. Because one is called “omniscient’ 
only when He apprehends existing things as existent, and non-existing things 
as non-existent-, —and to the Region of existence, there is no limit at all. 
Honco if one apprehends as non-existent, the limit, which does not exist in 
the form of movement, — and if he apprehends as existent, the Limit, which 
does exist in the form of being cognised by the Omniscient Person,—why 
should Ho be regarded as ‘Not-Omniscient’ ? 

The following might be urged—“Under tlio view that Cognition is 
formless, thero can bo no apprehension of objects; because such Cognition 
would bo indistinguishable. Consequently, no differentiation of particular 
things and functions being possible,—this view of Cognition being formless 
should not be put forward at all; as it would be always open to objection”. 

This is not right. In rogard to the Cognition of tho Omniscient Person, 
no differentiation of things and their functions is admitted; because the 
said Cognition envisages all things: because the idea is that tho said Cognition 
(of the Omniscient Person) envisages, not the Blue only, nor the yellow only, 
but all things. In the caso of men with limited powors of vision, thoir Cogni¬ 
tion envisages only particular things; hence as in his case,—under the view 
that ‘Cognitions are formless’,—all things would stand on the same footing, 
the impossibility of well-known distinctions is declared to be open to objection. 
Bocauso, as there could bo no such distinction as ‘this is the Cognition of Blue', 
‘that is the Cognition of YeUow' —even common people would be equally 
omniscient; this is what is urged against this view; as regards the Omniscient 
Person himself, such non-distinction would be only right; hence how could 
tho said contingency be urged as an undesirable one ?—Thus in the state of 
Omniscience, it is only right and proper that the Cognition should be formless 
and brought about by the powers of mysticism. 

It might be argued that—"In that caso things could not be distinguished 
as (1) those to be acquired, and (2) those to be abandoned”. 

Not so, we reply. If in the event of the limitless number of things 
appearing in consciousness at ono and the same time,—there were incom¬ 
patibility with the things being cognised as (1) to be acquired and (2) to be 
abandoned,—and if there were no such incompatibility with other things, and 
there were some loss of character on the part of the things to be acquired and 
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things to bo abandoned as they appear in consciousness,—or even thi 
lost character were not distinguished,—, or even when they appeared in 
consciousness, if there came about no ordinary Cognition envisaging them,— 
then, under these contingencies, there might be room for asserting what 
has been asserted- As a mattor of fact, however, when the ontire world 
appears in consciousness, ovon the thing to be acquired and to be abandoned 
appear in consciousness without any incongruity, and without losing any 
of their essential character; and subsequently, it all becomes apprehended by 
the pure ordinary Cognition brought about by the force of the Cognition of 
the Omniscient Person. Why then, can there be no Cognition of things as 
distinguished from one another ? 

Thus it has beon proved that thero is no room for the objection as against 
the view that Cognitions are formless. 

If then, the objection is meant to be urged against the view that 
Cognitions have forms,—then, also there is no such incompatibility as 
has been urged. Because as the limit-less things, manifesting themsolves in 
endless forms, come into existence,—so also does the Consciousness of the 
Omniscient Porson, which appears as envisaging the forms of all those limit¬ 
less things; and thero is no incongruity in this; as there is nothing incompatible 
in a single Cognition envisaging the forms of several things. 

“Certainly, if what is one envisages many forms ,—thero is incongruity”. 

Not so; because the forms are unreal. If the one thing had several real 
forms, then there would be incompatibility between the one and the many. 
As a matter of fact, however, tho view that is hold is that the man}’ forms 
do not really belong to the one thing. 

“If that is so, then the Cognition of tho Omniscient Person would be 
associated with a wrong Cognition; and thereby tho Omniscient Person 
would be mistaken". 

Not so; as He would cognise things as they are, thero would be nothing 
wrong in it. He would be ‘mistaken’ if He had cognised as real what is 
really unreal. When, however, He cognises the unreal forms as unreal ,— 
then, how can He bo said to bo ‘ mistakon’ ? 

"When all things are ombrocod within a single Cognition,—and yot He 
treats them differently, as ‘seen’ and the rest; how then can He be regarded 
as not-mistaken V' 

There is no force in this; because. He is cognisant of tho right means. 
Ho could be mistaken, if he noglected the right means of apprehending the 
thing, and apprehended it by some other secondary means. In fact however, 
according to the view that Cognitions have forms, there is no means of 
apprehending a thing except the apprehension of the form of its Cognition; 
how then could the Person be mistaken if He apprehended tho thing by the 
right and proper means ? 

Thus then, just as in the case of the knowablo things, so in the case of 
the Cognition also, there is apprehension of the forms of limitless things,— 
and on that account it is said that ‘limitless things’ are embraced by it. 

. When things enter into the Cognition in certain forms,—in.those same 
forms thoy become recognised by the representative consciousness that 
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appears later on. And so far as tho Consciousness of the Omniscient Person 
is concerned, things do not enter into it as appearing in a limitod number of 
divorse forms, but everything that happens to bo existent enters into it. 
Because the capacity of tho Person is such that in becoming the substratum 
of tho Cognition of all things, it is not trammelled in any way; specially as 
mental Cognition envisages all things. Thus then, there being no incongruity 
in tho Consciousness of the Omniscient Person apprehending the forms of 
limitless things,—and any ordinary cognition that comes later on cannot 
apprehend things to the farthest limit,—how could thore bo any Cognition 
such as ‘so many are the things’ ? And it would be only if such a Cognition 
were there, that there could be a limit or end to the number of things. 

If, again, tho representative Cognition appears in the form that ‘there 
is nothing beyond what has actually appoared in consciousness’,—even so, 
it would not be possible for the things to be so limited. Because if all that 
appeared in the non-conceptual Consciousness of the Omniscient Person 
appoared as limited in extent,—then the representative Cognition following 
upon that might apprehend the things as so limited [Read ‘ antavatlvam ’ for 
'anarUalvam'], and this Cognition would deprivo the things of their limitless- 
nesa. As a matter of fact, however, what appears in the Consciousness of 
tho Omniscient Person appears actually as without limit, —because the capacity 
of the Omniscient Person has no limitations; consequently anything else 
that appears in consciousness must be limited; and it is only this that is appre¬ 
hended by the representative Cognition; so that you have more clearly than 
over established the limitlessness of things. Honce thore is no force in what 
has been urged. 

There are some people who hold the view that the whole Consciousness 
of the Mystic is devoid of objective basis, and resembles the truo droam, 
whence, being in conformity with the real state of things, it is reliable.— 
As against these peoplo, there Is much less room for the objection regarding 
things becoming limited. —We liave had enough of this!—(3627) 

Thero are some people who hold that there are Persons who become 
omniscient at will; under their opinion also, there is no incongruity in what 
has been said above.—This is what is shown in the following:— 


TEXTS (3628-3629). 

Whatever He wishes to know He comes to know it without fail ; 
—such is His power, as He has shaken off all evil. He knows 

THINGS EITHER SIMULTANEOUSLY OR IN SUCCESSION, JUST AS 
He WISHES; AND having SECURED the knowledge of ALL 

things, He becomes the Lord.—(3628-3629) 
COMMENTARY. 

The following Texts point out that there is no incongruity even undor 
the view that the Lord’s Cognition of things is successive :— 

53 
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TEXTS (3630-3631). 

Or, He knows all that is knowable, in the shape of the ‘Four 
Truths’, by means of His sixteen ‘Cognitions’, in succession, 
and on that account He is omniscient . When this cognition 
of the Lord thus appears in succession—not even a 
single moment has to be awaited ; what to say, my 
FRIEND, OF A HUNDRED YEARS!—(3630-3631) 


COMMENTARY. 

'By means of Sixteen Cognitions' —i.e. by Forgivenesses’ and ‘Cogni¬ 
tions’: There are eight ‘Forgivenesses’,—in the shape of the Forgivonoss of 
Pain, Dharrna, Knowledge and so forth;—and there are eight ‘Cognitions’, 
in the shape of the cognition of Pain, Dharrna, Knowledge and so forth;— 
all this is clear from the declaration that—‘The Truth is divided sixteen- 
fold*. 

'Even a single moment '.—-The lowost measure of time is called 'Kal& 
120 Kolas make one K$ana; 60 K$anas make one Lava. 

' My friend '—is a form of address. 

'Abda '—is year.— (3630-3631) 


It has been argued under Text 3251, that—“Even if the Person by 
his own undivorsified nature, apprehends all things, he cannot apprehend the 
specific individualities of all things”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3632). 

The Person who apprehends all things in their own undiversified 

FORM, KNOWS THE VERY FORMS OF ALL THINGS.—(3632) 


COMMENTARY. 

Says the Opponent:—“In the scriptures it is said that tho Cognition of 
the Mystics, freo from all impurities, appertains to Universals only,—not 
to Specific Individualities ; how do you say that tho Consciousness of the 
mystics, which envisages Universals, apprehends the very forms of all 
things?”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXTS (3633-3634). 

It is the ‘Specific Individuality’ itself, as differentiated from 
HETEROGENEOUS AND NON-MOMENTARY THINGS, WHICH IS SPOKEN 

OF HERE AS ‘ UNIVERSAL ON THE GROUND OF ITS LEADING 

to Calmness and Dispassion.—The Cognition that 

APPREHENDS THIS AND IS BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE 
force of Medication, and appears only in 
great Mystics, envisages the Specific 
Individuality itself.—(3633-3634) 

COMMENTARY. 

That sumo ‘Specific Individuality’, which, differentiated from things of 
other kinds, becomes the basis of tho notion of ‘Uniformity’, and is then called 
the ‘ Universal ’. Hence the consciousness of the Mystic which apprehends 
it and which becomes clearly manifested by tho force of his Meditation, 
envisages the Specific Individuality itself; hence there is nothing incongruous 
in tho same Cognition apprehonding tho Universal as well as tho Specific 
Individuality. 

It has boon argued under Text 3253, that—“the said uniform cognition 
would be either true or false; if it is truo, it goes against porceptiblo facts, as it 
makes all things one”. 

All this also has been ausworod by what has been just explained; because 
what the mystic consciousness apprehends is tho Specific Individuality. — 
(3633-3634) 

If what is meant by Mystic Consciousness envisaging Specific 
Individuality is that it apprehends that Universal which wo have 
declared to be ‘illusory’, not capable of being described as that or not- 
that, —and which other philosophers have regarded as real, —then the said 
idea cannot bo accepted. 

Tina is what the Author points out in the following:— 


TEXT (3635). 

What is apprehended by the Mystic Consciousness is not that 
Universal which is incapable of being spoken of 
as ‘that’ or ‘not-that’ and so forth, and 
which other people have regarded 
as real ’.—(3635) 

COMMENTARY. 

'And so forth' is meant to include ‘eternal’ or ‘non-eternal’, etc. otc.— 
(3635) 
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Question :—“Why cannot thoro bo apprehension of that Universal ?” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (3636). 

The Consciousness of the Mystic is free from Conceptual Content 

and is not erroneous; and if it apprehended the said 
Universal, it would be something beset with 
Conceptual Content and Error.—(3636) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Mystic Consciousness lias been held to be valid Perception, because it 
is froe from Conceptual Content and is not orroneous. If however, it envisaged 
the CJnivorsal as described above, then it would apprehend an illusory 
thing and thus become beset with Conceptual Content-, and as appre¬ 
hending the unreal thing in the shape of the Universal as assumed by other 
pooplo, it would bccomo beset with Error also. 

Or both being taken as referring to both, there are two objectionable 
foaturos.—(3636) 

It has been shown that the Cognition in question, as apprehending 
an unreal and purely fanciful thing, becomes beset with Conceptual Content 
and Error. It is next shown in another way, that it becomes besot with 
Error for the following reason also:— 


• TEXT (3637). 

Because it has been already explained that the Universal 

WHICH CONSISTS OF THE CONCEPTUAL CONTENT AND IS 
INCAPABLE OF BEING SPOKEN OF, AND IS IN THE 
FORM OF PERMANENT CONTIGUITY,—IS 
FORMLESS (FEATURELESS).—(3637) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has just been said that the Universal, which is incapable of being 
spoken of’—that is, the Universal which cannot be spoken of as either‘this’ 
or ‘not-this’,—forms the very essence of Conceptual Content-—' because 
inasmuch as—this has been already explained under the section on 'Apoha', 
'therefore the said Consciousness becomes beset with Conceptual Content'-,— 
such is the connection with what has gone before (in the preceding text). 

The reason for this is os follows:—As the Universal is of the nature of 
Conceptual Content, the Mystic Consciousness that envisaged it would also 
bo of the nature of Conceptual Content; because it is apprehended as of that 
nature. As regards the Conceptual Content, wherever it appears, it 
presents as good and desirable, what is not-good and not-desirable-, hence it 
is always wrong-, hence the said Approhonsion becomes beset with Error. 
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As regards the* Universal postulated by other people, in the form perpetual 
contiguity ,—that also has boon shown, under the chapter on ‘tho Universal’, 
as being entirely feature-leas, characterless. So that if tho Apprehension 
envisages this Universal it becomes all the more clearly ‘beset with Conceptual 
Content and Error’.—(3637) 

It lias been argued under Text 3256, that—“If the Omniscient Person 
is held to bo that Person who knows all things and their causes, through a 
single abnormal Cognition,—then there can be no Means of Cognition to 
vouch for His existence, etc. etc.”. 

Tho answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3638-3639). 

That Person is certainly called ‘Omniscient’ who knows all 

THINGS ALONG WITH THEIR CAUSES, THROUGH A SINGLE ABNORMAL 

Cognition brought about by Communion. The existence 
of such a Person has been already established before, 

BY MEANS OF INFERENCE. THUS THERE IS A DISTINCT 

Means of Cognition vouching for His ex¬ 
istence. Hence it follows that such a 
one really exists.—(3638-3639) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued under Text 3258,— “Whether simultaneously or suc¬ 
cessively, how could there be any Inference, without an effect ? etc. etc.”. 
The answor to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3640). 

Simultaneously or successively, there is cognition following 

FROM THE EFFECT THAT IS MANIFESTED. WHEN He IMPARTS 

the Teaching, He has the requisite capacity 
also.—(3640) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(3640) 

It has been argued under Text 3260, that—“The idea that there is one 
Person who has acquired special powers not common among men and He 
knows all things,—is entirely baseless”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXTS (3641-3644). 

That Person who has propounded this Teaching—which is pure 

AND WHBBHDf THE DHARMA OF ‘NO-SOUL’ HAS BEEN REITERATED,— 
AND WHICH HAS BEEN SUPPORTED BY THE WHOLE OF THIS WORK 
AND NOT TRAVERSED BY ANY FORM OR MEANS OF VALID COGNITION, 
—WHICH IS NOT KNOWN TO WORLDLY MEN,—WHICH IS BEYOND THE 
KEN OF Keshava AND OTHERS,—WHICH IS HIGHLY BORNE ON THE 
HEAD BY ALL WISE MEN,—WHICH DESTROYS THE ENTIRE HOST OF 
ENEMIES INTHE SHAPE OF EVILS,—AND IS THE CAUSE OF VARIOUS KINDS 

of Prosperity as also of the attainment of Nirvana, —such a 
Person acquired special powers not common among men, 
which distinguishes Him from all other men, and He alone 
is Omniscient] —this is entirely vouched for by Means and 
Forms of Eight Cognition.—(3641-3644) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Samashdstrena —by the whole of this work, the TaUvasangraha. 

1 Which is not known to worldly men'— i.e. the Teaching which envisages 
knowledge that is not easily attained by worldly men. 

'Beyond the ken of Kishava, etc. etc.'— 1 Though this word is in the 
Masculine Gendor, yet it qualifies the word 'Dfyhand' (Feminine). 

'Which destroys, etc. etc.'— The evils themsolves are the enemies — and 
their hosts are destroyed by it. 

>Is lhe °f wrious kinds, etc. etc.'— the word ‘ Karana' is to be 

construed with each of the two members of the compound.—(1) It is the 
cause of the various kinds of Prosperity, and also (2) it is the causo of tho 
attainment of Nirv&na. —(3641-3644) 

It has been argued undor Text 3261—“Thus, no omniscient Person of 
any kind is conceivable; consequently no human assertion could be the means 
of providing the knowledge of Dharrm". 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3645). 

Thus, as it is quite conceivable that there is an Omniscient 
Person, human assertion can certainly be the means of 
providing the knowledge of Dharma.—( 3645) 

COMMENTARY. 

'An Omniscient Person'— i.e. Buddha Himself alone; not Kapila, or 
any one else; as already established before. 

As regards the objection that has boon urged regarding Cognition being 
formless or with form ,—that has been answered by us already._( 3645 ) 
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Says the Opponent—"It has been asserted (by Buddhists) that 
‘Cognition never apprehends the external object,—either as manifested or as 
unmanifestod or as envisaging something else’. But how can both views 
be free from objections ?” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3646). 

Any discussion regarding formlessness and the rest is of no use 

IN REGARD TO THE OMNISCIENT PERSON. In FACT, JUST AS 

your Cognition appears in regard to a certain 

OBJECT, SO DOES THE OTHER (SUPERIOR) 

Cognition also.—(3646) 

End of Chapter. 

Thus onds the TATTVASANGRAHA by Sh&ntaraksita. 


COMMENTARY. 


The discussion that we carried on earlier, regarding the Cognition being 
formless , etc. etc., from the Idealistic point of view,-can serve no 
purpose on the present occasion, as against you Mimdmsakas who are wedded 
to the External World, when we are proving the existence of the Omniscient 
Person on the understanding (for the sake of argument) that the external 
world exists. 

Question: —“Why?” . ... . 

Answer .—'In fact, etc. etc.'— You must assert that there is Cognition of 
the External object,—whether the Cognition be formless or with form; as 
otherwise the whole external world would disappear. So that, just as there 
comes about your Cognition of a certain thing,-in the same manner would 
come about also the other-and the superior-Cognition of the OmmscterU 
Person (which is to be construed heie).-So that the objection that lias been 
urged has no force at all and should not have been urged.—(3646) 


This excellent and extensive, pure and lasting, (Teaching) that 
has been secured by me,-may it become the abode of the magnificence 
of the unrivalled Jina ; and with its effulgence, may it delight the hearts 
of all men '—May thereby the whole of mankind become like the Buddhist 
Kamalashila (or, may all men attain the character of the Lotus as 
blooming under the rays of the sun of the Great Teaching). 


End of the Commentary 

by 

Kamalashila. 


END. 
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Gavaya, 760, 761, 770, 777, 788, 967. 
GSvl, 1216. 


General, 838, 976. 

Generalities, 857. 

Gestures, 803, 1517. 

Ghosaka, 862. 

Ghundkqara, 1101. 

Gltd —quoted, 1297. 

God, 883, 1070, 1423. 

Gold, 868, 894, 910, 970. 

Gosava, 1567. 

Grammar, 1393, 1408. 

Grammarian, 1071, 1072, 1085, 1228, 
1237, 1394. 

Groat Sage, 973. 

„ Brdhmatui, 1198. 

Guduchl, 851. 

H 

Hair-tuft, 1280, 1467. 

Happiness, 971. 

HarltakH, 1428. 

Hare’s Horns, 881, 957. 

Hatred, 748, 930. 

Hate, 901, 973. 

Hearer, 1059. 

Hoavon, 880, 1371, 1391, 1463. 

Herb touched by teeth of mongoose 
cures snake-poison, 1404. 
Heterogeneous Serios, 1092. 
High-souled men, 929. 

Highest Good, 1468, 1527, 1541, 1542. 
Hindrance of Afflictions, 1482. 
History, 1408. 

Honoy, 1326. 

Horns, 967. 

Horse, 889. 

Human Origin, 1072. 

Hundred, 1235. 

Husks—Thumping of, 1399. 

I 

4 1 \ 1628, 1530. 

‘ I ’-notion, 1529. 

Ideas, 1062. 

Idea of Timo, 863. 

Idealism, 916, 1159, 1467. 

IdeaUst, 916, 1569. 

Idealistic, 976. 

Ideation, 936. 

Identity, 842, 1145. 

Ignorance, 880, 1391. 
lk-fa;ika, 1501. 
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Illusion, 756, 886, 11U1, 1220, 1221, 
1374, 1466. 

Illusory, 871, 046, 1201, 1337. 
Illuminative, 1073. 

Illuminativeness, 057. 

Imaginary, 871. 

Immobile, 871. 

Immoral, 1398. 

Immorality, 1536. 

Impediments, 920. 

Imperceptible, 832. 

Imperishable, 1090. 

Imposed (Unreal), 1402. 

Imposing, 882. 

Impression, 929, 980. 

Impurities, 890, 1512. 

Inclusiveness, 854. 

Incorporcality, 1271, 1288. 

Indicator, 803, 1065, 1355. 

Individual, 1089, 1222, 1540. 
Infallibility, 1373. 

Inference, 742, 743, 746, 797, 833, 939, 
976, 1320, 1372, 1414, 
1428,1457. 

„ annulled by Verbal Cogni- 

tion, 1000 . 

Inferential, 764. 

„ Indicative, 822. 

Infinito Regress, 947, 959, 1367, 1373, 
1377, 1378. 

Initial Cognition, 1330. 

Intelligence, 1407. 

Intontion, 755, 757. 

Interception of Sound, 1027. 
Intorvolved Wheel of Causation, 989, 
1391. 

Intuition, 742, 885. 

„ as Prantdna, 831. 

Invalidity, 1288, 1319, 1344, 1378, 
1384. 

Iron-pieces, 1164. 

Itihdea, 1421. 


J 

Jaimini, 1314. 

Jaina, 835, 838, 841, 1028, 1085, 1403, 
1488. 

Jar. 1326. 

Jaundice, 1341. 

„ —cured by juico of Droiya 

flower, 1348. 


Jina, 918, 973, 1402, 1403, 1488. 

Jumping, 1408, 1508. 

Jyol^a, 1400. 

K 

Kadumba, 1168. 

Kali, 1211. 

Kalpa-tree, 973. 

Kalpa, 1400. 

Kambald3hvaiara, 890. 

Kanaka, 1411. 

Kandda, 845, 1085, 1172, 1401. 

Kama, 865. 

Kdpila, 857, 1401, 1402, 1470, 1472, 
1483, 1485, 1486. 

Karma, 884. 

Karmadhdraya, 808, 855. 

Karyald, 1239. 

Kadltava, 1544. 

Kdshyapa, 1411. 

King, 781. 

* Kliiftaldislah, 1384. 

Knowable, 1394, 1404. 

Kflrima-Brahmana, 1556. 

Kumdrila, 755, 783, 789, 794, 807, 800, 
811, 812, 816, 819, 845, 846, 858, 
942, 943, 949, 954, 955, 956, 977, 
978, 980, 981, 982, 984, 1169, 1210, 
1217, 1236, 1254, 1267, 1271, 1314, 
1315, 1357, 1359, 1362, 1380, 1381, 
1387, 1436, 1532, 1552. 

Kunli, 1297. 


L 

Lamp, 910, 1154, 1296. 

Largeness, 1050. 

Laid, 1226. 

Letters, 812, 1070, 1071, 1075, 1080, 
1081, 1141, 1150, 1194, 1221, 1237, 
1248, 1259. 

Letter-sounds, 1077, 1185, 1223, 1227. 
Liberation, 1463, 1530. 

Light, 883, 1054, 1164. 

Limitations, 1407, 1503. 

Lingaeharira, 925. 

Line of Trees, 772. 

Lions, 1558. 

Lokdyala, 887, 888. 

„ — Sillra, 888. 

Lord, 884, 973, 1492. 

Lord’s Word, 1486. 
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lotus, 1120, 1226, 1234. 

Love, 90 1, 91 3, 030, 073, 1403. 
Luminous, 883. 

Lute, 1360. 

M 

Mada, 1226. 

Madhyamikas, 018. 

Magic Circles, 1517. 

Magnet, 1164. 

Mah&bharata, 1007, 1008, 1260, 1261. 
Mahdr&jas, 1504. 

Mahasammata, 864. 

Mahtiyanist, 018. 

Mahdshwtd, 1251, 1252. 

Mahishvara, 1424. 
Maheshvara-bhavana, 1547. 

Mailreya —Tathugata, 864. 

Major elemental substances, 806. 
Makers, 1126, 1355. 

Man, 1350. 

Mdndhdna — DevadaUa, 864. 
Mango-tree, 1446. 

Manifestation, 1123, 1127, 1225, 1229, 
1250, 1276, 1285, 1374. 
„ of Letters, 1024, 1163, 
1180, 1105. 

Manifested, 1139. 

„ state, 1087. 

Manifesting Agency, 1221. 

Manifestors, 1126, 1139, 1147, 1153, 
1224. 

Manojava, 1509. 

Mantras, 1421, 1541. 

Afonu, 1112, 1382, 1430, 1553, 1557, 
1558. 

M&ra, 1486. 

Mary a, 1211. 

Mass of Light and Shado, 824. 

Material Cause, 899, 900, 902, 903, 
909. 

Materialism, 877, 892, 893. 

Material Substances, 887, 894, 1206. 

„ „ —Great, 888. 

Materialist, 907, 913, 917, 926, 1323. 
Malrvivdha (a plant?), 897. 
Meaninglessness, 1104. 

Means of Cognition, 767, 1350, 1366, 
1379, 1386. 

Means of knowledge, 974, 1125, 1268. 
Medicine, 1557. 

Meditation, 885, 886, 1422, 1425, 1434, 
1543- 


Mental Cognition, 902, 905, 916, 1407, 
1498. 

Mental Faculties (Samskara), 887. 

„ Function, 864. 

„ Perception, 1406. 

Mercy, 1103, 1493, 1505, 1512. 

Merit and Demerit, 1018, 1032, 1175, 
1196. 

MSru, 880, 1371. 

Million, 1235. 

Mfm&msd-bhdfya, 742. 

Mlmdmsd-svira, 980. 

Mimdmsaka, 750, 766, 769, 772, 807, 
808, 935, 991, 998, 1003, 1009, 1030, 
1040, 1371, 1392, 1399, 1522. 
Mind-forco, 1509. 

Mind-moments, 945. 

Mind, 888, 894, 910, 1169, 1337, 1342, 
1414. 

Mind and Mental Entities, 945, 963. 

„ „ Effects, 965, 971. 

Minor Premiss, 743. 

„ Term, 758. 

Mirage, 1298, 1333. 

Mirror 1198. 

Misapprehension, 1833. 

Misconception, 1319, 1324, 1358, 1359. 
Mixed Character, 846. 

Mlechchhas, 1217. 

Mode, 862. 

Mode-changers, 863. 

Modification, 812, 875, 923. 

Moment, 870, 877, 946.. 

Momentary, 896, 915, 916, 1147, 1315, 
1316. 

„ character, 878, 1177. 
Mongoose, 1404. 

Moonless, .823. 

Moral, 1398. 

Morality and Immorality, 1465. 
Mother’s marriage, 1453, 1459. 

Moving About and Other Actions, 1078, 
1223. 

Multiplicity, 969, 1142. 

Mutilation of texts, 1354. 

Mutual Exclusiveness, 1489. 

„ Negation, 773, 809. 

Mystic Consciousness, 1576. 

Mystic Perception, 941. 

Mystics, 861, 885, 886, 1269, 1415, 
1522, 1575. 
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Naiyayika, 781, 789, 891, 933, 1395. 
Nala, 1409. 

Name, 771, 775, 777, 928, 1475. 

Name and Named, 775. 
Name-conception (SufijM), 887. 
Namo-form, 927. 

Narasimha, 862. 

N&rikela-dvipa, 1051. 

Nastika, 893. 

Nature, 854, 1449. 

Nearness, 1165. 

Negation, 742, 773, 789, 805, 807, 808, 
821, 825, 1132, 1362, 1414, 1440, 
1447, 1457. 

Negative, 1394, 1395. 

Negative concomitance, 745. 

Nimitta, 1535, 1536. 
Niralambanavfida, 949. 

Nirgranthas, 857. 

NirodJta, 1244. 

Nirukta, 1220, 1371, 1400. 

Ntnx7?u*, 918, 1426, 1468, 1511.1530, 
1666. 

Nlvfira, 1539. 

Non-apprehension, 742, 821, 827, 1125, 
1132, 1133, 1345, 1363, 1362, 1363, 
1411, 1431, 1442, 1444, 1445. 
Non-cognition, 970, 1449. 
Non-conceptual, 904, 1378. 1435, 1492, 
1493. 

Non-conformity, 1325. 

Non-entity, 894. 

Non-etemality, 1083, 1281. 
Non-oxistenco, 815, 828, 836, 1348, 
1382, 1445. 

Non-modification, 813, 814. 
Non-objective, 972. 

Not-being-that, 841. 

Not-equal, 836. 

No-Soul, 1266, 1476, 1483, I486, 1514. 
Nydyabhd$ya, 760. 

Nydyasutra, 774, 1460. 

„ quoted, 1459-60. 
Nydyav&rliJca, 977. 

O 

Object, 891, 953, 958, 1055, 1188. 
Objective, 1481. 

„ basis. 1188 . 

„ background, 885. 

Objectless, 1152. 


Object-moment, 965. 
Observances, 880. 
Occasional, 875, 894. 
Oil, 1394. 


Omniscienco, 

1400, 

1447, 

1482, 

1490, 

1506,1534, 

1551. 




Omniscient Person, 

1259, 

1269, 

1391, 

1394, 1395, 

1397, 

1399, 

1401, 

1404, 

1413, 1416, 

1417, 

1426, 

1453, 

1456, 

1493, 1499, 

1505, 

1513, 

1522, 

1532, 

1533, 1535, 

1541, 

1646, 

1549, 

1550, 

1560, 1564, 1570, 1572, 1577, 1579. 


One-ness, 1142, 1145, 1150, 1192. 
Operation, 1313. 

Order. 1079, 1080, 1082. 

„ of Letters, 1072, 1073, 1074, 
1076. 

„ of Sequence, 1078, 1220. 

Other World, 887, 893. 

P 

Paddy, 1154. 

Palate, 1077, 1141. 

PaAchama, 1147. 

Pdxtini, 1085, 1173. 

Paralysis, 923. 

Para&kas, 1138, 1263, 1267, 1268. 
ParichdthiUi, 1376. 

Parinirvdna, 1435. 

Particular, 838, 976. 

Past, 866, 867, 873, 877, 1098. 
Palalipulra, 745, 1422. 

PataAjali's Bh&sya, 1085. 

Path, 1513. 

Paudgala, 1085. 

Peculiarity, 875, 877. 

Perceptible, 832. 

Perception, 765, 780, 821, 888, 939, 
958, 974, 1051, 1054, 
1200, 1339, 1372, 1405, 
1414, 1441, 1501,1511. 

„ of Cause, 1343. 
Perceptional, 761. 

Perishable beings, 1425. 

Perishability, 1084. 

Permanence, 804, 939, 1448. 

Permanent character of Things, 1147. 
Perpotual Flux, 747, 809, 936, 1196, 
1205, 1259, 1266, 1279, 1403, 1549. 
Personality, 892, 1107, 1110, 1262, 
1303, 1165. 

Phases ( Skandha ), 910. 
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Philosophers. 1555. 

Pit, 1050. 

Pitch. 1014, 1150. 

Place, 1350. 

Plaintiff, 1300. 

Pleasure, 1131. 

Pleasure-Pain, 1569. 

Plurality, 841, 848, 854. 

Poison, 1281. 

Positive, 1395. 

Pot, 858. 

Potency, 785, 701, 792, 795, 841, 1051, 
1064, 1094, 1160, 1161, 1162, 1207, 
1211, 1214, 1252, 1284. 

Potter, 1326. 

Potter’s Wheel, 1494. 

Prachyas, 1322. 

Practice, 1504. 

Pratndna, 1271, 1276, 1284, 1289, 1314. 
Prdtui, 890. 

Prapyakdritva, 1167. 

Pratibhd (Intuition) as Pramdna, 831. 
Pralikqcpa, 813. 

Pralisankhydnd, 931. 
Pralutankhyd-nirodha, 875, 979, 1244. 
Pralxlyasamulpdda, 936. 

Present, 866, 867. 

Presumption, 742, 783, 784, 785, 786, 
788, 789, 804, 805, 822, 990, 1008, 
1051, 1082, 1129, 1180, 1225, 1282, 
1364, 1387, 1414, 1427, 1440. 
Primordial Matter, 996, 1243, 1395, 
1439, 1464, 1469, 1486. 

Principal (Debt), 884. 

Principles, 1395. 

Probability, 742, 830. 

Producer of Wood, 1065. 

Product, 1121. 

Production, 859, 875. 

Prolongation, 1080. 

Prompters, 1076. 

Propensities, 932. 

Prosperity, 1527, 1542. 

Pseudo-Mim&msakas, 1413. 

Pseudo-omniscient Persons, 1404. 
Pudgala, 885, 1085, 1162. 

Pumping out, 1092. 

Purdrui, 1421, 1555. 

Purification, 885. 

Purwta , 1266. 

R 

Rdjahamsa, 1510. 
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Rama, 1534. 

Ra-sa, 1249. 

Ratiocinativo Cognition, 742. 
Ratiocination ( Yukti) as Pramdna, 827. 
Readers of Veda, 1126. 

Real, 871, 874, 1492. 

Roalist, 861. 

Recoptacle, 913, 917. 

Recognition, 844, 1003, 1010, 1012 
1016, 1039, 1138, 1139, 1141, 1147, 
1193, 1250. 

Red-hot Iron, 1461. 

Rcductio ad abaurdum, 748, 749, 852, 
928, 929, 937, 947, 1066, 1104, 1164, 
1372, 1496,1564, 1565. 

Reflected Image, 936, 958, 1044, 1187, 
1188, 1189, 1190, 1192. 

Reflection, 951, 985, 986, 1403, 1488. 
Rgvcda, 1537. 

Rjuvimald, 760. 

Relation, 780. 

Relationship, 1204, 1208, 1213, 1214, 
1248. 

Relative, 780. 

„ Rogation, 1363, 1444. 
Reliability, 1624, 1526. 

Reliability of Veda, 1113. 
Romembranco, 761, 764, 769, 774, 
780, 912, 921, 929, 960, 983, 1098, 
1227, 1235. 

Reminiscont Cognition, 922. 
Reminiscence, 912. 

Renunciation, 885. 

Repetition, 930. 

Representative Cognition, 1573. 
Repression, 885. 

Rescensional Texts, 1444, 1536, 1538. 
Resistance, 869. 

Resting ground, 1345. 

Revealed Word, 989, 991, 1101, 1379, 
1392. 

Revelations, 1202. 

Reversal of character, 875. 

Reversal, 877. 

Rk, 1400. 

Rock-crystal, 1544. 

Rope, 1478. 

Royal Edict, 799. 

Rqabha, 1147, 1486. 

Rtuparna, 1409, 1521, 1522. 

Ruchaka, 858. 

Rules, 1344. 
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Sacrifices, 1371, 1391, 1439. 

Sadjo, 1018, 1147. 

Sahanlabhadra, 866, 869, 870, 872. 
Samdkhyd, 774. 

Sdman, 1400. 

S'dman/a, 1098. 

Sdni&nyatodrffa, 1428. 

Sdriafa, 1436. 

Sambhava, 830. 

Sameness, 802. 

Samttnrga, 880. 

Samskdra, 887. 

Sanatoria (Dissolution), 1382. 
Samvtrtana, 1375. 

Sanwrla, 1199. 

Samvrti, 1198. 

SafijAS, 887. 

Sahkela, 1203. 

Sdhkhya, 863, 925, 1028, 1085, 1087, 
1095, 1323, 1395. 

Sanskrit, 1217, 1218. 

S-ro, 1429. 

SaidrarUiko, 1244, 1523. 

Science of Reasoning, 761. 

Scientific Discussions, 1407. 

Scriptures, 1084, 1253, 1399, 1425. 
Seed and Sprout, 1129, 1339, 1442. 
Seer of Truth, 882. 

Self, 771, 1513, 1543, 1545. 
Self-cognition, 964, 1414, 1512, 1545. 
Self-cognisability, 949. 

Self-efficiency, 1130. 

Self-luminous, 821. 

Self-sufficient validity, 870,1340, 1380. 
Self-sufficiency, 1272, 1318. 

Self-validity, 1293, 1322, 1344, 1350, 
1354, 1356, 13S4. 

Sensation, 864, 882. 

Sense-cognition, 904, 916, 941. 
Sense-organs, 851, 887, 899, 1055,1068, 
1342, 1370, 1388, 13.89. 
Sonae-perception, 746, 765, 1135, 1210, 
1239, 1243, 1307, 1316, 1323, 1370, 
1405. 

Soutcnce, 1232, 1248, 1250, 1258, 1321. 

„ —Eternal, 1099. 

Series of Cognitions, 884. 

Scries, 885, 889, 1091. 

„ —Heterogeneous, 1092. 

Sexual Acts, 1260. 

ShauddJiodani, 1412. 


Shdkya, 1490. 

Shaky a -M un i, 1411. 

„ Race, 1417. 

Shabara, 742, 746, 700, 703, 783, 808, 
878, 980, 089, 991, 999, 1028, 1082, 
1100, 1112, 1115, 1119, 1137, 1172, 
1192, 1215, 1206, 1267, 1304, 1315, 
1342, 1392, 1429, 1404. 

S/uUxla, 1085, 1086. 

Shaky a-Muni, 1535. 

ShaiiUuru (Shiva), 1423. 

Shahkaru, 1548. 

Shahkara-nvdmin, 1104. 

Shankha, S04. 

'Shanno dtvUt, elc.', 1140, 1141, 1219. 

ShGrikd, 1139. 

Shik<a, 1085, 1400. 

Shimshapd, 1439, 1445. 

Shiva, 1546, 1548, 1549. 

ShlokavOrlika, 700, 702, 763, 783, 784, 
785, 780, 788, 789, 807, 809, 810, 
811, 812, 845, 840, 858, 943, 949, 
954, 955, 950, 979, 981, 996, 1007, 
1008, 1009. 1010, 1012, 1013, 1014, 
1015, 1010, 1023, 1024, 1025, 1020, 
1027, 1028, 1029, 1030, 1031, 1032, 
1033, 1034, 1035, 1036, 1037, 1038, 
1039, 1040, 1041, 1042, 1043, 1044, 
1045, 1046, 1047, 1048, 1049, 1051, 
1052, 1053, 1054, 1055, 1057, 1058, 
1059, 1060, 1001, 1062, 1063, 1065, 
1066, 1067, 1068, 1069, 1070, 1071, 
1072, 1073, 1074, 1075, 1076, 1077, 
1078, 1079, 1080, 1081. 1082, 1083, 
1084, 1085, 1086, 1087, 1088, 1089, 
1090, 1091, 1092, 1093, 1094, 1095, 
1096, 1097, 1098, 1099, 1210, 1217, 
1236, 1255, 1256, 1262, 1271, 1282, 
1314, 1315, 1317, 1344, 1357, 1359, 
1361, 1364, 1387, 1397, 1418, 1532. 

Shramaito-Brahmanas, 1559. 

Shrdvaka-Achchdripulra, 1417. 

Shrolriya, 751, 1026. 

Shruli, 1056. 

Shubhayupla, 938, 945, 952, 963, 908, 
970, 974, 987. 

Shuddhodanu, 1547. 

Shudrcu, 1430, 1553. 

Shunyavdda, 781, 943, 954, 955, 956, 
070. 

Similar, 941. 
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Similarity, 702, 704, 769, 770, 837, 
1332. 

Similitude, 700. 

Sins, Ten, 1530. 

Skajvlhat, 367, 893. 

Sky-flower, 830. 

Sky-lotus, 894. 922, 947, 1132. 

Sleep, 921. 

Smallness, 1050. 

Smoko, 1243, 1310, 1387. 

Smrli-writers, 1382. 

Solar disc, 1193. 

Soul, 887, 888, 891, 894, 1017, 1040, 
1266, 1379, 1468, 1470, 1471, 1474, 
1477, 1544, 1549. 

Soulless, 1473, 1483. 

SouUoasncss, 1528, 1529, 1544. 

Soul—No, 1134, 1174, 1468, 1475. 
Sound, 823, 1042, 1049, 1080, 1171, 
1186. 

Space, 894, 910, 945, 1037, 1161, 1180. 
Speaker, 1059, 1062, 1071, 1074, 1076, 
1491. 

Speaker’s Intention, 757. 

Speakership, 1495. 

Specific Individuality, 778, 802, 851, 
886 , 904, 905, 906, 1523, 1574, 1575. 
Speech, 929. 

Spirit, 841, 1266, 1439, 1486. 

Sphofa, 1010, 1011, 1012, 1013, 1014, 
1015, 1016, 1070, 1075, J085, 1226, 
1227, 1228, 1231, 1237, 1239, 1249, 
1250. 

Srotdpamui, 1559. 

Srughna, 1022. 

Stability, 875, 877. 

Standard Entities, 838. 

Stato, 862, 873. 

States, 865, 877. 

Stick-holder, 1356. 

Story-books, 1125, 1128, 1255. 
Stupidity, 1349. 

Subjoct, 742. 

Subjective consciousness, 924, 1)59. 
Sublation, 1116. 

Sublating Cognition, 1296, 1346, 1377. 
Subsidiary sciences, 1400. 

Subsistence, 913, 914. 

Substance, Quality, etc., 990. 

Sugata, 1260, 1429, 1472, 1483. 
umali —Jaina writer, 839, 840, 849, 
850. 


Summing up of Pram&yxts, 832. 

Sun, 793, 1043, 1045, 11S6, 1189, 1193- 
Sun—reflected in water, 1043. 
Supor-sonsuous tilings, 1111, 1137, 
1392. 

Suppressor of Desires (Buddha), 1486- 
Suspicion, 1349, 1379. 

Svurga, 1251. 

SvaMya, 1385. 

Svaiah, 1385. 

Swoon, 921. 

Sword, 952. 

Syddvddn, 835, 1470, 1471, 1487. 

T 

Tdla, 1226. 

Taste, 1150. 

Tathagala, 885, 1416, 1417. 

„ — Maitrcaya, 864. 

Tatpurusa, 808. 

Tdyin, 861, 1468, 1494, *1531. 

Toochor, 884, 1111, 1253, 1354. 
Teaching of Duty, 1259. 

Ten Sins, 1530. 

‘Ten Stages’, 1434, 1660. 
Thought-Phases, 1485. 

Three Cognitions, 1347. 

Three Factors (Inference), 1390. 

Three Features, 765. 

Thrco-featured Probans, 1322. 

Three Paths, 1483. 

Throo Points of Time, 887. 

Thunder, 1168. 

Time, 823, 863, 910, 1080, 1225, 1243, 
1297, 1350, 1522. 

„ —Divisions of, 946. 

,, —All-pervading aud eternal, 
1081. 

Tradition, 1215. 

„ as Pramdtia, 831. 
Traditional Time of Teachers, 1117. 
Traik&lya, 861 . 

Transmigrating Personality, 892. 
Trayi, 1430. 

ZVtWkwro— MahdsaJ,a*ra, 1218. 
Tritalya, 1351. 

'TrttyashrtiUUa, etc., etc.', 1409. 

True Doctrine, 1469. 

Truo Knowledge, 885. 

Trustworthy Person, 1301, 1353. 
Truth, 887, 1507, 1519. 

„ —Highest, 1469. 
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Truthfulness, 748, 1104. 

Tryambaka, 1648. 

U 

Ubiyaka, 1385, 1386. 

Uddyotakara, 777, 1166, 1160. 
Umbrella, 781. 

Unborn One, 1340. 

Uncommon, 942. 

Unconscious, 960. 

„ Destruction, 1090, 1176. 
Unguents, 1503. 

Unique Entity, 767. 

Unitary Conception, 1238. 

Units, 862. 

Unity, 844. 

Universal, 762, 769, 770, 777, 838, 
858, 905, 941, 1006, 1008, 1015, 
1062, 1076, 1077, 1080, 1079, 1087, 
1088, 1089, 1093, 1134, 1141, 1146, 
1206, 1221,* 1242, 1246, 1379, 1539, 
1565, 1574, 1575, 1677. 

Universal Dissolution—none, 1069, 
1381. 

„ „ 1382. 

Univereo, 1394. 

Unmanifosted state, 1087. 

‘ Upahd udkanx chu^ali', 1260. 
Upamdna, 760. 

Upanifads, 936, 1416. 

Upavida, 1400. 

Updlambha, 849. 

Upalabdhi, 1375. 

UrvasM, 1103, 1104. 

Usage, 802, 1068, 1069, 1216. 

Uftd^a, 1435. 

Ulearga, 1294. 

V 

Vahxnx (River), 1518. 

Vaibhdaika, 861, 1244, 1395. 

Vaidika, 1427. 

Vainatbya, 1260. 

Vaishefika, 996, 1088, 1093, 1172. 
Validity, 1270, 1283, 1286, 1316, 1339, 
1345, 1347, 1360, 1373, 1384. 

Valid Cognition, 1363. 

„ Knowledge, 742. 

Vardhamana, 1470, 1471. 
Vardhatndnaka, 858. 

Variegated character, 857. 

Variegated colour, 846. 


Variegation, 847. 

Var^a, 1409. 

Vasudwa, 1297, 1349. 

Vasumilra, 862, 864. 

Vatsydyana, 760. 

Veda, 1101, 1102, 1105, 1218, 1219, 
1252, 1254, 1303, 1312, 1317, 
1321, 1323, 1365, 1370, 1379. 

1380, 1381, 1383, 1400, 1516, 
1525, 1532, 1537, 1538, 1546, 

„ —authoritotivo and reliable, 1099. 
„ —dependent on Persons, 1107. 
Vcdarui (Feeling), 887. 

Vedaniin, 936. 

Vodic Injunction, 1099, 1100, 1241, 
1265, 1312, 1372. 

„ Personality, 1114. 

„ Scholars, 1116, 1170, 1173, 1380, 

1381, 1404, 1413, 1424, 1430. 
„ Sentence, 1117. 

„ Study, 1097, 1258. 

„ Tradition, 1412. 

» Words, 999. 

Velocity, 1042, 1170. 

Vorbal Cognition, 741, 742, 747, 758, 
785, 1300, 1308, 1388. 

„ Entity, 1239. 

„ Expression, 766. 

„ Statement, 760, 776. 

„ Text, 1381. 

„ Usage, 1216, 1218. 

Vibhitaka, 861. 

‘ Vidhdyddi', 1407. 

Vidruma, 1518. 

Vindhya, 1287. 

Vindhyavdsin, 1086. 

Vipras, 857. 

Viehe/jalodrtfa, 1428. 

Ft«iu, 1297, 1424, 1546. 

Visual Organ, 1045. 

„ Perception, 1139, 1159. 
Vivaha-avaha, 1554. 

Void. 1514. 

Vrddhi (Grammatical), 109C, 1250. 
VriM, 1506. 

Vydkarana, 1400. 

Vydsa, 1112. 

Vyamhdra, 1068. 

W 

Water, 1187, 1189, 1370, 1394. 

Water-heating, 1608, 1511. 



INDEX. 


Well, 1045. 

White, 974. 

Wine, 1281. 

Wisdom, 933, 1103. 1505. 

Women, 1192. 

Word, Eternal, 1523. 

Word, Word-Sound, 744, 753, 760, 778, 
904, 1007, 1020, 1021, 1024, 1035, 
1038, 1039, 1051, 1053, 1055, 1057, 
1064, 1070, 1072, 1081, 1085, 1087, 
1098, 1099, 1131, 1136, 1141, 1145, 
1147, 1173, 1178, 1179, 1180, 1181, 
1182, 1183, 1184, 1193, 1195, 1197, 
1199, 1202, 1205, 1214, 1217, 1222, 
1230, 1234, 1241, 1252, 1257, 1262, 
1300, 1301, 1352, 1414, 1432, 1484. 

Word and Denotation, 923. 

„ „ Meaning, 1063. 
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Word—etemality of, 1023. 

Words, 1493. 

World, 1381. 

Wrong Cognition, 1153, 1316, 1317, 
1377, 1390, 1391. 

„ notions, 1486. 


Y. 

Yaga, 1251. 

Yajftafa, 1436. 

Yaju*, 1401. 

Yak?a, 831. 

Yellow, 978. 

Yoga, 1523. 

Yogin, 1529. 

Yoga-siUra, 1384. 

Yukli (as a Pramana), 827. 




